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FOR 

1-70 FROM MT. PHILLIP ROAD 
TO MARYLAND ROUTE 144 

FREDERICK COUNTY, MARYLAND 

The FHWA has determined that this project will not have any 
significant impact on the environment.   This finding of no 
significant impact is based on the Environmental Assessment and 
the attached information, which summarizes the assessment and 
documents the selection of inside widening between Mt. Phillip 
Road and 1-270, outside widening between 1-270 and Maryland 
Route 144, Alternate 4 at the US 15/340 and I-270/US 40 
interchanges, and Alternate B-l at the MD 85/355 and Reichs Ford 
Road/South Street interchanges.  The Environmental Assessment 
has been independently evaluated by the FWHA and determined to 
adequately discuss the environmental issues and impacts of the 
proposed project.  It provides sufficient evidence and analysis 
for determining that an Environmental Impact Statement is not 
required. 
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MEMORANDUM OF ACTION OP ADMINISTRATOR HAL KASSOFP 
FRIDAY, OCTOBER 10, 1986 

* * * 

Concurrence with Prior Action 

A Final Environmental Document (Finding of No Significant Impact) is being 
prepared on the project listed below. Combined Location/Design approval will 
be requested from the Federal Highway Administration as noted. 

State Contract No. F-866-101-772 - 1-70, from Mt. Phillip to 
Md. Rte. 144. 

Location/Design Recommendation: A combination of inside and outside 
widening, modification of Alternate 4» 
Alternate B-l and a drainage outfall to 
the Monocacy River. 

The decision to proceed in this manner was made by the Administrator at 
staff meetings held on September 11, 1985, May 12, 1986 and September 17, 1986, 
respectively. 

Copy: Mr. J. A. Agro, Jr. 
Mr.. W. R. Clingan 
Mr. E. M. Loskot 
Mr. A. M. Capizzi 
Mr. G. R. Straub  / 
Mr. L. H. Ege, JrX 
Contract F-866-101-772 

1-1 
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Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

MEMORANDUM 

October  10,   1986 

William K. Hellmann 
Secretary 

Hal Kassoff 
Administrator 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

Mr. William I. Slacum, Secretary 
State Roads Conunission 

Neil J. Pedersen, Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

Contract No. F 866-101-772 
Interstate Route 70 
Mt. Phillip Road to 
Maryland Route 144 
PDMS No. 101007 

•Hi*^ *ilJjMM+ 

The Project Development Division is preparing a Finding of No 
Significant Impact (FONSI) for the subject project.  It is antici- 
pated that this document will be ready to submit to the Federal 
Highway Administration during the month of October, 1986.  The de- 
cision to proceed with the FONSI recommending the combination of 
inside and outside widening, a modification of Alternate 4, Alter- 
nate B-l, and a drainage outfall to the Monocacy River along Reichs 
Ford Road was made by Administrator Kassoff at meetings on September 
11, 1985, May 12, 1986 and September 17, 1986. 

Summaries of these meetings dated January 21, 1986 and October 
1, 1986 including the Project Management Team recommendation of the 
selected alternate combination and the concurrence of Administrator 
Kassoff are attached. 

This information is being sent to you as part of the procedure 
by which you submit the action to Mr. Kassoff, receive his approval, 
formally record and file this action. 

1* ho ft 
Date 

NJP:tn 
Attachments 
cc:  Mr. John A. Agro 

Mr. Wayne R. Clingan 
Mr. Edward M. Loskot 
Mr. Anthony M. Capizzi 
Mr. Gene R. Straub 
Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr. 

Hal 'Kassoff 
Administrator 

My telephone number is       6*59-1110 
Teletypewriter for Impaired Hearing or Speech 

383-7555 Baltimore Metro — 565-0451 D.C. Metro — 1-800-492-5062 Statewide Toll Free 
P.O. Box 717 / 707 North Calvert St., Baltimore, Maryland 21203 - 0717 
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Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

William K. Hellmam 
Secratary 

Hal Kassoff 
Administrator 

MEMORANDUM 

TO; 

October 1, 1986 

Jr, 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

RE: 

Mr. Louis H. Ege, 
Deputy Director 
Project Development Division 

Donald G. Honeywell 
Project Manager 

Contract No. F 866-101-772 
Interstate Route 70 
Mt. Phillip Road to Maryland Route 144 
PDMS No. 101007 

ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW 

A meeting of the core Project Planning Team was conducted 
the afternoon of May 12, 1986 to present further refinements of 
the project recommendation to the Administrator as circulated by 
memo dated May 9, 1986. 

Those in attendance were: 

Mr. Hal Kassoff Admi 
Mr. Neil J. Pedersen Dire 

Prel 
Mr. Wayne R. Clingan Acti 
Mr. Gene R. Straub Acti 
Mr. Edward M. Loskot Asst 
Mr. Anthony M. Capizzi Chie 
Mr. B. Von Wachter Bure 
Mr. Francis E. Dutrow Bure 
Ms. Linda A. Kelbaugh Bure 
Mr. Leroy V. Tyree Bure 
Mr. Harry F. Meyers Bure 
Mr. John D. Bruck Bure 
Mr. Dennis E. Yoder Bure 
Ms. Barbara K. Ostrom Chie 
Mr. Robert J. Houst Proj 
Mr. Donald G. Honeywell Proj 
Mr. John D. Harris Proj 
Mr. Albert W. Willis Proj 

nistrator 
ctor, Office of Planning and 
iminary Engineering 
ng Chief Engineer 
ng District Engineer 
. Chief Engineer - Development 
f, Bureau of Highway Design 
au of Highway Design 
au of Highway Design 
au of Highway Design 
au of Highway Design 
au of Bridge Design 
au of Highway Planning 
au of Highway Planning 
f, Traffic Forecasting Section 
ect Development Division 
ect Development Division 
ect Development Division 
ect Development Division 

My telephone number is. 659-1136 
Teletypewriter for Impaired Hearing or Speech 

383-7555 Baltimore Metro — 565-0451 D.C. Metro — 1-800-492-5062 Statewide Toll Free 
P.O. Box 717 / 707 North <"''•'»'• St., Baltimore, Maryland 21203 - 0717 
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Mr. Pedersen opened the meeting by describing the 
recommended revisions to commercial access for three businesses 
along the east side of Maryland Route 355 immediately south of 
1-70.  The recommended revision consists of a southerly extension 
of the frontage road to the turning portion of Maryland Route 
355.  Also these revisions will allow a right in and right out 
only on the turning portion of Maryland Route 355.  This 
recommendation was accepted by the Administrator. 

The configuration of ramps in the northwest quadrant of the 
I-270/U.S. Route 40 interchange were discussed at length.  The 
recommended configuration consisted of an interlacing of the 
southbound to westbound outer connection and the southbound to 
eastbound direct connection with the westbound to southbound loop 
ramp (335' radius).  This configuration had only one exit to 1-70 
from southbound U.S. Route 40 and eliminated all weaving along 
westbound 1-70 between U.S. Route 15/340 and I-270/U.S. Route 40 
by means of an independent ramp roadway to westbound 1-70 connec- 
ting to the interstate route at Maryland Route 180 (Jefferson 
Pike).  A comparative matrix was used as the basis of discussion. 
The Administrator instructed that additional studies be conducted 
to explore the following objectives: 1) Do not exceed the right- 
of-way line on the Solarex property as recommended in September, 
1985.  2) Utilize a westbound to southbound loop similar in size 
(270* radius) to that which was recommended in September, 1985. 
3) Utilize the southbound to westbound outer connection as 
presented, overpassing the loop ramp at two locations. 4) The 
southbound U.S. Route 40 to eastbound 1-70 direct connection to 
overpass the loop ramp and the westbound roadway of 1-70 to mini- 
mize maintenance of traffic problems during construction. 

Then followed a discussion of the construction staging 
recommendation which was found acceptable. 

On September 17, 1986 another meeting of the core Project 
Planning Team was held to present the results of further studies 
requested by the Administrator and performed by the firm of 
Johnson, Mirmiran & Thompson concerning the configuration of 
the northwest quadrant of the I-270/U.S. Route 40 interchange. 
Those in attendance were: 

1-4 
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Hal Kassoff 
Gene R. Straub 
Neil J. Pedersen 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 

Robert J. Houst 
Donald G. Honeywell 
Donald H. Sparklin 
C. Rogers Jorss, Jr. 
B. Von Wachter 
Francis E. Dutrow 
Leroy V. Tyree 
Harry F. Meyers 
Daniel T. Cheng 
Michael J. Rothenheber 

Administrator 
Acting District Engineer 
Director, Office of Planning 
and Preliminary Engineering 
Deputy Director, Project 
Development Division 
Project Development Division 
Project Development Division 
Project Development Division 
Traffic Forecasting Section 
Bureau of Highway Design 
Bureau of Highway Design 
Bureau of Highway Design 
Bureau of Bridge Design 
Johnson, Mirmiran & Thompson 
Johnson, Mirmiran & Thompson 

The recommended modification of Alternate 4 in the northwest 
quadrant of the I-270/U.S. Route 40 interchange as presented by 
Mr. Pedersen was derived from the configuration of Alternate 4 as 
contained in the Environmental Assessment and presented as an 
element of the "Preferred Alternate" at the combined location/ 
design public hearing of May 28, 1985.  The modification 
included:  a) reducing the radius of the westbound 1-70 to 
southbound 1-270 loop ramp to approximately 270' (30 mph), b) 
providing a separation between the northbound U.S. Route 15/340 
to westbound 1-70 outer connection acceleration lane at the 
Jefferson Street interchange and southbound U.S. Route 40 to 
eliminate a weaving movement along southbound U.S. Route 40, 
and c) providing a left turn from northbound U.S. Route 15/340 
north of Maryland Route 180 into the westbound to southbound loop 
of. the Jefferson Street interchange for traffic entering the 
freeway system at the Maryland Route 180 interchange destined 
southbound on 1-270.  This configuration was found acceptable by 
the Administrator because it offered the best weaving situation 
along southbound U.S. Route 40 and it was the most economical in 
terms of land use and fiscal resources for initital construction. 

It was further determined that a supplemental method of 
accessing eastbound 1-70 from Maryland Route 180 would be 
investigated for implementation in the event that the left turn 
movement from northbound U.S. Route 15/340 to southbound 1-270 
via the Jefferson Street interchange would prove undesirable in 
the future.  This feature involves a loop ramp in the southwest 
quadrant of the intersection of 1-70 and Maryland Route 180 
(Ballenger Creek Pike).  This feature will receive further 
consideration dependent upon Frederick County concurrence and the 
owner of the Hannover Subdivision reserving land (7.20 acres) 
required for the proposed loop.  Neat costs for this supplemental 
loop ramp were estimated as follows: 

1-5 
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Right of Way 
Roadway 
Bridge widening 

Total 

$139,000 
$100,000 
$ 98,400 

$337,400 

Location and design approval will be pursued on the basis of 
a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI). 

Richard W. Davis 
James H. Grauer 
Thomas C. Watts 
Charles B. Adams 
Eugene J. Miller, Jr. 
Richard L. Schindel 
Frank E. Knapp, III 
S. James Heidle 
James A. Schmersahl 
Richard D. Parks 
James R. Shaw 
Lawrence W. Johnson, Jr, 
Charles L. Kolsky 

DGHrds 
cc:  Att endees Mr. 

Mr. Jack F. Ross Mr. 
Mr. Jerry L. White Mr. 
Mr. Evan L. Smith Mr. 
Ms. Angela Hawkins Mr. 
Mr. Stephen F. Drumm Mr. 
Mr. James K. Gat ley Mr. 
Mr. Vernon J. Krai Mr. 
Mr. Robert J. Finck Mr. 
Mr. Arthur D. Martin Mr. 
Mr. Darrell A. Wiles Mr. 
Mrs . Pilar McClelland Mr. 
Mr. Ronald L. Buchman Mr. 
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Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

January 21, 198 

BUREAU OF 
PROJECT PLANNING 

William K. Hellmam 
Sscrgtiry 

11   2 56 PJi.l8fi.Mn 
Adminlitntor 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

Donald G. Honeywell 
Project Manager 

Contract No. F 866-101-772 
Interstate Route 70 
Mt. Phillip Road to 
Maryland Route 144 
PDMS No. 101007 

RE: ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW 

A meeting of the Project Planning Team was conducted the after- 
noon of September 11, 1985 to present the project recommendation as 
distributed at the meeting to the Administrator.  Those in atten- 
dance were: 

Hal Kassoff 
Neil Pedersen 

Wayne Clingan 
Richard Schindel 
Anthony Capizzi 
B. Wachter 
Stephen Drumm 
Francis Dutrow 
Linda Kelbaugh 
John Logan 
Harry Meyers 
Arthur Martin 
William Wills, Jr. 
Ronald Burns 
Matthew Wolniak 
Mary Keller 

Evan Smith 
Robert Houst 
S. Lewis Helwig 
Cynthia Simpson 

Administrator 
Director, Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 
District Engineer 
Chief, District 7 Office of Real Estate 
Chief, Bureau of Highway Design 
Bureau of Highway Design 
Bureau of Highway Design 
Bureau of Highway Design 
Bureau of Highway Design 
Bureau of Bridge Design 
Bureau of Bridge Design 
Bureau of Soils & Foundations 
Bureau of Soils & Foundations 
Bureau of Highway Statistics 
Bureau of Highway Statistics 
Bureau of Highway Planning and 
Program Development 
Bureau of Engineering Access Permits 
Bureau of Project Planning 
Bureau of Project Planning 
Bureau of Project Planning 

My telephone number is     659-1136 
Teletypewriter for Impaired Hearing or Speech 

383-7555 Baltimore Metro — 565-0451 D.C Metro — 1-800-492-5062 Statewide Toll Free 
P.O. Box 717 / 707 North Calvert St., Baltimore, Maryland 21203 - 0717 
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Donald Sparklin Bureau of Project Planning 
Donald Honeywell Bureau of Project Planning 
Douglas Simmons Bureau of Project Planning 
John Harris Bureau of Project Planning 
S. James Heidle Office of Transportation Planning 

Following introductions, the Project Manager briefly reviewed 
the transportation problem noting that both Maryland Route 85 and 
Maryland Route 355 south of 1-70 have recently been widened to four 
lane streets, and construction of 1-70 east of Frederick will be 
completed during the spring of 1986.  The missing interchange move- 
ments, high-accident locations, geometric deficiencies, and antici- 
pated capacity problems were mentioned.  Several salient issues 
associated with the project were discussed. 

The City of Frederick's proposed extension of East Street which 
will form one leg of the East Street interchange is not yet pro- 
grammed for construction. 

The City's southern water loop will require adjustment in the 
vicinity of the East Street interchange. 

Accessibility to three (3) commercial properties along the east 
side of Maryland Route 355 immediately south of 1-70 was discussed 
in detail.  Additional suggestions to improve accessibility were 
offered and will be studied with District Traffic Engineer Genie R. 
Straub. 

Additional coordination will be initiated with the Frederick 
County Board of Education to retain the present alignment of 1-70 in 
the vicinity of the East Frederick Elementary School. 

Having received no requests for a supplemental public hearing 
tttfteiaGiatad With the pvapaiAvtl  aatatoilHhtmani; u.f tttt ftfc«8fttdra ufoaaing 
with fcha ^rwdttfiak Subdiviaion of tho ChoBuia Syatem rtailrcmda, 
ther-8 ift tttJ rwQUlromwnt to oonduot anathn? hottrins, 

The* fetJm'B freoattrnmndfttian far Insidp widpnina nf 1-70 from Mt „ 
Shiliip tteittd to I~270/U.S. Route 40, outside widening from 1-270/ 
U.S. Route 40 to Marjrland Route 144, Alternate 4 to provide missing 
interchange movements, Alternate B-l to reconstruct the two (2) 
eastern interchanges, and design and protection of right-of-way for 
a drainage outfall along Reichs Ford Road was well received by the 
Administrator.  However, further study is required to improve the 
weaving distance along westbound 1-70 between 1-270 and U.S. Route 
15/340.  Also, a determination will be sought from the Federal 
Highway Administration as to the extent of their participation in 
the drainage outfall along Reichs Ford Road. 

The construction staging included in the recommendation was 
approved.  Cost estimates will be developed for these stages. 
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This project will appear in the Consolidated Transportation Pro- 
gram, fiscal year 1986-1991, with final design scheduled to begin 
during fiscal year 1987. 

Results of the required additional studies will be reviewed with 
the Administrator during early 1986 to obtain final approval of an 
amended project recommendation. 

DGH:bh 

cc:  Attendees 
Mr. Gene R. Straub 
Mr. Charles R. Anderson 
Mr. Thomas C. Watts 
Mr. Vernon J. Krai 
Mr. Darrell A. Wiles 
Mr. James K. Gatley 
Mr. Charles G. Wroten 
Mr. John D. Bruck 
Mr. James A. Schmersahl 
Mr. Richard D. Parks 
Mr. James R. Shaw 
Mr. Lawrence W. Johnson, Jr, 
Mr. Charles L. Kolsky 
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TABLE 1 

Comparison of Alternates 

Insfde3 Outside3 

No-build Widening Widening 
Alternate    Alternate    Alternate    Alt.  2    Alt. 4t>    Alt.  A    Alt.  B-lb    Alt.  B-2 

Soclo-econotn'c Imnacts 

Residential  Displacements 
(Families) 

Minority Residents Relocated 
Business Displacements 
Persons Employed by 

Displaced Businesses 
Farm Displacements 
Historic and Archeologlcal 

Sites Affected 
Public Recreational  Lands 

Affected 
Effect on Residential  Access 
Consistency with Land Use Plans 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 1 1 

0 0 8i 0 0 20+ 20+ 201 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 1 0 o 
None Improv. Improv. Improv. Improv. Improv. Improv. Improv. No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Natural   Environment,  Impacts 

Loss of Habitat 
Effect on Threatened/ 

Endangered Species 
Stream Crossings 
Wetland Areas Affected (acres) 
Effect on Wildlife Populations 
Prime Farmland Soils Affected 

(acres) 
100-Year Floodplains Affected 
Air Quality  (Sites Exceeding 

S/NAAQSJC 
NSAs Exceeding FHWA Noise 

Abatement Criteria0 

Cfisi (1984 Dollars  In Thousands) 

Right-of-Way/Re!ocationd 

Construction^ 
Total d n 

5.6 6.S 

None 
0 
0 

None 

None 
0 
0 

None 

None 
0 
0 

None 

None 
1 

1/2 
None 

None 
1 

1/2 
None 

None 
0 
0 

None 

None 
0 
0 

None 

None 
0 
0 

None 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 N/A 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

6 N/A 7 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

0 
0 

(minimal) 

461 
12,858 
13.319 

1,125 
18,751 
19,876 

821 
10,524 
11,345 

708 
7,000 
7,708 

1,241 
5,591 
6,832 

1,596 
6,390 
7,986 

1,829 
7,198 
9,027 

E-      JlV^l H    i «\ w« altT,ate con-blnatlon is approximately $60,714,000 and Includes the total 
refin«H   J VnH.? H tJ6.4 million).    The costs of the selected alternate combination have been 
IQfil HonTl   PTI*"   ,"   V*5"1*   of   further   study   subsequent  to the Public Hearing and   are  based  on 
to th« rllll'^ •K^IT5'  ^ C0StS 0f the SeleCted alt9rnate combination cannot be directly compared to the costs of the alternates presented at the Public Hearing. 

See   Footnote   d   for •Impacts  only   as   a   result   of  Selected   Inside/Outside  Widening  Alternate Combination, 
comparative costs. 
Selected Alternates 4 and B-l. 
<jBased on outside widening which would result In worst case Impacts 
Comparative   costs   of  the   alternates   reported   here  were  excerpted   from  the May  28,   1985,   Public  Hearlna 

n-i 
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III. SUMMARY OF ACTIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

A.  Background 

1.  The Problem and Purpose of the Project 

The Interstate Route 70 (1-70) study segment extends from Mt. Phillip Road 

west of the City of Frederick along Frederick City's south boundary east to 

Maryland Route 144 (East Patrick Street), a distance of approximately 5.3 miles 

(see Figures 1 and 2). 

The study segment of 1-70 is a four-lane expressway divided by a variable 

width (28 to 380 feet) rural median. The design speed varies from 60 to 70 mph 

with a posted speed of 55 mph. Portions of the study segment were built to 

older design standards with Closely spaced interchanges containing short ramp 

radii and short exit and entrance lanes. Interchange ramp geometry is deficient 

under current standards and there is no safety grading. These portions of the 

highway do not conform to current Interstate standards and contribute to vehicular 

conflicts. Moderate to severe peak period congestion is predicted on 1-70 by the 

design year 2010 unless significant capacity improvements are implemented. 

At the U.S. Route 15/340 and the Interstate Route 270 (I-270)/U.S. Route 40 

interchanges with 1-70, a number of anticipated turning movements are not 

available to motorists. The absence of these turning roadways necessitates that 

movements be executed elsewhere via local roadways resulting in confusion, 

inefficiency, and circuity of travel. This circuity includes the diversion of 

motorists onto U.S. Route 40 through the "Golden Mile" commercial area (a city 

street) where considerable congestion is encountered at signalized intersections. 

The Maryland Route 85/355 and the South Street/Reichs Ford Road interchanges 

provide all turning movements but are substandard in terms of ramp radii and 

acceleration and deceleration lane lengths. The geometric deficiencies contribute 

to accidents and vehicle conflicts. 

The highway has adequate capacity for existing volumes during peak hours, 

but is approaching unstable flow. By the design year 2010, traffic volumes are 

predicted to increase substantially as a result of planned land use in the 

vicinity of the City of Frederick. The Frederick County and City land use plans 

envision future residential, commercial, and light industrial/office expansion 

into vacant areas in the 1-70 study corridor. The Maryland Department of State 

Planning reports that Frederick City has sustained the largest net increase in 

population among all incorporated places in the State in the period since 1980. 

III-l 
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Collision rates for the study segment of 1-70 are currently less than the 

statewide average for State highways of similar design. However, ramps at the 

Maryland Route 85/355 interchange have been designated as high accident ramp 

locations. Heavy duty trucks are Involved in many of the collisions at this 

interchange. In 1986 signs were erected at the Maryland Route 85/355 Interchange 

to warn motorists of vehicles overturning on the ramp roadways. 

This project 1s compatible with the segment of 1-70 recently constructed on 

a new location from East Patrick Street to east of Ijamsville Road, a distance of 

3.87 miles. The new facility which was opened to traffic October 11, 1986, 

consists of dual 36-foot (three-lane) roadways separated by a 50-foot rural 

median. With completion of the new segment of 1-70, a continuous 6/8 lane 

divided highway now extends from East Patrick Street easterly to the Baltimore 

City line, a distance of approximately 38 miles. Westbound motorists encounter 

a reduction in the number of lanes at East Patrick Street since the new 3.87 

mile segment was opened to traffic. 

The purpose of this project is to improve this segment of 1-70 to better 

accommodate forecasted traffic volumes and enable traffic to operate with 

greater safety and accessibility at Level of Service 'D* through the design year, 

2010. 

2.  Emiect History 
Project Planning studies were initiated in May 1978 to determine feasibility, 

necessary safety, and operational Improvement requirements and included the 

investigation of providing missing movements at the U.S. Route 15/340 and 

I-270/U.S. Route 40 interchanges. On July 6, 1978, a Project Initiation Meeting 

was conducted at the East Frederick Elementary School. On January 12, 1979, a 

project status report was provided to those on the project mailing 11st advising 

of the scope and limits of the project. On January 24, 1980, an Alternates 

Public Meeting was conducted at the East Frederick Elementary School. On May 

12, 1980, another project status report evaluating comments received at the 

Alternates Public Meeting and advising of modifications to the alternates was 

sent to those on the project mailing list. On June 14, 1984, an Informational 

Public Meeting was conducted at the Frederick High School. At this meeting the 

Project Planning Team indicated its "Preferred Alternate," which was subsequently 

endorsed by the City of Frederick and Frederick County. 

III-2 
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INTERSTATE ROUTE 70 

LOCATION   MAP 

FIGURE  1 
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During August 1984, the Sinkhole and Storm-Water Management Study Along 

Interstate Route 70 between Mt. Phillip Road and Maryland Route 144 report was 

prepared by Greiner Engineering Sciences, Inc., summarizing the results of a 

preliminary hydrologic/hydraulic study of sinkholes and alternative drainage 

outfalls. During May 1985, a Sinkhole Study report was issued by the SHA's 

Bureau of Soils & Foundations summarizing a geophysical investigation including 

dye tests. 

During May 1985, the Environmental Assessment/Section 4(f) Evaluation was 

circulated to agencies and community organizations for review and comment. The 

Combined Location/Design Public Hearing was conducted at the West Frederick 

Middle School the evening of May 28, 1985, at which time public comment was 

solicited and received. 

This project appears in the Interstate Development and Evaluation Program 

of the Consolidated Transportation Program, FY 1986-FY 1991, and is funded for 

project planning through FY 1986; engineering (final design) is also funded for 

FY 1987 through FY 1990. 

B.  Alternates 

1.  Description 

a.  Alternates Studied But Dropped 

During the course of this Project Planning study several planning concepts 

and alternates were developed, but subsequently dropped from consideration 

because of environmental and engineering problems. Some of the more significant 

of the concepts and alternates eliminated from further study are summarized and 

described as follows. 

Alternate 3 resulted from studies to provide missing movements at the 

U.S. Route 15/340 Interchange while eliminating weaving conflicts with the 

contiguous Maryland Route 180 (Jefferson Pike) Interchange to the north. 

Alternate 3 consisted of replacing the entire Maryland Route 180 interchange 

with a diamond interchange on U.S. Route 15/340 midway between 1-70 and the 

Mt. Zion Road interchange to the south. The alternate was dropped from further 

consideration because it did not resolve operational problems on 1-70, resulted 

1n significant adverse travel, crossed a major tributary of Ballenger Creek, and 

cost in excess of $5 million. 

III-3 



Alternate 5 was an attempt to provide motorists southbound on U.S. Route 

15/340 with a directional movement to westbound 1-70. The absence of this 

movement at this interchange requires motorists to travel westerly along 

U.S. Route 40 through the "Golden Mile," a congested city street, to reach 1-70 

westbound. Alternate 5 consisted of a westbound outer connection in the northwest 

quadrant of the Maryland Route 180 overpass of 1-70. There are presently no 

movements provided at this grade-separated intersection. The alternate was 

eliminated from further consideration because Maryland Route 180 is not designed 

to accommodate significant additional traffic volumes. In addition, this 

alternate required residential displacements, was inconsistent with local plans, 

and constituted an unwarranted additional connection to the Interstate system. 

A trumpet interchange at the planned extension of East Street to 1-70 was 

considered during 1979. This interchange was located midway between the existing 

Maryland Route 85/355 and South Street/Reichs Ford Road interchanges. The 

interchange consisted of a loop ramp and a direct connection on the south side 

of U.S. Route 40 in the southwest quadrant and outer connections in both northern 

quadrants with an additional bridge overpassing 1-70. By providing all movements, 

the existing interchanges at Maryland Route 85/355 and South Street/ Reichs Ford 

Road would have been redundant. This alternate was dropped from further 

consideration because it was inconsistent with local plans, significantly 

reduced local accessibility, resulted in inadequate traffic service, had 

significant right-of-way impacts, and was not cost-effective. Subsequent to the 

consideration of this alternate, sinkholes have been studied and identified as a 

significant problem in this interchange area. The higher grades required with 

an overpass of 1-70 would have exacerbated the difficulties with sinkholes and 

precluded further consideration of such an alternate. 

Alternate C as presented at the January 1980 Alternates Public Meeting was 

similar in location, scope, and concept to the above-mentioned trumpet 

interchange. This alternate consisted of a fully directional interchange with a 

three-level bridge over 1-70 replacing both the Maryland Route 85/355 and South 

Street/Reichs Ford Road interchanges. This alternate was dropped from further 

study for the same reasons previously cited for elimination of the trumpet 

interchange and because of impacts to newly acquired land at the Maryland School 

for the Deaf, and more severe impacts to an active limestone quarry. 
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At the Alternates Public Meeting of January 1980, the Informational Public 

Meeting of June 14, 1984, and the Combined Location/Design Public Hearing of May 

28, 1985, several planning concepts were submitted by citizens suggesting 

additional access points to and from local streets (Maryland Route ISO-Ballenger 

Creek Pike and Jefferson Pike and New Design Road) and 1-70. Additional ramps 

were proposed at Maryland Route 355. These conceptual proposals were eliminated 

from further consideration for one or more of the following reasons: violation 

of driver expectancy, safety considerations, unacceptable geometries, infeasible 

signing, inadequate weaving or merging lengths, tendency toward congestion, lack 

of continuity of the local street system, reduction of traffic service, redundancy 

of movements, inconsistency with local master plans, inappropriate functional 

classification, and unwarranted access points to the interstate system, 

b.      Alternates Presented at the Public Hearing 

The alternates presented at the May 28, 1985, Combined Location/Design 

Public Hearing are summarized as follows: 

No-Build Alternate 

No major highway construction would occur. Bridge deck replacements, 

resurfacing, and routine maintenance within the existing right-of-way would 

continue to be performed as warranted. 

Build Alternates 

The seven build alternates are to be considered in three groupings. A 

complete solution to the 1-70 corridor problem consists of an alternate from 

each of the three groups and a drainage outfall. At the Public Hearing, this 

Administration identified the preferred alternate in each of the first two 

groups - an Inside/Outside Widening combination and Alternate 4 for providing 

missing movements at the U.S. Route 15/340 and I-270/U.S. Route 40 interchanges. 

At the time, a letter designated alternate was not indicated as being preferred 

due to the remaining uncertainties associated with sinkhole involvement. These 

two alternates, plus Alternate B-l, and the design and protection of right-of-way 

for a drainage outfall along Reichs Ford Road to the Monocacy River are now the 

selected alternates. Figures 3 to 6 indicate the various segments of the selected 

alternate combination.    Figure 7 shows the typical   sections. 
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1. Widening Alternates 

These build alternates Include two optional methods of widening 1-70 to 

three lanes to accommodate design year safety and capacity requirements. The 

Inside widening alternate consists of the location of an additional travel lane 

1n each direction within the existing median where possible. The outside 

widening alternate retains the existing median width and locates the additional 

lanes outside the present travel lanes. This latter alternate requires more 

bridge reconstruction and right-of-way acquisition than inside widening. 

Outside widening Is more costly» but retains more median recovery area, has less 

median barrier length, and preserves an.open rural appearance. 

The selected alternate (Figures 3 to 6) consists of inside widening from 

Mt. Phillip Road to I-270/U.S. Route 40 (present median width > 76 feet) and 

outside widening (50-foot median width) from I-270/U.S. Route 40 to Maryland 

Route 144 (East Patrick Street). 

2. Alternates at the U.S. Route 15/340 and I-270/U.S. Route 

40 Interchanges (Figure 4) 

This group Includes two numbered alternates designated Alternate 2 and 

Alternate 4, which consist of the reconstruction of these two interchanges to 

provide most missing movements and the desired resultant accessibility. 

Alternate 2 consisted of the addition of most missing movements at these 

interchanges while requiring reconstruction of the contiguous Maryland Route 

180/1-70 interchange. 

Alternate 4, the selected alternate, adds the same missing movements as 

Alternate 2 which are presented below: 

o   Eastbound 1-70 to southbound U.S. Route 15/340; 

o   Eastbound 1-70 to northbound U.S. Route 15/340; 

o   Northbound U.S. Route 15/340 to westbound 1-70; 

o   Northbound 1-270 to eastbound 1-70; 

o   Westbound 1-70 to southbound 1-270; and 

o Southbound U.S. Route 40 to eastbound 1-70, a direct connection widened 

to two lanes. 

Alternate 4 also adds a ramp from southbound U.S. Route 40 to westbound 1-70. 

Due to its displacement, caused by the new eastbound 1-70 to northbound U.S. Route 

15/340 loop, the northbound U.S. Route 15/340 to eastbound 1-70 outer connection 

ramp would be reconstructed with both Alternate 4 and Alternate 2. The existing 

III-6 





*!# 

y% V Xs /"' 

N 
TO   HAGERSTOWN 

c 
-~J 

^0 

\^ 

PROPOSED RIGHT OF WAY 
THROUGH HIGHWAY 

PROPOSED RIGHT OF WAY 

INE OF THROUGH HIGHWAY 

^S 

SOi. 

EXISTING ROADWAY 

PROPOSED  IMPROVEMENT 

PROPOSED RIGHT OF WAY LINE 
OF THROUGH HIGHWAY 

EXISTING   RIGHT OF WAY LINE 
OF THROUGH HIGHWAY 

AIR a NOISE RECEPTORS 

HISTORIC  SITE ON OR ELIGIBLE FOR THE 
NATIONAL REGISTER OF HISTORIC PLACES 

SINKHOLE 

OUTFALL SYSTEM-OPEN DITCH 

OUTFALL SYSTEM-CULVERT 

EXISTING  STREAM 

 CITY/ OF.-FREDERIC 

0/ 

WETLANDS 

<>• 

iARYLAND SCHOOL fOH THE DEAP 

WAL3E.R DRIVi 
3 

fiH. 
<   CTV 

^S^^ 

STING RK3HT OF WAY UNE 

OF THROUGH HIGHWAY 

Maryland Department of Transportation 

State Highway Administration 

INTERSTATE    ROUTE   70 

MT.   PHILLIP  ROAD  TO  MARYLAND ROUTE   144 

SELECTED     ALTERNATE 

? V-        \\ 

^ U) r^ ^ 
^ 'a • - re? \m 

op // n       v\^ 
S:J?  /, 

ess; vy 

o 

FIGURE 4 

V 



Maryland Department of Transportation 

State Highway Administration 

INTERSTATE    ROUTE   70 

MT.   PHILLIP   ROAD  TO  MARYLAND ROUTE   144 

SELECTED     ALTERNATE 
FIGURE 5 



9 

LEGEND 

EXISTING  ROADWAY 

PROPOSED   IMPROVLM^NT 

PROPOSED  RIGHT OF WAY ^ \* 
OF THROUGH HIGHWAY 

EXISTING   RIGHT OF WAY LINE 
OF THROUGH HIGHWAY 

AIR a NOISE RECEPTORS 

HISTORIC  SITE ON OR ELIGIBLE FOR THE 
NATIONAL REGISTER OF HISTORIC PLACES 

SINKHOLE 

OU FFALL SYSTEM - OPEN Dl TCH 

OUTFALL SYSTEM-CULVERT 

EXISTING  STREAM 

dZl 

0 O Maryland Department of Transportation 

State  Highway Administration 

INTERSTATE    ROUTE   70 

MT.   PHILLIP   ROAD  TO  MARYLAND  ROUTE   144 

SELECTED     ALTERNATE 
^___  FIGURE 6 



4 
TYPICAL SECTIONS OF IMPROVEMENTS 

Existing 

Right-of-Way 

Line 

300' MINIMUM R/W 

10'       24'  ^  12' 
SHLD ROADWAY 

(existing) 
I 

52'+ 
jq 

12'        24'       10' 
ROADWAY 
(existing) 

SHLDJ 

Existing 

Right-of-Way 

Line 

1-70   INSIDE WIDENING 
MT  PHILLIP ROAD    TO   INTERSTATE ROUTE  270 

NOTE: EASTBOUND ROADWAY FROM   MT. PHILLIP   ROAD   TO 

MD. ROUTE  180  (JEFFERSON   PIKE) WILL  BE WIDENED 
IN THE MEDIAN   IN THE   FUTURE. 

300'MINIMUM  R/W 

,20'. JO', 12' 24' 50' .24'    , 12' JO; .20'. 
SAFETY 
GRADING 

SHLD ROADWAY 
(existing) 

02^                                    ^ ROADWAY 
(existing) 

SHLD   SAFETY 
GRADING 

—^. rz—l 1 1                                     • 1 F—'  «^ 

1-70 OUTSIDE WIDENING 
INTERSTATE   ROUTE  270   TO  MD. ROUTE 144 

 175' R/W T|,EASEMEN7 

12'    10' 
SHLd 

26'- 38' 20' 
SOUTHBOUND     |   MEDIAN 

ROADWAY 

28-40'     , 14' 
NORTHBOUND 

ROADWAY 

^ 

MD. 85/355 

80* R/W 

52' 

WALSER  DRIVE 

Dimensions shown  are approximate  and are for the  purpose  of   determining cost   estimates   and   environmental 

impacts, and  are subject to change  during the  design  phase. 

FIGURE 7 



^ 

Maryland Route 180 interchange ramps would not be modified as proposed under 

Alternate 2. Alternate 4 is less disruptive to existing travel patterns and 

less costly than Alternate 2. 

For revisions to Alternate 4 subsequent to the Public Hearing see the 

description of the selected alternate combination, beginning on page 111-20. 

3.  Alternates at the Maryland Route 85/355 and Reichs Ford 

Road/South Street Interchanges (Figure 5) 

Three lettered alternates were proposed for the reconstruction of these 

interchanges. Under Alternate A, these interchanges would have been reconstructed 

keeping their present configuration, but expanded to current design standards. 

Maryland Route 355 would be combined with Maryland Route 85 and realigned 

through the reconstructed interchange. Other ramps and roadways in this and the 

South Street/Reichs Ford interchange would be relocated, realigned, or expanded 

to improve accessibility, travel movement, safety, traffic operations, and 

interchange geometry. 

Alternate B involves the reconstruction of the Maryland Route 85/355 

intersection and the southern portions of the Reichs Ford Road/South Street and 

Maryland Route 85/355 interchanges. The northern portions of these interchanges 

would be removed and replaced by two-lane exit and entrance connections into 

proposed East Street at Walser Drive. The directional ramps at the East Street 

interchange would overpass a nine foot by six foot box culvert and a double six 

foot by six foot box culvert as a part of the drainage outfall system. Maryland 

Route 914 (Adventist Road) would be realigned to intersect Maryland Route 355 

opposite Walser Drive. A connection from Bailes Lane and Maryland Route 144 

(East Patrick Street) to westbound 1-70 would be provided west of the East 

Patrick Street bridge to serve anticipated commercial traffic. The configuration 

of this ramp was recently revised to allow traffic from commercial areas on 

Bailes Lane to directly utilize this connection. 

Two optional alignments of extended Walser Drive comprise the variations of 

Alternate B. With Alternate B-l (selected), Walser Drive would be extended 

easterly to South Street opposite Shaws Road. Walser Drive would cross the 

Frederick Subdivision (spur track) of the Chessie System Railroad and an 

Industrial railroad siding. The Walser Drive/South Street/Shaws Road/railroad 

Intersection would be signalized. Approximately 700 feet of the industrial siding 

would be removed, resulting 1n a single at-grade rail crossing. 
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Alternate B-2 would extend Walser Drive northeasterly to South Street at 

Franklin Street. Two at-grade railroad crossings would be created requiring 

protective signalization. Alternate B-2 does not provide continuity for the 

proposed Monocacy Boulevard* is more costly* requires more displacements, and 

creates an additional rail crossing as compared to Alternate B-l. 

c.      Special Projects 

Low   cost   traffic   operational    improvements  were   not   considered   for   this 

project because they would have been ineffective in achieving project objectives. 

2.       Service Characteristics 

a.      Traffic Volumes and Service Levels 

Peak period traffic volumes presently operate at Levels of Service 'B' and 

'C  throughout the study area (Table 2). 

Existing average daily traffic (ADT) volumes along the 1-70 study corridor 

range from 29#000 to 38,000 vehicles, of which trucks constitute approximately 

22 percent. Trucks account for approximately 25 percent of the ADT volumes on 

the Maryland Route 85/355 interchange ramps and up to 33 percent on the ramps of 

the South Street/Reichs Ford Road interchange. These truck percentages are 

significantly greater than those on most State highways. During 1986, the 

Maryland Department of Transportation began issuing permits to overweight 

containerized cargo haulers only, allowing them to exceed the 80,000 pound 

maximum gross vehicular weight limit on 1-70. 

It has been forecasted that traffic volumes will almost double by the 

design year 2010. Forecasted ADT volumes on 1-70 range from approximately 

51,000 vehicles east of East Patrick Street to 70,000 vehicles between the 

U.S. Route 15/340 and 1-270 interchanges at 1-70. This increase in traffic 

would cause the Level of Service to deteriorate significantly. If the No-build 

Alternate was selected, it is predicted that by the design year the study 

segment of 1-70 would operate at Levels of Service 'E' (capacity) or 'F' (forced 

flow) during peak periods except for the short section between U.S. Route 15/340 

and I-270/U.S.  Route 40. 

The widening alternates would provide peak period Levels of Service 'C and 

•D' during the design year 2010 for the entire study segment where the 

improvements are proposed. 

III-8 



TABLE 2 

TRAFFIC   SUMMARY 

Interstate   Route   70 
Mt.   Phillip  Road   to Maryland  Route   144   (East   Patrick   Street) 

(Percent   Saturation   if  Level  of  Service   'F') 

Revised 9-6-85 

Segments 

Weaving Areas 

Existing 2010 

NO-BUILD ALTERNATE 2   • ALTERNATE 4 ALTERNATE A ALTERNATE B 

Volume LOS* Volume Increase LOS* Volume Increase LOS* Volume Increase LOS* Volume Increase LOS* Volume Increase LOS* 

Mt. Phillip Rd.  to US 15/340 

US 15/340 to 1-270 

Weaving EB 

Weaving WB 

1-270 to Md.  355 

Weaving EB 

Weaving WB 

Md.  355 to South Street 

Weaving EB 

Weaving WB 

South  Street to Md.  144 

Weaving EB 

Weaving WB 

30,000 B 54,000 677, E 62,000 106 7o C/E1 62,000 1067. C/E1 

38,000 B 70,000 841 D 70,400 851 C 74,000 95% C 
- 

B/C D D D 

- - - D 

36,000 C 66,000 837, (i.F19) 69,000 92 7o D 69,000 927o D 69,000 927. D 69,000 92& D 

. . n D 

c (1.26) D 

34,000 c 66,500 96 7, (1.2S) 66,500 96% D 66,000 94% D 

. _ - . 

- - - D 

'29,000 B 51,000 767o E 51,000 767. c 51,500 7% c 
| - D c - 

- - - D 

All volumes expressed in terms of average daily traffic. 

* Level of Service during peak hours. 
LOS B: Stable flow. Average operating speeds approximating posted limit with volumes about 501 of capacity. 
LOS C: Stable flow. Average operating speeds about 50 MPH with volumes up to 751 of capacity. 
LOS D: Approaching unstable flow. Average operating speeds about 40 MPH with volumes up to 90% of capacity. 
LOS E: Unstable flow at capacity. Average operating speeds in the range of 30-35 MPH with occassional stoppages. 
LOS F: Forced flow. Average operating speeds below 30 MPI! with predominate stop-and-go type operation. 

1 2 lanes eastbound expected to operate slightly over capacity, v/c = 1.12; 3 lanes westbound at stable flow. 
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b.      Collision Data 

1-70*  from Mt.  Phillip Road to East Patrick Street,  experienced 75  reported 

accidents during the study period  from  1980  through   1982.    This  resulted   in  an 

accident rate of 45 accidents per one hundred million vehicle miles (acc./lOO 

MVM) of travel.    This rate is presently lower than the statewide average accident 

rate of 67 accidents/100 MVM for highways of similar type and design. 

The accident experience at the interchanges throughout the study area (with 

the possible exception of the I-70/Maryland Route 85/355 interchange) does not 

indicate any severe accident problems. The reduced accident reporting policy is 

believed to have had an impact affecting the reporting of property damage only 

accidents in the study section. 

The ramp from eastbound 1-70 to southbound Maryland 355 qualified as a High 

Accident Interchange ramp during the period from 1980 through 1982. This ramp 

experienced six accidents in the 3-year period* all of which involved heavy-duty 

trucks. Overall* 20 percent of the vehicles involved in reported accidents 

within the study area were heavy-duty trucks; however* heavy-duty trucks account 

for 22 percent of the total  traffic volumes in the study area. 

Under the No-build Alternate, the operational deflciences caused by the 

missing ramp movements would be magnified as the predicted traffic volume 

increases occur. The existing substandard ramp geometry is also a factor that 

is critical due to the concentration of heavy-duty trucks using these 

interchanges. These conditions create the potential for an increased accident 

experience in the study area if no improvements are made. 

The widening alternates consist of the construction of two additional 

through lanes to the existing four-lane, divided facility. The selected alternate 

would retain a rural 50-foot median width similar in design to the existing 

highway. Since the accident rate on the existing facility is below the statewide 

average for this type of highway design, we expect the selected alternate to 

operate with an accident rate below the statewide average. 

This Administration is not aware of any particular safety problems on 

westbound 1-70 from Maryland Route 180 west to Mt. Phillip Road warranting 

additional safety grading. There is no demonstrated need 1n this area unique to 

the westbound roadway, since the eaastbound roadway in this section would not be 

widened or otherwise  improved. 
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Both Alternate 2 and selected Alternate 4 would add missing ramp movements 

to the interchanges of 1-70 at U.S. Route 15/340 and at I-270/U.S. Route 40. 

The construction of these ramps would provide additional access to 1-70 that is 

necessary to allow free traffic flow in the area, reducing current traffic 

demands and conflicts on U.S. Route 40 through Frederick. 

Under Alternates A and B-2 and selected Alternate B-l, the existing ramps at 

the interchanges of 1-70 at Maryland Route 85/355 and at South Street/Reichs 

Ford Road would be rebuilt, increasing the turning radii in accordance with 

current design standards. This would provide safer truck movements and also 

more gradual deceleration for the motorist when exiting from 1-70 onto these 

ramps. Longer acceleration lanes would be safer due to less speed differential 

among vehicles entering the traffic flow on 1-70. All of the proposed build 

alternates would alleviate operational and/or design deficiences now found on 

the existing facility. These improvements would reduce the accident potential 

at the interchanges which have ramps of substandard design, or which are missing 

ramp movements completely. 

3.  Environmental Consequences 

The following discussion summarizes the environmental impacts of the 

selected alternate combination. 

a.  Socio-economic and Land Use Impacts 

The selected Inside/Outside Widening Alternate for the mainline 1-70 would 

require the displacement of two businesses and Alternate B-l would displace one 

business. No residences would be acquired. Alternate 4 would not result in any 

relocations. None of the build alternates would impact any minority, elderly or 

handicapped individuals or groups. It is estimated that a lead time of 12 

months will be needed to successfully complete all relocations in a timely, 

orderly, and humane manner. All required relocations are expected to be 

accomplished without any undue hardship to those affected. These relocations 

will be accomplished in accordance with the requirements of the "Uniform 

Relocation Assistance and Land Acquisition Policies Act of 1970" (see Appendix). 

None of the selected alternates would impact any prime farmland soils. 

These alternates also would not affect any public parks or recreational 

areas. The Frederick County Board of Education has advised this Administration 

that the portion of East Frederick Elementary School property required by this 

project is not significant or critical to meeting the recreational needs of the 
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local community (see letter in the Correspondence Section of this document). No 

property would be acquired from Loats Park under any of the selected alternates. 

The selected alternate combination is consistent with the Frederick City 

(1979) and Frederick County (1984) Comprehensive Plans. 

The proposed project would decrease congestion and improve safety* travel 

time, and accessibility for local and through traffic. 

b. Historic and Archeological Sites 

The State Historic Preservation Officer has determined there would be no 

adverse effect on Prospect Hall, Linden Grove or Guilford, which are either on or 

eligible for the National Register of Historic Places. In addition, there would 

be no effect to Park Hall, which may be eligible for the National Register of 

Historic Places. No significant archeological sites would be Impacted (see 

letters in the Correspondence Section). 

c. Natural  Environment 

The Frederick Valley is underlain with soluble limestone strata which has 

been eroded by natural forces (Karst topography). Certain watershed areas, 

including portions of 1-70, discharge their surface runoff into subterranean 

channels via "sinkholes" which reduce expected surface drainage flow. The 

reliability of sinkholes as drainage outfalls cannot be accurately predicted. 

Ongoing development within the Valley compounds the unpredictability of sinkhole 

operation. 

The continued use of sinkholes as stormwater outfalls in the study area is 

a major concern. Sinkholes will continue to function as stormwater management 

outfalls under the selected alternate combination. During the Summer of 1985, 

Alternate B-l was modified to achieve increased compatibility with ongoing 

sinkhole activity. 

Impacts to area wildlife and habitat would be minimal. Ongoing residential, 

commercial, and industrial development has resulted in little remaining natural 

habitat and wooded areas. Approximately 5.6 acres of urban wildlife habitat 

would  be required. 

Most of this habitat is located in the area of proposed construction at the 

U.S. Route 15/340 interchange with 1-70. Inside widening between Mt. Phillip 

Road and I-270/U.S. Route 40 will not impact the existing vegetation near the 

headwaters of the tributaries of Ballenger Creek. 
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Modifications to the selected alternate combination since the Public 

Hearing have not resulted in any significant additional reductions in habitat* 

as the changes would occur in cleared and cultivated areas. Other development 

is slated for these areas. There are no known populations of federally listed 

threatened or endangered species within the study area. 

There are no 100-year floodplains within the project area. 

Strict adherence to sediment and erosion control plans approved by the 

Maryland Department of Natural Resources will minimize the effects of construction 

activities on area streams and water quality. Stormwater management and 

filtration methods will reduce the amount of roadway pollutants which could 

enter study area waterways. The filtration methods employed will follow the 

standards and specifications for infiltration practices issued by the Maryland 

Department of Natural Resources, Water Resources Administration. The particular 

methods being considered are all efficient but their use is soil- and 

site-specific and will  be based upon further refinement of the project's design. 

Inside widening of 1-70 west of 1-270 would not affect three of four unnamed 

tributaries of Ballenger Creek and their associated wetland areas. Between 

Mt. Phillip Road and the U.S. Route 15/340 interchange at 1-70, these perennial 

tributaries cross under 1-70 and the median via dual 60-inch concrete pipes. 

These structures may require minor alterations. Alternate 4 would require a 

culvert extension at another small tributary of Ballenger Creek at the U.S. Route 

15/340 interchange at 1-70. Inside widening in this area will minimize impacts 

to the wetland adjacent to this tributary. A Department of Natural Resources 

Waterway Construction Permit and a permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

would be required. Approximately 0.5 acre of palustrine forested wetland will 

still be required due to construction of a loop ramp and replacement of the 

outer connection in the southeast quadrant. This wetland was identified by 

field survey and was not designated on the National Wetland Inventory. The 

dominant species found in this wetland are red maple and black locust. The 

wetland functions as a nutrient trap, and provides flood and water dissipation 

and  urban wildlife habitat  (songbirds,   rabbits,  raccoons,  squirrels,  etc.). 

The wetland would  be replaced on a 1:1  basis. 
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Wetland finding: Based upon the fact that the wetland affected is adjacent 

to existing right-of-way, it is determined that there is no practical alternative 

to the proposed new construction in the wetland and that the proposed action 

includes all practicable measures to minimize harm to the wetland which may 

result from such use. 

d.      Noifre 

The results of the detailed noise analysis indicate that seven noise 

sensitive areas (NSAs) would experience design year (2010) noise levels which 

exceed the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) L^Q noise abatement criteria (70 

dBA). One additional NSA will experience noise levels which are greater than 10 

dBA over ambient levels, but less than the FHWA criteria. Noise abatement 

measures were considered to minimize impacts  in these areas. 

Two of the NSAs experiencing noise levels greater than the FHWA abatement 

criteria do not have identified exterior or frequent uses. These are NSA 3 

(1-70 Motor Inn), and NSA 7 (Mt. Olivet Cemetery). Therefore, no noise abatement 

measures will   be considered at these two NSAs. 

NSA 1, the East Frederick Elementary School, will experience design year 

noise levels 4 dBA over the FHWA abatement criteria. A barrier to protect the 

school would be 11 feet high, 1,250 feet long, and cost approximately $371,000. 

A barrier at this location will  be studied further during the final   design phase. 

NSA 6 

NSA 6, the Seventh Day Adventist Church and School located on Maryland 

Route 914 (Adventist Drive) will have a projected 2010 noise level, which does 

not increase ambient noise levels (72 dBA), but exceeds the FHWA abatement 

criteria by 2 dBA. Noise abatement is not considered because the buildings are 

air conditioned. The church has no identified exterior or frequent uses, and 

the playground behind the school is shielded from 1-70 for the most part by the 

school and church buildings. In addition, the playground area is twice as far 

away from 1-70 as is the front of the church closest to the roadway. This 

doubling of the distance will result in an approximate 3 dBA reduction to 

approximately 69 dBA,  which  is below the FHWA noise abatement criteria. 
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NSA 8 

NSA 8» a National Register Historic Site at 5927 New Design Road, is 

anticipated to experience an increase over ambient L^Q noise levels of 13 dBA, 

but will not exceed the FHWA noise abatement criteria. This site is situated 

approximately 800 feet south of 1-70. Because of this setback, a barrier would 

not result in an effective reduction in projected noise levels. Therefore, 

mitigation Is not recommended. 

NSA 10 

NSA 10, an apartment house at 6023 Fair Oaks Road, will have a projected 

2010 noise level which will exceed the FHWA noise abatement criteria by 6 dBA. 

To reduce noise levels below the criteria, a noise barrier approximately 1,200 

feet long and 12-14 feet high would be required. Based on barrier costs of $27 

per square foot, the cost to provide this protection to two first floor apartments 

would be approximately $421,000. This cost exceeds the maximum cost per residence 

protected ($40,000) which has been established by this Administration based on 

housing costs across the state, and is not considered reasonable. A barrier is 

not recommended. 

NSA 14 

NSA 14 consists of four residences 1n the Tulip Hill subdivision (6026 

Fairfax Court is representative). NSA 14 would have a projected 2010 noise 

level which would exceed the FHWA noise abatement criteria by 6 dBA. Protection 

of these residences would require a barrier approximately 1,050 feet long and 14 

feet high at a cost of approximately $397,000 ($99,225 per residence). A 

barrier is not considered reasonable at this location and is not recommended. 

NSA 15 

This NSA, a residence located east of Mt. Phillip Road and contiguous to 

the north side of 1-70, will have a projected 2010 noise level of 8 dBA above 

the FHWA abatement criteria. A barrier 720 feet long and 14 feet high at a cost 

of approximately $272,000 would be required to reduce the projected noise levels 

7-10 dBA. Constructing this barrier for one residence is not considered 

reasonable. 

The results of these analyses are contained in the Noise Report which is 

available for review at the State Highway Administration, 707 North Calvert 

Street,  Baltimore,  Maryland    21202. 

This project Is consistent with the State Implementation Plan. 
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e.      Air Quality 

A detailed microscale air quality analysis for the selected alternates also 

has been performed. No violations of the 1-hour or 8-hour State/National 

Ambient Air Quality Standards for carbon monoxide will occur with the alternates 

in the completion year (1990) or in the design year (2010). The results of the 

air quality analysis are also available for review at the State Highway 

Administration  in Baltimore. 

4.       Significant Features of the Alternates 

a.       Sinkholes and Outfalls 

Several sinkholes have been located within the project limits between 

Maryland Route 85/355 and Maryland Route 144 (East Patrick Street). The more 

significant sinkholes. In terms of this Project Planning study, are north of 

1-70 along the proposed extension of Walser Drive. Selected Alternate B-l has 

been modified to reduce impacts to ongoing sinkhole activity. 

During August 1984, the Sinkhole and Storm Water Management Study Along 

Interstate Route 70 between Mt. Phillip Road and Maryland Route 144 report was 

prepared by Grelner Engineering Sciences, Inc. This report summarized the 

results of a preliminary hydro! ogic/hydraulic study of the sinkholes and 

alternative drainage outfalls. 

The State Highway Administration's Bureau of Soils and Foundations prepared 

a Sinkhole Study report in May 1985, summarizing a geophysical investigation of 

the problematic area. The geophysical report indicated that it was doubtful the 

sinkholes would completely malfunction and concluded that the then preferred 

alternate (specifically Alternate B-l) was feasible. However, an alternate 

outfall was preferred over the use of sinkholes as stormwater outfalls and 

certain active sinkhole areas should be avoided to reduce the risk of roadway 

damage. In response to these reports the East Street interchange ramps and 

Walser Drive have been realigned to minimize conflict with sinkholes. 

A drainage outfall to the Monocacy River via Reichs Ford Road has been 

selected to transport stormwater runoff from the sinkhole area (see Figures 5 

and 6). The outfall would extend from the vicinity of existing Walser Drive 

along the north side of 1-70 in an open channel to Reichs Ford Road, then follow 

the alignment of Reichs Ford Road in a 5,800 linear-foot, 120-inch pipe culvert 

and a 2,200-1inear foot channel   to the Monocacy River. 
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Design phase activities will include the design of the outfall to the 

extent necessary to prepare right-of-way plats. Right-of-way acquisition would 

occur on a contingency basis and only as necessary to protect the proposed 

right-of-way and/or easements associated with the selected drainage outfall. 

Construction of this outfall, once development has taken place in the corridor, 

could be a very expensive alternate. The construction of this outfall would be 

required in the unlikely event of a total failure of the natural underground 

drainage system and requires participation of the City of Frederick and Frederick 

County. 

Implementation of generous stormwater management measures in combination 

with sinkhole preservation measures may contribute significantly toward continued 

functioning of the sinkholes and construction of the outfall to the Monocacy 

River may not be required with initial construction. The estimated cost of the 

drainage outfall   is $6.4 million. 

This Administration is discussing the possibility of assuming responsibility 

for implementation of the City's proposed East Street extension from 1-70 to 

Maryland Route 144 (East Patrick Street); see letter dated January 13, 1987, in 

Section V-C. The East Street corridor Is a possible alternative routing of the 

drainage outfall. Should this segment of East Street become a part of the State 

secondary highway system, detailed studies of the feasibility of such a drainage 

outfall route will be undertaken during the design phase, 

b.      Structures 

Thirteen existing bridges are affected by this project and two new bridges 

are required. These bridges as well as retaining walls and other structures are 

listed In Table 3, along with a brief description of improvements required by 

the selected alternate combination. 

One additional retaining wall, identified in the Environmental Assessment 

to avoid a stone washhouse and encroachment on a residence, is no longer proposed. 

The washhouse, at one time thought to be historic, was determined not to be 

significant and no longer necessary to avoid. It and the house, both owned by 

Genstar Corporation, are on land likely to be developed for commercial purposes. 

In addition, the cost to construct the retaining wall far exceeded the cost to 

purchase the washhouse and additional   right-of-way. 
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TABLE 3 

BRIDGES AND RETAINING WALLS, SELECTED ALTERNATE COMBINATION 

BRIOOF 
NUMBER LOCATION 

PROPOSED 
ACTION 

10144 ND Route 180  (Jefferson Pike) 
over 1-70 

10142 1-70 over Ramp A at U.S. 
Route 15/340 

10141 1-70 over U.S.  Route 15/340 

10143 Ramp A over U.S.  Route 15/340 

10140 Ramp A over MD Route 180 
(Ballenger Creek Pike) 

WB to SB 1-270 loop over 
SB U.S.   Route 40 to EB  1-70 
direct connection 

Outer connection  (U.S.  15/340 
NB to 1-70 EB)  over MD Route 
180  (Ballenger Creek Pike) 

10128 1-70 over MD Route 180 
(Ballenger Creek Pike) 

10138 1-70 WBR over U.S.  Route 40 EBR 

10137 1-70 WBR over 1-270  (U.S. 40) 

10103 1-70  EBR over 1-270   (U.S.  40) 

10122 1-270 WBR over 1-70 EBR 

10123 1-270 WBR over New Design Road 

10104 New Design Road over 1-70 

10105 MD Route 355  over 1-70 

Box culverts at East Street 
interchange 

10106 1-70  South  Street and Chessie 
System Railroad 

10107 MD Route 144   (East Patrick 
Street)  over 1-70 

Construct retaining wall  at 
apartment house,  180 LF. 

Widen bridge  In median. 

Redeck both bridges, widen WBR 
In  median,   widen  EBR.     Construct 
120 LF retaining wall under bridge. 

Widen to accommodate extended 
outer  connection.     Construct  275 
LF   retaining   wall   at   Maryland 
Route 180 loop. 

Widen to accommodate extended 
outer connection. 

Construct new bridge, 200 LF 
retaining wall along U.S.  Route 40 
SBR,    and   220   LF   retaining   wall 
between ramps. 

Construct new bridge. 

Widen WBR 1n median,  redeck 
both bridges. 

Bridge replacement. 

Widen bridge both sides. 

Widen bridge both sides. 

Bridge replacement. 

Widen bridge to outside. 

Bridge replacement. Construct 80 
LF retaining wall at Mt. Olivet 
Cemetery. 

Bridge replacement. Includes 511 
LF retaining wall   at Knights  Inn. 

9' x 6' x 170 LF. Double 6' x 6' 
x 300 LF. 

Bridge replacement.     Includes 
1,080    LF    of    120"    RCCP    for 
drainage outfal1. 

Construct retaining wall at Tulip 
Hill   subdivision,  290 LF. 
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c. Frederick City's Southern Water Loop 

Frederick City's Southern Water Loop, a 20-inch water main, is located 

along the north side of 1-70 through a segment of the project area from west of 

Mt.  Olivet Cemetery to South Street. 

This water line is located within the SHA right-of-way in the vicinity of 

Mt.  Olivet Cemetery.    This segment will   not be disturbed by the 1-70 project. 

The water loop extends eastward between Maryland Route 355 and South 

Street. This portion of the water main which has prior rights would be relocated 

and/or sleeved in accordance with the Administration's Policy on the Accommodation 

of Utilities on State Highway Rights of Wav to allow for construction of the 

East Street  interchange (selected Alternate B-l). 

d. Eastbound Roadway  from Mt.  Phillip Road to Jefferson Pike 

Eastbound 1-70 from Mt.  Phillip Road to Maryland Route 180  (Jefferson Pike) 

is proposed to remain as a two-lane facility with the selected alternate 

combination. Although traffic forecasts indicate the two-lane eastbound roadway 

cannot adequately handle the anticipated design year traffic volumes (Level of 

Service 'E') along this segment, the existing two-lane roadway from Catoctin 

Mountain westerly serves as a constraint to traffic flowing eastbound. 

5. Implementation Costs 

The estimated costs of the various build alternates in 1984 dollars are 

listed in Table 1. These are total costs including construction engineering, 

administrative and overhead additives (10.5 percent), and right-of-way with 

administrative and overhead costs (9.3 percent). The total estimated cost of the 

selected alternate combination in 1986 dollars is $60,714,000, broken down as 

f ol 1 ow s: 

Structures $21,449,000 

Roadway 32,720,000 

Right-of-Way 6,545,000 

TOTAL $60,714,000 

C.      Positions Taken 

1.       Elected Officials 

The  Mayor   and   Board   of  Aldermen  of  the  City   of   Frederick   recorded   their 

support of the selected alternate combination by letter dated July 31,  1984. 

Subsequently,   Mayor  Ronald  N.  Young   submitted  further comments,   by  letter 

dated   September   10,    1984,   reflecting   recommendations   previously   offered    by 
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Mr. J. Willlarn Brosius. These comments would require the proposed northbound 

1-270 to eastbound 1-70 outer connection be realigned to the east edge of New 

Design Road to allow motorists a direct connection from 1-270 to New Design Road 

as an entrance way into the City of Frederick. By letter dated September 26, 

1984, the Board of County Commissioners concurred with the City's suggestion. The 

Project Planning Team cannot concur with this suggestion chiefly because it 

would create a hazardous weaving area on New Design Road, require unwarranted 

right-of-way acquisition, create safety and operational problems on 1-70, and 

require denial   of access on New Design Road from 1-270 to 1-70. 

Mayor Young, on behalf of the City of Frederick, recommended consideration 

of an alternative drainage outfall from the sinkhole areas northerly to Carroll 

Creek rather than southerly via Reichs Ford Road to the Monocacy River. His 

recommendations were sent by letter dated October 22, 1984, to Secretary William 

K. Hellmann. In a meeting on July 16, 1985, Mayor Young reiterated his strong 

opposition to any southerly drainage outfall   route to the Monocacy River. 

By letter dated July 11, 1985, Delegate Thomas H. Hattery advised Secretary 

Will lam K. Hellmann of his concurrence with the endorsement of Improvements to 

1-70 on  behalf of the Chamber of Commerce of Frederick County. 

By letter dated November 5, 1986, the Frederick County Board of County 

Commissioners expressed their support for the recent design modification to the 

selected alternate combination. 

These letters may be found  in the Correspondence Section of this document. 

2.      Citizens 

Citizen comments resulting from the May 1985 Public Hearing were generally 

supportive of the need to improve 1-70 and the selected alternate combination. 

Three business properties on the east side of Maryland Route 355 immediately 

south of 1-70 would be adversely affected in terms of accessibility. These 

businesses are: 1-70 Exxon, Beckmont Corporation, and Francis Scott Key Lincoln/ 

Mercury/Isuzu. The owners of these properties have indicated their displeasure 

with the reduced accessibility associated with the proposed highway improvements. 

A meeting was held with these businesses on October 3, 1984, to discuss their 

concerns. Additional studies have failed to produce significant accessibility 

improvements without reducing overall  travel  efficiency and safety. 
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Mr. J. William Brosius has submitted a number of planning concepts over the 

years intended to create supplemental southern entrance ways into the City of 

Frederick, via 1-270 to New Design Road. These proposals have been rejected for 

the reasons cited on pages III-4 to III-5 and 111-20 of this document. 

Mr. Robert W. Lanham» on behalf of the Frederick King Partnership* 

recommended additional access to 1-70 from Maryland Route 180 (Ballenger Creek 

Pike) and from 1-70 to Maryland Route 180 (Jefferson Pike), which would facilitate 

rezoning of that property from residential to commercial use. See page V-9 of 

this document for disposition of this recommendation, part of which has been 

incorporated  into the selected alternate combination. 

The Solarex Corporation recommended Alternate 4 by letter dated July 23, 

1984. 

3.      Agencies 

The City of Frederick has indicated concern that Loats Park be safeguarded 

from unwarranted highway intrusions that might inhibit development of the Park 

and the contiguous Jeanne Bussard Training Workshop for the Handicapped. At the 

Public Hearing a suggestion was made for a northerly relocation of Walser Drive 

that would have separated Loats Park from the proposed Jeanne Bussard Workshop 

and encroached on the Maryland School for the Deaf. Both the City of Frederick 

and the Maryland School for the Deaf strongly opposed such encroachments. 

The Maryland Department of Natural Resources indicated their concern for 

resolution of the sinkhole/drainage outfall problem and related groundwater 

quality issues including erosion and sediment control and stormwater management. 

The Maryland Department of Natural Resources, Tidewater Administration indicated 

a preference for inside widening and Alternate A by memorandum dated June 29, 

1984. 

D.  Recommendation 

1.  Recommendation and Supporting Reasons 

The Project Planning Team recommended the following alternate combination 

for design and construction: inside widening of 1-70 from Mt. Phillip Road to 

I-270/U.S. Route 40; outside widening from I-270/U.S. Route 40 to Maryland Route 

144 (East Patrick Street); Alternate 4; Alternate B-l; and the design of and 

protection of the right-of-way for a drainage outfall to the Monocacy River via 

Reichs Ford Road. The mainline of 1-70 is to be designed for 70 mph with full 

access controls. 
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Inside widening is preferable between Mt. Phillip Road and 1-270 because an 

ultimate 50-foot rural median (minimum) would be provided throughout this segment, 

negligible right-of-way would be required and inside widening would be less 

costly. Outer safety grading is not recommended west of Maryland Route 180 

(Jefferson Pike). 

Outside widening between 1-270 and East Patrick Street with safety grading 

is preferable because it preserves the rural appearance, provides more median 

recovery area and increased safety, and provides for better system continuity. 

Inside widening would have required a continuous concrete median barrier 2 miles 

in length between New Design Road and East Patrick Street. The City of Frederick 

prefers retaining the rural appearance of the highway because it is more 

consistent with the historical character of the City. The additional cost of 

the outside widening is warranted to provide an additional measure of safety and 

aesthetic benefit. 

Alternate 4 was determined to be the more cost-effective method of providing 

the missing movements at the U.S. Route 15/340 interchange and the 1-270/ 

U.S. Route 40 interchange while providing essentially the same accessibility as 

Alternate 2. Construction of Alternate 4 would cause less disruption to existing 

travel   patterns and would require less maintenance of traffic than Alternate 2. 

Subsequent to the May 1985 Public Hearing, Alternate 4 was restudied to 

eliminate a potentially hazardous weaving area along the westbound roadway of 

1-70 between the U.S. Route 15/340 and I-270/U.S. Route 40 interchanges. To 

improve safety and travel efficiency on adjacent project elements, consideration 

was given to maintaining a desirable design speed for the westbound 1-70 to 

southbound 1-270 loop. This action improves the design of the southbound 

U.S. Route 40 to eastbound 1-70 direct connection, improves compound weaving 

conditions along southbound U.S. Route 40, and minimizes additional right-of-way 

required from the Frederick Commons (industrial) property (formerly Solarex 

Corporation). The revision consisted of modifications to three ramps (one 

existing,  two proposed)  at the I-270/U.S.  Route 40  interchange. 

The southbound U.S. Route 40 to westbound 1-70 outer connection continues 

westerly along but separated from 1-70 and contiguous to the westbound 1-70 to 

southbound U.S. Route 15/340 direct connection, overpasses Maryland Route 180 

(Ballenger Creek Pike) and U.S. Route 15/340, and ties into 1-70 at the Maryland 

Route 180  (Jefferson Pike)  overpass.    This single lane outer connection is 6,075 
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feet (1.15 miles) long. To eliminate one of the weaving movements along 

southbound U.S. Route 40 the entry into this outer connection from the adjacent 

northbound U.S. Route 15/340 to southbound U.S. Route 40 outer connection in the 

Jefferson Street interchange is separated from the southbound roadway of U.S. 

Route 40 by means of a barrier. Thus, traffic coming from the Maryland Route 

180 interchange and desiring to proceed southbound along U.S. Route 40 and 1-270 

toward Washington, D.C., will have to proceed northbound on U.S. Route 15/340 

and execute a left turn into a proposed spur to the southbound Jefferson Street 

to southbound U.S.  Route 40 loop ramp  in the Jefferson Street interchange. 

Although the selected left turn movement from northbound U.S. Route 15/340 

is expected to operate well up to the design year, we recognize that the City of 

Frederick has sustained a large increase in population in the period since 1980 

and significant growth is planned along Maryland Route 180 which could conceivably 

require signal ization of the new intersection in the long term. With this 

eventuality in view, a loop ramp is proposed from Maryland Route 180 (Ballenger 

Creek Pike) into the northbound U.S. Route 15/340 to eastbound 1-70 outer 

connection. This supplemental loop ramp would be constructed only when the need 

arises but right-of-way would be acquired with initial construction stages. The 

southbound U.S. Route 40 to eastbound 1-70 direct connection is realigned as a 

two-lane roadway from its takeoff point to its connection into 1-70, minimizing 

the effect of the reversing horizontal curvature. These revisions require 

widening of three additional bridges: southbound U.S. Route 40 to westbound 1-70 

outer connection over Maryland Route 180 (major widening of bridge no. 10140 

over Ballenger Creek Pike), the same outer connection over U.S. Route 15/340 

(major widening of bridge no. 10143), and the relocated northbound U.S. Route 

15/340 outer connection over Maryland Route 180  (Ballenger Creek Pike). 

An assessment of these changes relative to environmental concerns indicated 

that these modifications would not result in any significant impacts to the 

environment. 

These modifications to Alternate 4, which were incorporated into the 

selected alternate combination, incurred changes in the right-of-way requirements 

with respect to the Environmental Assessment and the exhibits at the May 1985 

Public Hearing. Right-of-way acquisition in the additional amount of 

approximately 4.26 acres would be necessary on the north side of 1-70 between 

Maryland   Route   180   (Jefferson   Pike)   and   the   U.S.   Route   15/340   interchange. 
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Additional right-of-way in the amount of approximately 7.20 acres would also be 

required along the west side of Maryland Route 180 (Ballenger Creek Pike) from 

the proposed Hannover residential   subdivision.    Both parcels are unimproved. 

The revised configuration of selected Alternate 4 is estimated to add the 

following total  costs to the project in terms of 1986 dollars: 

RIght-of-Way $   251,000 

Roadway 1,666,000 

Structures 884,000 

TOTAL $2,801,000 

The above represents an Increase of 4.4 percent of the project costs and 

would tend to reduce the number of construction stages from three to two. 

Alternate B-l, revised to avoid sinkhole encroachment, is selected as the 

method of reconstructing the interchanges at Maryland Route 85/355 and at South 

Street/Reichs Ford Road based on Its superior compatibility with the planned 

local street system. Alternate B-2 would have directed commercial traffic Into 

a partially residential area. Alternate A was not selected due to its Section 

4(f)   involvement with Loats Park. 

The design of a channel and culvert outfall to the Monocacy River via 

Reichs Ford Road has also been selected. 

During the subsequent design phase, the major at-grade intersections would 

be subject to a detailed operational analysis, especially the major intersections 

on Maryland Route 355 and the proposed East Street/Walser Drive interchange ramp 

intersection. 

2.      Construction Staging 

This project is to be implemented as two construction projects. The first 

contract would extend from Mt. Phillip Road to west of Maryland Route 355, a 

distance of approximately 4.01 miles, and would provide missing movements at the 

U.S. Route 15/340 and the I-270/U.S. Route 40 interchanges. This contract 

Includes construction of six retaining walls and work on thirteen bridges, most 

of which require widening to accommodate additional lanes on 1-70. Design 

activities are In progress for this contract and it is expected that the contract 

will be advertised for construction bids during early calendar year 1990. 

The roadway associated with the supplemental loop ramp from Maryland Route 180 

(Ballenger Creek Pike) to eastbound 1-70 could be Incorporated into the first 

contract. 
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The second contract would extend from west of Maryland Route 355 to Maryland 

Route 144 (East Patrick Street), a distance of 1.32 miles. This contract would 

reconstruct the interchanges at Maryland Route 355 and South Street/Reichs Ford 

Road with relocation of certain movements to the interchange with proposed East 

Street. The bridges at Maryland Route 355 and South Street/Reichs Ford Road 

would be replaced and two retaining walls would be constructed. Because this 

contract is located in the area of active sinkholes certain elements of the 

proposed drainage outfall would be constructed and the right-of-way for the 

outfall would be protected. It is anticipated that this contract will be 

advertised for construction bids during early calendar year 1991. 
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IV. PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS 

A Combined Location/Design Public Hearing was held for the project on 

May 28, 1985, at 7:30 p.m. in the West Frederick Middle School in Frederick, 

Maryland. The purpose of this hearing was to present the results of the 

engineering and environmental studies and to receive public comment on the 

project. Approximately 100 persons attended the hearing and nine Individuals 

made statements following the presentation by State Highway Administration 

personnel. 

Seven build alternates, considered in three groupings, were presented. The 

build alternates included two widening alternates (inside and outside), two 

alternates (numerical designations) for providing missing movements and associated 

reconstruction of the U.S. Route 15/340 and I-270/U.S. Route 40 interchanges, 

and three alternates (letter designation) for the reconstruction of the 

geometrically deficient Maryland Route 85/355 and Reichs Ford Road/South Street 

Interchanges. A build solution would consist of an alternate from each of these 

three groups, plus a drainage outfall to the Monocacy River. 

The following is a summary of the statements made at the hearing and the 

responses given by the State Highway Administration. A complete transcript of 

the hearing is available for review in the Project Development Division Offices, 

State Highway Administration, 707 North Calvert Street, Baltimore, Maryland 

21202. Written comments received after the Public Hearing are discussed in the 

Correspondence Section of this document. 

1. Mr. Miles Circo, Oakcrest Limited Partnership (Morgan Keller, Inc.), 

developers of the Patrick East Business Center. 

Comment: 

Mr. Circo cited the advantages and disadvantages of Alternates A and B. He 
endorsed Alternate B-l due to fewer community impacts. He also stated that 
Alternate A goes through a building which is part of the Patrick East Business 
Center, located on Shaw's Road. This building was not included in the right-of- 
way estimates for Alternate A. This alternate also would impact the entire 
business park and affect Its access. He stresses that the sinkhole problem must 
be addressed as part of any of the alternates. 

SHA Response: 

Selected Alternate B-l has been modified and now terminates at South 

Street. Therefore, there will be no construction east of South Street along 

Shaw's Road and no effects to the business park. 
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Sinkholes function as stormwater and surface runoff outfalls and are 

expected to continue functioning 1n this capacity. In the event sinkholes cease 

to effectively function, a drainage outfall would be constructed along Reichs 

Ford Road to the Monocacy River with the participation of local governments. 

2. Mr. J. William Brosius, 6600 Plantation Road# Frederick. 

Comment; 

He contends that traffic congestion on Maryland Route 85 1s getting worse. 
He suggests relocating the northbound 1-270 to eastbound 1-70 outer connection 
east of New Design Road. Thus, traffic desiring to enter Frederick City would be 
able to do so without traveling along congested Maryland Route 85 and utilizing 
the Interchange at Maryland Route 85 and 1-70. 

He prefers either Alternate B-l or Alternate B-2 to Alternate A, because they 
relocate certain movements to an East Street interchange. However, he recommends 
additional ramps at the East Street interchange. 

SHA Response: 

Alternate B-l is one element of the selected alternate combination. 

Mr. Brosius' two design proposals have been analyzed by this Administration and 

were found to have significant design difficulties that precluded further 

consideration. 

These proposals were not consistent with current design standards, required 

additional right-of-way, were not cost-effective, created safety and operational 

problems on 1-70, caused additional weave problems, and in the area of the East 

Street interchange.  Involved more extensive sinkhole impacts. 

At the time of the Public Hearing Maryland Route 85 was a two-lane highway. 

Subsequently, Maryland Route 85 has been widened to a four-lane street between 

1-270 and Maryland Route 355. 

3. Mr. Peter Standoff, 304 Rockwell Terrace, Frederick (advocate of 

Mrs.  Eleanor Brooke Conley Lee). 

Comment; 

Mr. Standoff endorses Alternate B-l as proposed and amended by Mr. Brosius 
(relocating several movements from the Maryland Route 85/355 interchange to the 
East Street interchange) due to increasing traffic congestion, especially 
trucks. He believes that this proposal provides good access into Frederick City 
and channels truck traffic into the Truck Stop, while avoiding the congested 
Maryland Route 85/  1-270  interchange. 

He also  stated that the sinkhole problems should be  resolved  by the State. 
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He further asserts that proposing an interchange on Mrs. Lee's undeveloped 
property takes undue advantage of her considering the significant loss of her 
land during the initial construction of 1-70 (in the mid IQSO's). 

SHA Response; 

Alternate B-l is one element of the selected alternate combination. The 

additional modifications to Alternate B-l as proposed by Mr. Brosius and endorsed 

by Mr. Standoff were found to have design deficiencies as cited in the response 

to Mr. Brosius' comments. 

The Alternate B-l alignment was recently shifted to avoid and minimize 

impacts to existing sinkhole development. 

The operational deficiencies and increasing traffic and congestion at the 

Maryland Route 85/355 interchange at 1-70 necessitate the reconstruction of the 

southwest quadrant of this interchange to modern design standards and subsequent 

right-of- way acquisition to accommodate these improvements. 

4. Dr. Roscoe Bartlett» representing the Seventh Day Adventist Church, 80 

Adventist Road (Maryland Route 914)» Frederick. 

Comment; 

Dr. Bartlett suggests a northerly relocation of Walser Drive proceeding 
westerly along the boundary between the Maryland School for the Deaf and the 
No!and Company, crossing Maryland Route 355 and continuing westward to New 
Design Road along the boundary between Loats Park and the proposed Jeanne 
Bussard Training Workshop for the Handicapped, a cul-de-sac of Adventist Road, 
and abandonment of the northern portion of New Design Road. A majority of 
traffic would then utilize New Design Road, rather than Adventist Road in front 
of the church. 

SHA Response: 

Alternates B-l and 4 are two elements of the selected alternate combination. 

Relocating Walser Drive to the north would require property acquisition from 

Loats Park and is inconsistent with the City of Frederick's plans for the area. 

The City has indicated that Loats Park be safeguarded from highway intrusions 

that might Inhibit development of the Park and the adjacent Jeanne Bussard 

Training Workshop. In addition to impacts to Loats Park, a relocation of Walser 

Drive to the north would possibly impact and endanger the special populations at 

the Maryland School for the Deaf and Jeanne Bussard Training Workshop for the 

Handicapped. 
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5. Mr. Joseph Crews. Amazing Facts, Inc., 100 Adventist Road, Frederick. 

Comment: 

Mr. Crews endorses the recommendations made by Dr. Bartlett. His 
broadcasting/publishing business, too, is located on Adventist Road, next to the 
Church. He believes it is a good idea to put traffic on New Design Road, rather 
than have it pass in front of the Amazing Facts building and the church on 
Maryland Route 914. 

SHA Response; 

Alternate B-l and 4 are two elements of the selected alternate combination. 

See response no. 4. 

6. Mr. Kings!ey Whitsett, Pastor of the Seventh Day Adventist Church, 

Frederick. 

Comment; 

He recommends inside widening of 1-70 between 1-270 at least to Maryland 
Route 355, due to perceived adverse effects (i.e., noise) on the church and 
Amazing Facts, Inc. 

SHA Response; 

Outside widening has been selected in the vicinity of the church property 

to maintain a rural appearance (50 foot grass median), in accordance with the 

desires of Frederick City and County to maintain the historic character of the 

area. The segment of 1-70 opposite the church would be reconstructed and 

shifted south. However, outside widening would result in the reconstructed 

roadway being essentially the same distance from the church as the present 

roadway. 

Technical air quality and noise analyses were completed utilizing the 

Seventh Day Adventist Church as one of the receptor locations. The results of 

the air quality analysis indicated no violations of National or State Ambient 

Air Quality Standards. 

Noise level predictions for the design year 2010 indicate no change from 

ambient noise conditions at the church under both the Build and No-build 

Alternates. Both the ambient and predicted noise levels exceed the L^o Federal 

Highway Administration noise abatement criteria by 2 dBA. However, the church 

does not have any identified exterior or frequent uses and is air conditioned. 

Noise abatement is not recommended. The adjacent school is likewise air 

conditioned and its associated playground is shielded for the most part from 
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1-70 by the church and school buildings. A reduction in noise levels is also 

expected due to the playground's greater distance from 1-70. 

7. Mr. Herbert Coheni Carroll Construction Company, Reichs Ford Road, 

Frederick. 

Comment; 

Mr. Cohen expressed a preference for Alternate B-l. He disagreed with 
Mr. Brosius' suggestion regarding eastbound traffic south of 1-70. He believes 
that truck traffic would back up near the Truck Stop and interfere with all 
traffic. 

SHA Response; 

Alternate B-l is one part of the selected alternate combination. Access to 

the Truck Stop would be provided via the Maryland Route 85/355 and proposed East 

Street interchanges with 1-70. Alternate B-l would ease truck traffic congestion 

on Maryland Route 355 near the Truck Stop and improve traffic safety and service. 

Under the selected alternate, truck traffic from 1-70 would access the Truck 

Stop via either Walser Drive or the exit ramp from eastbound 1-70 to Maryland 

Route 355. This Administration does not concur with Mr. Brosius' suggestions 

due to operational design deficiencies. 

8. Mr. Charles Whieldon, 1630 Gibbons Road, Point of Rocks. 

Comment; 

Mr. Whieldon concurs with Dr. Bartlett's suggestion and favors Alternate 
B-l. He is concerned about the proposed reduction in weave lengths along 1-70 
eastbound from U.S. Route 15/340 to 1-270. 

SHA Response; 

See response no. 4. This portion of 1-70 was built to older design standards 

with closely spaced interchanges. Although a longer weaving area would be 

desirable, the proposed weaving area is predicted to operate with conditions 

only slightly more restricted than those found under free flow conditions 

without weaving (Level of Service 'B'). 

9. Mr. Peter Adcock, representing Francis Scott Key Lincoln/Mercury/Isuzu, 

6001 Urbana Pike, Frederick. 

Comment; 

Mr. Adcock stated that the proposed access road to the three businesses 
located along the east side of Maryland Route 355 Immediately south of 1-70 is 
unacceptable. He believes that such a plan would have adverse impacts (i.e., 
loss of business due to reduced accessibility) on his and other businesses at 
this location. 
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SHA Response! 

The traffic complexities of the Maryland Route 85/355 Intersection and 

adjacent Interchange at 1-70 warrant reconstruction at this Intersection and the 

use of the proposed frontage road to access these businesses. Additional 

studies to Improve the proposed situation have failed to produce significant 

accessibility improvements without reducing overall travel efficiency and safety. 

IV-6 





^ 

A.  Written Comtnents Received Subsequent to the Location/ 

Design Public Hearing, Mav 28, 1985, and Responses 
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

INTERSTATE ROUTE 70 
MT. PHILLIP ROAD TO MARYLAND ROUTE 144 

CONTRACT NO. P 866-101-772 wy n- 
rms NO. 101007   '"'" -     U:> 

LOCATION/DESIGN PUBLIC HEARING 
p MAY 28, 1985 j   , 

/ kcLv^Ls.    'Tor- jriv_£^    3/x,<P   /fie^^h^ • 

NAME   bU<^T->ry ^^^dwe^y •JcU^vS O i/v OATF •5'/z^/a~^  

CITY/TOWN   J-T-^^/Vc^ RTATP       ^V^ 7IP   CODE^iZ^J^ 

I/We wish to comment or inquire about the following aspects of this project: icJ^^h^Jcjc- 

^PXAX- TP UXV/C "IVve^ 1,10 t^cce^s 4o £gui\- $-h. K/t-ot\sc7-Pe^A H^i^^rnb^ \c? ^v^Jc^- a-~ii?~^jUj-<» 

frf/iSS-JC?a.«-}L^ S&-e.rr\i we^cwe^. f^^a nou? -4o.~ Wn-vrv^Q "hix-Ll^LXw-iu-JU. p^yVj^e^-v^.  T^ c^. 

Cm I am currently on the Mailing List. 

JZ$ Please add my/our nameU) to the Mailing Lia*. 

1 ( 
l 
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SHA Response to Mr. and Mrs. Johnson: 

Alternates 4 and B-l are two aspects of the selected alternate combination. 

The sinkholes are a natural occurrence, resulting from erosion of soluble 

substrata. These sinkholes function, and are expected to continue to function, 

as drainage outfalls for filtered stormwater and surface runoff. In the event 

these outfalls should cease to function effectively, a drainage outfall to the 

Monocacy River would be built along Reichs Ford Road. 

The project is currently included in the State's Consolidated Transportation 

Program. Project planning (present studies) is funded through FY 1986. 

Engineering and final design are funded through FY 1990. Depending on the 

availability of funds, this project will be eligible for inclusion in future 

programs for right-of-way acquisition and construction. 
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LINCOLN 

FRANCIS SCOTT KEY LINCOLN/MERCURY/INC. 
FRANCIS SCOTT KEY LINCOLN/MERCURY/ISUZU 
6001 Urbana Pike 
Frederick, Maryland 21701 (301) 662-7600 

U I 

May 29,   1985 RECEIVED 

^r. Wayne R. Clingan 
District Engineer 
State Highway Administration 
P.O. Box 308 
Frederick, Maryland 21701 

Dear Sirs; 

JUN 3 1985 

{KUJHWAY OmWCT BI6INEER 

Reference:  Project #F-866-101-772 

This letter is in response to your public hearing held on May 
28, 1985, in Frederick, pertaining to proposed changes to the 
1-70 Interchange. 

My business and property known as Francis Scott Key Lincoln- 
Merciiry, Inc., will be adversely affected by what you plan to 
do with the intersection of state routes 85 and 355. 

I am a small business man and am not going to financially be 
able to withstand the following. 

*Long term disruption of my business due to major construc- 
tion to this intersection. 

•Limiting access to my property to north bound 355 traffic 
only. 

*Use of an access road as opposed to direct entrance. 

•Placing me on * the end of a spur line. 

The only two alternative solutions that you have to this pro- 
blem are: 

*De-acceleration and left turn lane from south bound MD 
route 355. De-acceleration lane and direct access from north 
bound lanes,  (no access road) 

*Re-location of my business to another acceptable pro- 
perty . 
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Please try to see this from my side. It is tough enough to 
operate an automobile dealership with excellent visability 
and easy access, both of which I enjoy now. You cannot just 
take those things from me. 

There is no -.need at this point for me to acquire legal coun- 
cil and I certainly hope to hear from you soon. As you said 
in your meeting, I hope we can work this out on a friendly 
basis. 

Sipo^rel^Y 

Marvin s/.  Adcock 
President 

MJA/tlb 

C.C. Governor Harry Hughes 

SHA Response to Marvin J. Adcock: 

Traffic complexities* poor geometries, and an Increased potential for 

accidents warrant reconstruction of the Maryland Route 85/355 Intersection and 

adjacent Interchange at 1-70. This reconstruction west of the existing 

intersection would require a frontage road in front of Adcock's and two other 

businesses to provide access. Both access from the northbound and southbound 

lanes of Maryland Route 355 and visibility would be maintained. 

Additional studies were completed after the Public Hearing to examine ways 

to improve the access as proposed at the Hearing. These studies failed to 

produce significant accessibility improvements without reducing overall travel 

efficiency, safety, and operations. 
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS  AND/OR COMMENTS 

INTERSTATE ROUTE 70 
MT. PHILLIP ROAD TO MARYLAND R00TE 144 

CONTRACT NO. F 866-101-772 
PDMS NO. 101007 

LOCATION/DESIGN PUBLIC HEARING 
MAY 28, 1985 

NAME    fTfrr^AS   ^ "Dusk W-    MaJ^ DATE. 

^fN
A
T
Se     ADDRESS     -2&    fr*v>   j/^        7^^+       

CITY/TOWN    /^Cfafriofe RTATF     MD Z|p   CQDEjLlJjLi 

•yWe wish to comment or»lnquire  about the following aspects of this project: 

^Z^yUj    -jLxLstzk       c'^L.O'CJi-*!,'*^'    ^4^>^     A-gsC   cL<-*-ii<LsC*-*T><l^>_ 

SHA Response to Mr. and Mrs. Mabie: 

Alternate B-l is one segment of the selected alternate combination. This 

alternate, revised to minimize sinkhole encroachment, was chosen based on its 

superior compatibility with the local street system and less impacts to industrial 

development in the Patrick East Business Park (and less right-of-way costs). 

By comparison. Alternate A would have impacted an area containing extensive 

sinkhole development, acquired more overall right-of-way, and cost more, denied 

access on New Design Road (Maryland Route 914), and affected Loats Park and the 

Park Hall  historic site. 

153 I am currently on the Mailing List. 

CZl  Please add my/our name(s) to the Mailing List. 
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ROBERT W. LANHAM 
PLANNCII 

108 W. ARCVLI ST. 
ROCKVILLt. MO 20850 

(3011762-6404 

• 

June 4, 1985 

Office of Planning and Preliminary 
Engineering 

State Highway Administration 
Maryland Department of Transportation 
Box 717 
Baltimore, Maryland  21203-0717 

re: Project No. 
F-866-101-772 

This letter is submitted for inclusion in the record of 
SHA's Location/Design Public Hearing concerning Interstate Route 
1-70 - Mt. Phillip Road to Md. Route 144, in Frederick. 

I represent the Frederick King Partnership, owners of 117 
acres abutting the south side of 1-70 between Ballenger Creek 
Pike and New Design Road, which is under consideration in the 
City of Frederick's comprehensive rezoning for industrial park 
type development. 

The purpose of this letter is to recommend that additional 
improvements to the State and Interstate system be considered as 
part of the current planning project, as shown on the attached 
sketch.  The Frederick King Partnership property is one of numer- 
ous properties that have recently been, or are expected to be, 
developed along Ballenger Creek Pike, contributing to increased 
traffic demands on the Ballenger Creek Pike - 15/340 interchange. 
The alternatives under consideration provide no relief to that 
interchange and, in fact, will increase traffic volumes at that 
location by requiring that certain movements between the State 
and Interstate systems (such as northbound 15/340 to westbound 
1-70) pass through this interchange area instead of providing for 
direct connections.  It would appear that many of the current con- 
gestion problems in the "golden mile" on Route 40 will be trans- 
ferred to the area of the Ballenger Creek Pike-15/340 interchange. 

The two additional movements proposed consist of (a) a ramp 
connection from Ballenger Creek Pike, south of 1-70, to eastbound 
1-70, tieing into the northbound 15/340 to eastbound 1-70 ramp, 
and (b) a ramp from westbound 1-70 to Jefferson Pike.  The first, 
(a), will eliminate the need for trips originating along Ballenger 
Creek Pike, to the south, from having to pass through three other 
interchanges in the study area simply to gain access to eastbound 
1-70 or southbound 1-270.  This appears to be a completely unnecess- 
ary addition of trips to the other interchanges, reducing their cap- 
acity and increasing distance, delays and confusion for motorists. 
The merging of traffic on ramps is not foreign to the system, as 
evidenced by the proposed movements in Alternate 4 in the southwest 
of 1-70 and 15/340, and in four locations at the Route 355 and the 
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Office of Planning and Preliminary 

Engineering 
June A,    1985 
Page 2. 

Reichs Ford Road interchanges with 1-70.  This addition will also 
eliminate traffic from the intersection of Ballenger Creek Pike/ 
south loop to 15-340/ Solarex entrance road.  With further develop- 
ment of the Solarex site, this intersection can only become more 
congested. 

The second of the proposed additions, (b), will permit 
traffic from westbound 1-70 to gain access to Ballenger Creek Pike 
and Jefferson Pike without having to travel through the 40/15/340 
interchange.  Again, this type of movement is used extensively 
throughout the study area. 

Both of these additions will reduce travel distance, reduce 
motorist confusion, reduce trips within interchanges, and introduce 
no new points of entry to or exit from the through travel lanes of 
the expressways involved. 

I respectfully request that consideration be given to these 
proposals. 

attachment 

cc: Martin Seldeen 
Richard Burgee 

Planner 
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SHA Response to Robert W. Lanham: 

Mr. Lanham has proposed two additional movements at the U.S. Route 15/340 

interchange: a loop ramp from Maryland Route 180 (Ballenger Creek Pike) to 

eastbound 1-70 and the return movement in the form of an outer connection from 

the westbound 1-70 to southbound U.S. Route 15/340 direct connection into the 

Maryland Route 180 interchange. The loop ramp has been incorporated into the 

selected alternate as a future redundant movement should operational problems 

occur at the proposed left turn on northbound U.S. Route 15/340 to southbound 

U.S. Route 40 and 1-270 toward Washington, D.C. The return movement proposed by 

Mr. Lanham is unacceptable in terms of local accessibility. While the proposed 

ramp split from westbound 1-70 to Maryland Route 180 (Jefferson Pike) would 

provide more direct access from 1-70 to Maryland Route 180» it would eliminate 

the existing ramp from U.S. Route 15/340 southbound to Maryland Route 180, 

resulting in significant loss of access to residential and employment areas 

along Maryland Route 180 from the west and north, including the City of Frederick. 

This proposal would also increase construction and right-of-way costs. 

tf 
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MARYLAND SCHOOL FOR THE DEAF FREDERICK CAMPUS DAVID M. DENTON, PD.D. FREDERICK CAMPUS 
SUPCRINTENDENT _. r«^v       >-> 301-662-4159 

101  Clarice  Place        P.O.  Box  250 <VOICE/TDD> 
* "'COLUMBIA CAMPUS 

DON H. GARNER . . ^     301-465-961! 
ASSISTANT SUPERINTENDENT 1 redericlc,   i'larjlaiiil   21701 (VOICE/TDD) 

June 10, 1985 ': 

Mr. Lewis H. Ege, Jr. 
Bureau of Project Planning 
State Highway Administration 
Box 717 
Baltimore, MD 21203-0717 O 

Dear Mr. Ege: 

This is in reference to State Highway Administration Project No. F 866-101- 
772, Interstate Route 70, Mt. Phillip Road to Md. Route 144 (East Patrick 
Street). The Maryland School for the Deaf (MSD) was unable to have a rep- 
resentative at the May 28, 1985 location/design hearing held on this project. 
However, we understand from someone who was in attendance that a proposal was 
made by a representative of the Seventh Day Adventist Church that would ad- 
versely impact on MSD. The proposal, as we understand it, was that East 
Street not be extended to connect with Walser Drive but that East Street be 
extended to connect to a new street which would be constructed along the 
southern boundary of MSD property to connect to South Market Street and fur- 
ther that this new street would be constructed through the Jeanne Bussard 
Workshop property and the Loats Recreational Park on the western side of South 
Market Street and connect to New Design Road. 

The administration of MSD wishes to go on record as being strongly opposed to 
this proposal or any proposal that would include construction of a road 
through School property. At the present time, much of the School's Loats Farm 
property is being farmed on a leased basis. However, in the future there is 
no question that the Loats Farm will be used for some student centered program 
and the construction of a street through this property in close proximity to 
impaired children is not acceptable. Furthermore, it appears that the con- 
struction of the road through the Jeanne Bussard Workshop property and Loats 
Recreational Park property would also be ill advised in that these facilities 
serve impaired individuals and community youth. 

At this point our purpose is to make our position on this proposal known to 
you as you and State Highway Administrators consider testimony and proposals 
made in regard to this project. We would be pleased to provide further infor- 
mation or to further discuss this matter at any time in the future. Please 
feel free to contact me should I be able to render assistance. 

Sincerely yours, 

,2 \L<lL<£d\Lcrr\ 
Ronald C. Sisk 
Assistant Superintendent for Administration 
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SHA Response to Maryland School for the Deaf: 

Alternate B-l and 4 are two segments of the selected alternate combination. 

Neither alternate would require the construction of a new road through the 

Maryland School for the Deaf property. However* widening of Maryland Route 355 

would require the acquisition of minor strip right-of-way (less than 1/4 acre) 

from the school property immediately adjacent to the existing roadway. 

The modifications to these alternates proposed by representatives of the 

Seventh Day Adventist Church are not supported by this Administration (see 

Response no. 4 in Section IV, Public Hearing Comments). 
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TORREY C. BROWN. M.D. 
SECRETARY 

JOHN R. GRIFFIN 
DEPUTY SECRETARY 

STATE OF MARYLAND 
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 

CAPITAL PROGi*AK/iS ADMINISTRATION 
TAWES STATE OFFICE BUILDING 
ANNAPOLIS,  MARYLAND    21401 

FRED L. ESKEW 
ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

FOR CAPITAL PROGRAMS 

June 6, 1985 

Mr. Neil J. Pedersen 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

State Highway Administration 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 

Subject:  Interstate Route 70 from Mt. Phillip Road to 
Maryland Route 144 

Dear Mr. Pedersen: 

The brochure circulated for the Combined Location/Design Public 
Hearing for this project notes that some runoff from the existing roadways 
is discharged directly into adjacent sinkholes. In addition to being 
unreliable, as suggested in the brochure, this method of handling roadway 
runoff is also undesirable because of its potential adverse impact on 
groundwater quality and groundwater inhabiting organisms. If a build 
alternative is selected in this area, I recommend that methods to eliminate 
this problem be explored as part of project design. If I can be of any 
possible assistance to your staff, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Sincerely, 

Arnold W. Norden 
Maryland Natural Heritage Program 

AWNrmle 

RECEIVED 

TELEPHONE: 

JUN  ii  jgss 

Too 
nttu    DMECrOR, OFFICE OF 
PUNNING & PRELIMINARY ENGINEERING 

269-3656 
TTY FOR DEAF-BALTIMORE 269-2609. WASHINGTON METRO 565-04 50 
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•'*•       ManrlandDepamentofTmnsportamn mmimmm 
Slate Highway Administration Secrrtirv 

Hal KassoH 
Administrator 

July  2,   1985 

RE:  Contract No. F 866-101-772 
Interstate Route 70 
Mt. Phillip Road to Maryland 
Route 144 
PDMS No 101007 

Mr. Arnold W. Norden 
Maryland Natural Heritage Program 
Capital Programs Administration 
Department of Natural Resources 
Tawes State Office Building 
Annapolis, Maryland 21401 

Dear Mr. Norden: 

Thank you for your letter dated June,6, 1985 recommending 
consideration of the elimination of sinkholes as drainage out- 
falls. 

Please be aware that we are studying this issue in some 
detail and coordinating our study efforts with the Water 
Resources Administration of the Department of Natural Resources. 

Your comments will be considered by the Project Planning 
Team in their selection of a final combination of alternates. 

Very truly yours, 

Neil J. Pedersen, Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

Additional Information! 

A discussion of these issues is included in this document in Section III-Sc. 

NJP:mm 

cc:  Mr. Wayne R. Clingan 
Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr. 

My telephone number Is     659-1110 
Teletypewriter for Impaired Hearing or Speech 

383-7555 Baltimore Metro — 565-0451 D.C. Metro — 1-800-492-5062 Statewide Toll Free 
P.O. Box 717 / 707 North Calvert St., Baltimore, Maryland 21203 - 0717 
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TERHAA/OWV 

6600 PLANTATION RD. 
.;SS5 JUM 

FREDERICK, MD.   21701 -50: 301 •S6S«8906 

June 11, 1985 

Mr. Doriald 6. Honeywell, Project llsnaQer 
Eureau of Project Planning 
State Highway Administration 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, MD 21202 RE: I-712 

Mt. Phillip Rd. to Md. 
Relocation/Design 

Rt. 144 

Dear Mr. Honeyuiell: 

In the interest of better traffic movement for the public benefit, I 
offer the folioming recommendations: 

1.   1-270 TO 1-70 AT NEW DESIGN ROAD 

Alternates 2 and 4 both show a new ramp from 1-270 northbound to 1-70 
eastbound. As shown, this accomplishes only one of two highly desirable 
objectives.  With an easy and relatively ineitpensive modificairion, the second 
objective could be accomplished. 

Both Frederick City and Frederick County are officially on record as 
favoring the changes described below, so that both objectives can be 
accomplished. 

Relocate the proposed ramp to a position east of the present 
New Design Road, still allowing traffic to move from northbouno 1-270 
to 1-70 eastbound.  In addition, provide a split in tne ramp allowing 
northbound traffic from 1-270 headed for downtown Frederick City to 
cross the New Design, bridge over 1-70 and, following either a modified 
New Design Road or modified Adventist Road, to enter the City via South 
Market Street, possibly entering South Market Street at the four-way 
intersection at Walser Drive. 

Advantagesi 

A.  Allows all traffic from Washington-Frederick corridor on 
1-270 with a Frederick City Destination to: 
(1) Avoid the congested Md. 85 
(2) Avoid the Md. 85-355 intersection 
(3) Avoid the 76 Truck Stop traffic conflicts 
(4) Avoid negotiating the interchange at 1-270 & Md. 85 

6600 PLANTATION RD. 

Xi 

FREDERICK, MD. 21701 
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B. Reduces congestion in the Md. 85 commercial area 
C. Increases safety for travelers 
D. Reduces travel time and frustrations for travelers by 

avoiding at least five traffic signals on Md. 85 & Md. 355 
E. Uses existing roads between the New Design bridge over 

1-70 and South Market Street 
F. Uses existing (or proposed rebuilt) bridge over I-72i 

at New Design 
G. Requires minimusn new right of way acquisition 
H.  The curve radius on the ramp is longer than that 

proposed in Alternates 2 and 4. 

Disadvantages: 

A. Requires minor additional right-of-way acquisition (but 
no buildings need be purchased and no business is disturbed) 

B. Requires improvement of the route chosen between the 
New De5ign/I-7B bridge and South Market Street 

Adventist Road could be restricted to one-way traffic eastbound to Md. 
355, and New Design Road could be one-way southwestbound between 355 and the 
1-70 overpass, or both could be two-way. 

The advantages obviously outweigh the disadvantages. At the hearing on 
May 28 in Frederick, it was pointed out by the SHA staff that traffic will 
double within two decades. At the present rate of growth, traffic on Md. 85 
between 1-270 and Md. 355 will double in a much shorter time than that, 
especially with the real estate activity along this route.  You may not be 
aware of the fact that the 230 acres in the southwest quadrant of 1-270/85 is 
being sold and will soon be under intensive development.  This property will 
have more than 1,000 dwelling units and over 100 acres of commercial, light 
industrial and office buildings.  This project alone will add significantly to 
the traffic on Md. 85. 

It would be extremely short-sighted to miss this opportunity to relieve 
the Md. 85 commercial corridor of much of its future traffic. 

In your letter to rne, dated 8/8/84, you stated that there was a problem 
with creating additional access points on an interstate.  This objection does 
not stand up under examination since an access point to both 1-270 and 1-70 
has already been shown in both alternates (2 & 4).  This proposal is simply to 
slightly move the 1-270 access and to split the ramp.  It does not 
significantly reduce the weaving length on 1-270.  (Actually, this is not an 
access point, but an exit point from 1-270.) 

You also stated that other routes are better able to accommodate this 
movement into the City of Frederick. The only other route suggested by SHA 
thus far is Md. 85 & 355, already congested.  It will be further congested as 
development progresses. None of the SHA proposals would relieve the Md. 85-355 
congestion and attendant traffic hazards. 
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2.   MD. 355/1-70 INTERCHANGE 

Alternates B-l and B-2 are preferred over Alternate A. 

Both B-l and B-2 are deficient, however, in that the intersection at 
1-70 and Md. 355/85 is congested, with a number of left turn movements- 

Trucks on eastbound 1-70 will still be required to negotiate this 
interchange, through traffic signals, in conflict with automobiles. 

With two loops added opposite East Street on the south side of 1-70, 
traffic entering or leaving the eastbound 1-70 lanes for the 76 Truck Stop, 
East Street and Walser Drive will be able to do so without left turns. 
Furthei*, all the traffic using these loops would be removed from the 
congestion around the 355/85/1-70 interchange. 

The left-turn movement from Md. 85 into the loop to 1-70 eastbound could 
be eliminated. Traffic desiring entry into eastbound 1-70 from Md. 85 & 355 
could turn right on Walser Drive and proceed to eastbound 1-70 with all right 
turns. Trucks to and from the 76 Truck Stop would all use the new East 
Street-Walser Drive interchange for both the east and westbound lanes for 
entry and enit. 

The interchange at Md. 355/85/1-70 would remain as shown on Alternate 
B-l except for elimination of access into the 1-70 eastbound loop from 
northbound Md. 85 & 355, and the left turn from northbound Md. 355 into the 
westbound 1-70 would be eliminated. This traffic would turn right on Walser 
and use the new loop into 1-70. Thus, all left turns from 355 & 85 would be 
eliminated, and traffic here wouldbe reduced to the extent that almost all 
trucks to and from the 76 Truck Stop and East Street would be removed from 
355, and these trucks would also avoid the 355-Walser Drive intersections. 

Most of the right-of-way required would be from the space between the 
Genstar berm and 1-70, and some of the berm itself. While the SHA may prefer 
the confinement of the interchange to the land it presently owns at the 
355/1-70 interchange, such a consideration should not be allowed to influence 
the safety and traffic handling considerations.  The amount of money involved 
for additional right-of-way will be small in comparison to total project cost. 

Your objection to the cloverleaf loop configuration can be overcome by a 
reconfiguration to an alternative double-bridge construction with higher speed 
blending lanes using 90 decree instead of 270 degree turns. 

With this interchange completed, the 270 degree loop for 1-70 eastbound 
to South Street northbound could be eliminated. Traffic requiring access would 
use the East Street interchange, with all right turns as far as South Street, 
turning either right or left at the Walser and South Street intersection. 

j Something must be done to relieve the congestion, the left-turn 
j conflicts, and the heavy truck traffic at the 355/85/1-70 interchange.  These 
'• suggestions would do just that.  If this opportunity is lost, we will all be 

regretting it for decades to come as we live with the problem. 
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Copies of letters from the City and the County are enclosed, which 
express their request for the New Design Road access to Frederick as I have 
explained it above. 

Please reconsider your plans to include the improvements in this letter. 

J. wil^iram Erosius, Pres. 
Terranova, Inc. 

rsh 

EncJ Letter, Mayor of Frederick 
Letter, President, Frederick County Commissioners 
Plan, Alternate 2 showing suggested changes 
Plan, Alternate B-l showing suggested changes 

cc:  Mayor Young, with attachments 
Commissioner Claggett, with attachments 
SHA District Highway Engineer Clingan, with attachments 
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SHA Response to J.W. Brosius: 

This Administration has reviewed both of Mr. Brosius' proposals for further 

improvements to the subject 1-70 interchanges. Both of these proposals were 

found to have deficiencies that precluded further consideration. Moving the 

proposed 1-270 northbound to 1-70 eastbound ramp to the east of New Design Road 

poses several problems. First, the weave lengths for this movement and the 

I-70/Maryland Route 85/355 interchange would violate current Federal and State 

design standards and create safety and operational problems on 1-70. Second, the 

right-of-way line of through highway associated with Mr. Brosius' proposed ramp 

would require denial of access on New Design Road from 1-270 to 1-70, including 

alternative access to an industrial park and a National Register Historic Site. 

Third, purchasing additional right-of-way for a problematic design which violates 

current design criteria cannot be supported by this Administration. 

This Administration also cannot concur with Mr. Brosius' proposal for 

additional interchange ramps at the proposed East Street/Walser Drive interchange 

at 1-70. The proposed ramps, in relation to Maryland Route 85/355 and 1-70, 

violate AASHTO interchange spacing criteria. Second, the additional ramps would 

require the construction of an additional bridge in an area of extensive sinkhole 

activity. The bridge over 1-70 would require either an extreme grade to tie into 

Walser Drive near proposed East Street or significant right-of-way acquisition 

to raise the grade of proposed East Street/Walser Drive. 

Finally, additional right-of-way would be required for the construction of 

these ramps. Right-of-way requirements would be extensive to support the grade 

of the bridge and  radii of the ramps. 

The Project Planning Team has chosen Alternates B-l and 4 as two elements 

of the selected alternate combination. 
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Post Office Box 1133 
i        Frederick, Maryland 21701 

June 27, 1985 

Mr. Neil J. Pedersen, Director 
Office of Planning and Preliminary Engineering 
State Highway Administration 
Baltimore, Maryland 

Dear Mr. Pedersen: 

With reference to the State Highway Administration proposals 
to upgrade the Interstate 70 intersections at Frederick: 

I believe that either alternates 2 or 4, or a combination 
of them, would be desirable to provide additional possible 
movements between the highways. 

However, alternates A, B-l, and B-2 are extremely undesirable 
as they apply to the Maryland 355/85 intersection with 
Interstate 70. Any of them would work a particular hardship 
on residents of Crestwood Village, Mountain Village, and 
Foxcroft, and others along New Design Road, since they would 
require driving another mile or more to get onto 1-70 west- 
bound, and thus to U. S. 15 north and the U. S. 40 west 
shopping area. 

I feel that none of the proposals would improve the present 
congestion at that intersection and would only, at terrible 
expense to the taxpayers, permit trucks to negotiate the 
ramps at higher speeds than at present. This would probably 
also have the effect of increasing truck usage, which would 
only increase the present extremely severe noise pollution. 

I would strongly recommend that alternates A, B-l, and B-2 
be rejected, and that the entire area be made the subject 
of a more comprehensive study that would include consultation 
with both county and city planning agencies and give 
consideration to potential development in the area including 
other projected roads. 

Sincerely, 

Lester F. DingmatrpP.E. 

Copies to: Wayne R. Clingan, District Engineer, SHA  -. 
Senator John Derr "DITr^l^TVT^Y^ 
Delegate James McClellan JRJErfV<<A>*- * ^iX^ 

JUL 1J985 

DIRKIMOFFSE /F 
PlANNIHe ft PREUM! WV -KSMEEMNfi 
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Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

July 22,   1985 

-/* 

William K. Hellmam 
StcrtUry 

Hal Kassoff 
Adminlttrilor 

RE:  Contract No. F 866-101-772 
Intestate Route 70 
Mt. Phillip Road to Maryland Route 144 
PDMS No. 101007 

Mr. Lest!er F. Dingman, P.E. 
Post Office Box 1133 
Frederick, Maryland 21701 

Dear Mr. Dingman: 

Thank you for your letter dated June 27, 1985 supporting the 
proposed improvement of Interstate Route 70 at Frederick. 

Our Project Planning study process is an outgrowth of Federal 
and State legislation and regulation which requires continuing agency 
coordination.  The Project Planning Team for this and other projects 
includes representatives from City- County, State, and Federal agen- 
cies.  Several meetings, briefings and exchanges of correspondence 
between Team members, agencies and elected officials have taken place 
during this study since its beginning in 1977.  Additionally, three 
public meetings and a public hearing have been conducted by the 
Project Planning Team. 

^ The Project Planning Team concurs with your position that it is 
desirable to provide the missing turning movements at the Interstate 
Route 70 interchanges with U.S. Route 15/340 and Interstate Route 270 
Alternate 4 has been designated as the "preferred11 solution for pro- 
viding these movements. 

Alternates A, B-l and B-2 are alternative methods of reconstructing 
the Maryland Route 85/355 interchange and the South Street/Reich's Ford 
Road interchange to current design standards.  The issues considered 
in developing these alternates included: compatibility with local mas- 
ter plans, environmental and community impacts, geophysical conditions, 
safety and cost effectiveness.  Other alternates were considered during 
the study but were discontinued for various reasons. As noted on page 9 
of the enclosed public hearing brochure, the Project Planning Team has 
previously indicated a preference for Alternate B-l.  However, We would 
be pleased to consider any specific suggestions you may wish to offer. 

My telephone number is        (301) 659-1110 
Teletypewriter (or Impaired Hearing or Speech 

383-7555 Baltimore Metro — 565-0451 D.C. Metro — 1-800-492-5062 Statewide Toll Free 

P.O. Box 717 / 707 North Calvert St., Baltimore, Maryland 21203 - 0717 
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Mr. Lester F. Dingman, P.E, 
July 22, 1985 
Page Two 

We expect to conclude this study during the fall of 1985. 

Your name has been enrolled on the project mailing list as you 
requested. 

Very truly yours, 

%^ ft VjulUtA*' 

Neil J.   Pedersen,  Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

NJPrds 
Attachment 
cc:     Mr.  Wayne R.   Clingan 

Mr.   Louis H.   Ege,   Jr. 

Additional   Information; 

Alternates 4 and B-l are two segments of the selected alternate combination. 
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FREDERICK, MARYLAND 21701 • PHONE (301) 662-4164 

MEMO: 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

DATE: 

MD. Department of Transportation 
State Highway Adminstration 
Bureau of Project Planning 
Post Office Box 717 
Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717 

•Board of Directors of the 
Chamber of Commerce of Frederick 

County, Inc. 
Frederick, Md. 21701 

Interstate Route 70 Inter-Changes 

July 1, 1985 

The Board of Directors of the Chamber of Commerce of 
Frederick County, Inc., at the June 26, 1985 Board 
Meeting, voted in favor and support of the Business 
Development Committee's resolution as follows: 

The Chamber of Commerce of Frederick County, Inc. 
encourages the funding to expedite the engineering 
study and construction of the project that will 
create new interchanges from Route 1-70 and 1-270, 
U.S. 15 anc} U.S. 340 among others. 

cc:  County Commissioners 

2* "nr co- 

13 
ACCREDITED 

DEDICATED TOWARD PRESERVING COMPETITIVE ENTERPRISE WHILE PROMOTING HUMAN AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT    £ 
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SHA Response to the Chamber of Commerce: 

The project includes the reconstruction of the I-270/U.S. Route 40 and 

U.S. Route 15/340 interchanges at 1-70. These improvements would contribute to 

improved traffic safety and service, provide missing travel movements, and 

better accommodate truck traffic and projected increased traffic volumes along 

this segment of 1-70. 
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B.      Elected Officials 
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RONALD N. YOUNG 
Mayor 

GLENN L. NIKIRK 
Administrative Assistant 

CAROLYN R. GREINER 
Executive Assistant 

<P 
Aldermen 

JAMES M. MURPHY 
President Pro Tern 

CALVIN S. BARTCIS 

ALLEN G. MERCHANT 

C. ARLENE PHILLIPS 

H.THOMAS SUMMERS 

July 31, 1984 

Mr. Donald G. Honeywell, Project Manager 
Bureau of Project Planning 
State Highway Administration 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, MD 21202 RE: 1-70 Improvements E. Patrick 

Street to Mt. Phillip Road 

Dear Mr. Honeywell: 

The Mayor and Board of Aldermen have reviewed the proposals for 
1-70 improvements and wish to go on record as supporting the following 
alternatives as outlined in the booklet prepared by SHA for the public 
informational meeting of June 14, 1984: 

1. Inside widening west of 1-270 and outside widening east 
of that point is preferred.    In the City's opinion this 
will provide the needed additional  roadway capacity for 
the future while maintaining a desired rural type 
facility with grass median throughout. 

2. At MD 355, Alternative B-l is preferred because it 
relocates the interchange so as to align with East St. 
Extended to the north and with proposed Monocacy Blvd. 
to the east. 

3. At US 340/15, Alternative 4 is preferred as the less 
costly and less confusing option to provide missing 
movements and thus provide some relief from the 
through traffic on US 40 West. 

Improvements to 1-70 as proposed are supported by the City and are 
consistent with the Frederick City Comprehensive Plan.    The increased 
capacity and additional  interchange movements will benefit through 
traffic on the Interstate and also will  facilitate planned growth and 
traffic circulation patterns of the City. 

Subsequent to the June 14th public meeting, a modification to 
alternative B-l was prepared by SHA and discussed with the City Engineer, 
Superintendent of Public Works and Planning Director at a meeting at 
the District 7 office on July 18, 1984.    This modification relocates 
the connection between New Design Road and Md 355 at Walser Drive behind 
the Seventh Day Adventist Church & School and bisects the proposed Loats 
Park to be developed this year by the City.    The Mayor and Board wish to 

(Sr^^D-) City Hall, 124 North Market Street, Frederick, Maryland 21701 
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go on record as supporting Alternative B-l as^ originally presented. A 
modification which bisects the park would not be acceptable to the City. 

We appreciate this opportunity to comment and look forward to 
continued cooperation with the State Highway Administration as this 
project progresses. 

Sincerely, 

Ronald N. Young / 
Mayor / 

/ 
cc: Mr. Wayne Clingan: SHA District 7 

Mr. James A. Schmersahl, City Planning Director 

RNY/smr 

/ 

SHA Response to Mayor Youngi 
Alternates B-l and 4, Inside Widening from Mt. Phillip Road to 1-270, 

Outside Widening from 1-270 east to Maryland Route 144, and a drainage outfall, 

are the selected alternates. Alternate B-l skirts the southern boundary of 

Loats Park and will not require the acquisition of property from this park. 
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RONALD N. YOUNG 
Mayor 

GLENN L. NIKIRK 
Administrative Assistant 

CAROLYN R. GREINER 
Executive Assistant 

<$ 

Aldermen 

JAMES M. MURPHY 
President Pro Tem 

CALVIN S. BARTGIS 

ALLfcN G. MERCHANT 

C. ARLENE PHILLIPS 

H. THOMAS SUMMERS 

September 10, 1984 

Mr. Donald G. Honeywell 
Project Manager 
Bureau of Project Planning 
State Highway Administration 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, MD 21202 

Dear Mr. Honeywell: 

After further review of the 1-70 reconstruction around Frederick, the 
Mayor and Board of Aldermen would like to further comment on the entrance 
way into Frederick from 1-270. We feel that neither Alternate 2 nor 4 
are satisfactory respecting the connection between 1-270 northbound and 
1-70 eastbound in the vicinity of New Design Road. Both of the proposed 
alternates require the heavy traffic from 1-270 bound for downtown 
Frederick to use MD 85 from the Francis Scott Key Mall, along the com- 
mercial strip, through the congested intersection at 355/85/1-70 and past 
the left turn movements of the 76 Truck Stop. This commercial strip is 
under intensive development. It will soon equal US-40 west of Frederick 
in its commercial activity. We can expect that MD 85 will, as a conse- 
quence, have many traffic lights, left turn movements, and vehicle exits/ 
entrances serving commercial properties; all adding up to congested, hazard- 
ous, and time-consuming travel. 

The problems described above can be avoided, as to 1-270 traffic bound 
for downtown Frederick via South Market Street. The Board of Aldermen 
and I much prefer that the 1-270 North to 1-70 East ramp be relocated 
so as to be east of New Design Road. This ramp would split, so as to 
permit traffic to either enter Frederick via Adventist Road to South 
Market Street, or to keep right onto 1-70 eastbound. 

Your Alternate 4 shows a modification to Adventist Road at New Design Road, 
and B-l shows a modification to Adventist Road at MD 355. By combining 
these two alternates, Adventist Road would become the route for traffic 
inbound to Frederick City. Vehicles would leave the 1-270 to 1-70 West 
ramp in a high-speed right turn, cross 1-70 at or near the present New 
Design Road bridge over 1-70, and bear right into Adventist Road with a 
ramp similar to that shown on Alternate 4; then they would continue on an 
upgraded one-way Adventist Road to 355 at Walser Drive, where they would 
make a left turn into 355, South Market Street. 

C^i^ City Hall, 124 North Market Street, Krederick, Maryland 21701 
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Mr. Honeywell, SHA - 2 - September 10, 1984 

The exact configuration would be determined by your engineers. Drawings 
enclosed show some possibilities. 

The City feels strongly that the changes described above and shown on 
the attached drawings should be incorporated in your final design and 
built. 

Thank you. 

Sipcerely, 

t-^^g-J   /I' /< 

RONALD N. YOUNG 
Mayor 
City of Frederick <^] 

cc: Mr. Wayne Clingan 

Enclosures: 2 plans. Alternates 4 & B-l, with modifications 

SHA Response to Mayor Young: 

Alternates 4 and B-l are two segments of the selected alternate combination 

which best deal with the operational difficulties experienced along this segment 

of 1-70. 

This Administration has reviewed the proposal for creating an additional 

entrance into Frederick directly from 1-270. 

Moving the proposed 1-270 northbound to 1-70 eastbound ramp to the east of 

New Design Road poses several problems. First, the weave lengths for this 

movement and the I-70/Maryland Route 85/355 interchange would violate current 

Federal and State design standards and create safety and operational problems on 

1-70. Second, the right-of-way line of the through highway associated with the 

proposed ramp would require denial of access on New Design Road from 1-270 to 

1-70. Third, the purchase of additional right-of-way for a problematic design 

that violates current design criteria is not supported by this Administration. 

qVi 
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Commlnionert 
Galen R. Clagett. President 

WbchesUr Hall ^nxSaair Charlea C. Smith. V. President 
12 E. Church Street .»••.** Sterling E. Bollinger. Sr. 

Frederick. Maryland 21701 lB08tO wf Richard L. Grosanickle 
J. Anita Stup 

T++mm>m,»m ^^^ (HaaaniBBimtta A<,„l„,.u.,lv.A.,,^ 
^w     v      .  «    A<f Kenneth R. Coffey 

September 26, 1984 

Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr., Acting Chief 
Bureau of Project Planning 
State Highway Administration 
P.O. Box 717 
Baltimore, Maryland   21203-0717 

Re:    1-70 Project 
Entrance Way to Frederick 

Dear Mr. Ege: 

The Frederick County Commissioners met on September 18, 1984, 
and reviewed the recommendations by Frederick City for improvements 
to 1-70 in the New Design Road vicinity. 

As proposed by Mayor Young and the Board of Aldermen, the 
connection from northbound 1-270 to eastbound 1-70 would be relocated 
from where it is presently proposed to be located to the east side of 
Hew Design Road.   Such a relocation would allow for a new off-ramp 

. from 1-270 onto New Design Road.   Adventist Drive from New Design Road 
wpuldi.then be ungraded to Route 355 and Walser Drive. 

After'consideration of tne recommendation in theT11ght of former 
alternatives, the Commissioners voted to support'the City's proposal 
save for one point.    In the opinion of the Commissioners, there can 
be no benefit gained from making Adventist Drive one-way between New 
Design Road <and Route 355.   The effect of such a change Is to force 
traffic wishing to head south on New Design Road to the existing 
Intersection of that road and Route 355.   This intersection, as we 
have noted in previous letters to your office, is sub-standard and 
hopefully in the future can be either relocated or closed.    An upgraded, 
two-way Adventist Drive could accomplish the same purposes as the City's 
recommendation without adding to the existing problems at this 
intersection. 
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Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
State Highway Administration 
Baltimore, Maryland 
September 26, 1984 
Page two 

4 

Please feel free to contact myself or our staff should you 
have any further questions on this matter. 

The Board of County Commissioners 
of Frederick County, Maryland 

By: 

Galen R. Clagett, President 

GRC/RB/dr 

cct   Mayor Ronald Young 
Jim Schmersahl 
Nell J. Pedersen 
Wayne Cllnghan 

SHA Response to the Board of Commissioners: 

See the response to Mayor Ronald N.  Young's letter of September 10, 1984. 
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UON/VLDN. YOUNC. 
Mayo; 

GLIiNN L. NIK IRK 
Atlministralivc Assislant 

CAROLYN R. GUEINER 
Executive Assistant 

AllllMIIU-ll 

JAMIviJ M. MUUI'IIY 
I'icsidoiit I'ro 'I'cni 

I'AI.VIN H. IIAUTfJIS 

AI.I.IIN (.;. MIIKCIIANT 

C AULMNI'I'IIILLir.S 

II. THOMAS SUMMERS 

October 22, 1984 

Secretary William K. Hellman 
Maryland Department of Transportation 
P. 0. Box 8755 
Baltimore-Washington Int'l Airport, MD 21240 

Mr. Hal Kassoff, Administrator 
State Highway Administration 
707 North Calvert Street - Room 400 
Baltimore, MD 21202 

Attention: 

Reference: 

Gentlemen: 

Mr. Neil Pedersen, Director 
Office of Planning and Preliminary Engineering 

Contract No. F866-101-772 
Interstate Route 70 
Mt. Phillip Road to Maryland Rt. 144 
PDMS No. 101007 

RECEIVED 
oci -i im 

PnumJ1^ wiw or 

The City was pleased to have been included in your Inter-Aqency Hydraulic 

?SfwSe 0f lePlm^r?8> 1984' in Whn'ch ^ co"c"^ regaling dra age of 
the improvements to 1-70, as affected by sinkholes in the project area between 
Urbana Pike and Reich's Ford Road, were discussed. between 

^JLC^K1^5 understanding that you have instigated geologic and related 
SnilSJ .c6"^ IsS!SS dependability of the existing system of natural 
•?E£ tt " out]et? for surface drainage from the highway rights-of-way 
rather than developing expensive alternative surface drainage discharges      If 
r%n^V??1Cf * that SUrface draina9e 0"t1ets must beVovided ^ City 
tlon in thf ^n«?K•?^^ea!0!!•• VtaUy concerned that you give due considera- 

^"rt^nglt^trRe!;^0;^5^91"9 ^ »*** t0 Carr011  ^ ^ ^ 

UrLnip^fp^oe^CkJ'Sun0^?1annin9 the Carro1'1 Creek F1ood Contro1 and Linear 
K e ? Project, which will convey Carroll Creek flood flows in a closed con- 
duit system from Baker'Park at Bentz Street to a discharge to the floodplain 

iTollrT S^Hl95land Stre?i-. AS reciuired b* the Ma^1and Department of Natural 
J?nnSC?«' WaterResources Administration, the flood control conduits are de- 
signed to accomodate the projected storm water discharge from this (1-70 Project) 
area.    As indicated on the attached map, this storm flow is expected to dlsSfrge 

e^^p City Hall, 124 North Market Slreet, Frederick, Maryland 21701 
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Department of Transportation 
October 22, 1984 
Page 2 

to the conduit system just upstream of East Patrick Street, at or near the 
location of the existing 72-inch diameter pipe which now discharges to the 
stream. This drain is now part of the City's storm sewer system which, generally 
following the course of an earlier stream, is piped in city owned R/W or ease- 
ments from the junction of Hamilton Avenue and South Street, across Pennsylvania 
Avenue, then along Sagner Court and across Sagner Avenue to the present discharge 
to the creek. It seems apparent that, in conjunction with an open channel from 
your project area discharging to an improved storm sewer in or adjacent to the 
location of the existing system, your 1-70 project storm flows could, as planned, 
be discharged to Carroll Creek. 

In view of your preliminary study which proposed, at a cost of $6 million, to 
divert this storm flow via a large new storm drain along Reich's Ford Road, the 
City is concerned that this money might better serve the dual purpose of assur- 
ing the interstate project drainage while also improving the existing storm 
sewer system in an important area of the city and aiding in funding the discharge 
portion of the Carroll Creek conduits from East Patrick Street to Highland Street. 
It is apparent that scheduling of construction of this portion of the Carroll 
Creek Project, and other as yet undiscovered problems concerning these projects 
must be coordinated and assessed. 

Should this alternative be chosen the savings in city and state funds would be 
considerable. Not only would the water be kept in the proper basins, but a 
good portion of the Carroll Creek Project would be constructed at no additional 
cost to the state. 

The state is presently involved in the funding for the Highland Street bridge, 
has made a commitment to the Patrick Street bridge, and has made one $2 million 
allocation from capital funds and another $3 million request has been submitted 
If the state moves forward by addressing the problem via Carroll Creek it 
could combine the monies for Highland Street and Patrick Street and that which 
would have been used on Reich's Ford Road and construct the leg of the project 
between those two bridges. It would give great impetus to the Carroll Creek 
project, not cost the state any more money for 1-270 and save the city from 
requesting funds from the state in the future. It seems to me everyone would 
be a winner in this situation. 

It is requested, therefore, in order to assure the most beneficial use of public 
funds, that you include an alternative similar to that suggested above as you 
compare alternative solutions to your goal of providing a suitable drainage 
system for the 1-70 Project. 

Please call on the City's Engineering and Public Works staffs for any informa- 
tion or assistance which may be helpful. 

Ver^ truly yours, 

//     .  / / 

RONALD N. YOUNG/      \ 
Mayor       / 
City of Frederick 
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Department of Transportation 
October 22, 1984 
Page 3 

cc: Delegate McClellan 
Delegate Morningstar 
Delegate Littrell 
Delegate Hattery 
Senator Derr 
Senator Smelser 
Mr. John C. Warfield 
Mr. John L. Bell 
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Maryland Department ofTransportation     „ 
' • . William K. Hellmann 

State Highway Administration Sierrtiry 

Hal Kassoff 
. Administrator 

DEC 0 5 1984 

RE:  Contract No. F 866-101-772* 
Interstate Route 70 
Mt. Phillip Road to 
Maryland Route 144 
PDMS No. 101007 

The Honorable Ronald N. Young 
Mayor 
City of Frederick 
City Hall 
124 North Market Street 
Frederick, Maryland 21701 

Dear Mayor Young: 

Thank you for your letter requesting our consideration of utiliz- 
ing Carroll Creek as the stormwater outfall from the sinkhole area 
along the north side of Interstate Route 70. 

At the interagency hydraulic meeting of September 28, 1984, 
our respective staffs discussed alternative stormwater outfalls to 
both Carroll Creek and the Monocacy River at Reichs Ford Road. 
Among the significant factors that surfaced during the hydrologic/ 
hydraulic study and seemed to indicate the outfall to the Monocacy 
River as the most feasible alternative solution to the us^ of sink- 
holes as drainage outfalls were the following:  1) there is no posi- 
tive hydraulic connection between the sinkhole area and Carroll 
Creek; 2) routing a drainage outfall into the City may require 
tunneling under and/or underpinning buildings; 3) Carroll Creek is 
a designated flood hazard area; and 4) the recently activated Water 
Resources Administration's Stormwater Management Regulations COMAR 
08.05.05.06 and .07 dated July, 1984 specifies Carroll Creek as one 
of only three interjurisdictional flood hazard waterways in the 
State wherein increased peak discharges for the 100 year frequency 
storm event are prohibited. 

It is our present intention to complete the Project Planning 
study on the basis of continued use of the sinkholes as drainage 
outfalls as long as possible.  Construction of an alternative 
drainage outfall will be considered only in the event of failure 
of the sinkhole system.  Thus, the State Highway Administration's 
funding for implementation of an alternative outfall may never 
materialize, regardless of the option selected. 

My telephone number li 659-1111 
Teletypewriter for Impaired Hearing or Speech 

383-7555 Baltimore Metro — 565-0451 D.C. Metro — 1-800-492-5062 Statewide Toll Free 
P.O. Box 717 / 707 North Calvert St., Baltimore, Maryland 21203 • 0717 
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The Honorable Ronald N. Young 

Page Two 

DEC 0 5 1984 

We would have no objection to further investigation by the City 
of Frederick of Carroll Creek as an alternative outfall from the 
sinkhole area and we would be pleased to consider any information^ 
forthcoming from your study. 

Sincerely, 

°rllMfS§*By' 
Hal Kassoff 
Administrator 

HK:cms 

cc:     The Hon.   Wm.   K.   Hellmann 
Mr. G. E. Dailey 
Mr. N. J. Pedersen 
Mp. W. R. Clingan 

l/Mr. L. H. Ege,   Jr. 
Mr. A. M. Capizzi 
Mr. S. R. Miller,   Jr. 
Mr. J. K. Gatley 
Mr. C. L. Kolsky 

Additional   Information; 

A drainage outfall to the Monocacy River via Reichs Ford Road has been 

designated to transport stormwater runoff from the sinkhole area in the event 

these sinkholes cease to effectively function. The design and protection of 

right-of-way for the outfall  is one element of the selected alternate combination. 

A review of the alternates  during January 1987 again concludes that there 
is  little possibility that the Carroll   Creek outfall  can be more economical 
than the proposed outfall  to the Monocacy River. 
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THOMAS H. HATTKHV 
ntfDOtlCK COUNTY 
SO0 LOW1 WUtLUHQ 

TOLL+ntt fHOMt t-«0O4e2-7IX2 

COMMfTTU ON WAV* ANO MEAN* 

HOUSE OF DELEGATES 
ANNAPOLIS.MARYLAND 2I40I-I99I 

DISTRICT OFFICE: 
ro. BOX aa 

MT. AIMV. MAftVLANO 21771 
mONC- 6940123 

RESIDENCE; 
7IOI WOOOVILLC ROAO 

MT. AIRV. MANVLAND 21771 

FHONE:.a2B-2aei 

July 11. 1985 

William Heltnan 
Secretary of Transportation 
P.O. Box 8755 
Baltimore-Washington International Airport 
Baltimore, Maryland 21240 

Dear Bill: 

Enclosed is a copy of a memo regarding construction of 
new interchanges in the Frederick vicinity. 

As you can see the enclosed memo is supported by both 
the Business Development Committee and the Board of 
Directors of  the Chamber of Commerce of Frederick County. 

Our highway system is one of the most important assets 
Frederick County and Frederick City has.  It is critical for 
our community's future to follow up on the Chamber's action 
of planning for growth and future needs rather than reacting 
to problems created by future developments. 

I would appreciate it if you or someone from your 
the Frederick County Chamber for more office would contact 

details.  I would fdrther Appreciate a contact from your 
office regarding the 
Chamber's recommends 

feasibility of implementing the 
tion and the timetable for doing so. 

Thanks for yourl attention to this matter, I certainly 
appreciate your continued helpfulness. 

i. i L, r.i.: J.'J.,',. 

J± 65 ZJ  J7 

Sincerely, 

Thomas H. Hattery 

Enclosure 

THH/nd 
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Maryland Department ofTransportatmn "^ H''»h" 
Governor 

Th« S*cr«tary't Offic* 
Wllliom K. Htllmann 

JUL 29 1985    Secr,,ory 

The Honorable Thomas H. Hattery 
Member-Maryland House of Delegates 
14209 Harrisville Road 
Mt. Airy, Maryland  21771 

Dear Delegate Hattery: 

Thank you for your letter of July 11, 1985 supporting the reconstruc- 
tion of the interchanges on Interstate 70 south of Frederick City. 

The project is currently in the Development and Evaluation portion 
of the 1985-1990 Consolidated Transportation Program for both Project 
Planning and Final Engineering. Although right-of-way and construction 
activities are not funded in the Program, the Department recognizes the 
importance of Interstate 70 and will continue project development activi- 
ties anticipating that the project will be moved into the Construction 
Program upon the availability of funding. 

Mr. Wayne R. Clingan, District Engineer for Frederick County, has 
been asked to contact the Chamber of Commerce for Frederick County re- 
garding the schedule for the project. 

If you have any questions or comments, please do not hesitate to 
contact me. 

Sincerely, 

/S/ WILLIAM K. HELLMANN 

William K. Hellmann 
Secretary 

WKH:tn 

cc:  Mr. Hal Kassoff 
Mr. Neil J. Pedersen 
Mr. Wayne R. Clingan 

£0 
(fir Cor- 

% MWwfi* Miabar Is (J01)        859-7397 

?..^IMM TTY I'M TIM Daof (301) M* .7227 
FMI OHlo »M «753, ••Itlaarv-VasMiiflmi IntomMlMal Alryart, Mwylanrf \ 21240-0753 
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The Honorable Thomas H. Hattery 

Page Two 

bcc: Mr. Jack F. Ross 
Mr. J. L. White 
^r. Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Mr.'John D. firuck 
Mr. Donald Honeywell 

Prepared by Charles McCormick, xll27 
Bureau of Highway Planning and 
Program Development, 7/23/85 
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Winchester Hall 
12 E. Church Street 

Frederick, Maryland 21701 

Telephone (301) 694-1100 

tf 

Momb m 

3xtbtxitk Countg 
November 5, 1986 

Commissioners 
Galen R. Clagett, President 

Charles C. Smith, V. President 
Sterling E. Bollinger, Sr. 
Richard L. Grossnickle 

J. Anita Stup 

Administrative Assistant 
Peter Eckel 

Mr. Neil Pederson, Director 
Planning 6 Preliminary Engineering 
State Highway Administration 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21203 

Dear Mr. Pederson: 

The Board of County Commissioners held a workshop on November 3, 1986 
to discuss the following modifications to the 1-70 improvements between Mt. 
Phillip Road and Rt. 144. 

- The ramp from southbound US 40 to westbound 1-70 will be carried on a 
separate roadway to cross over Rt. 180 and tie into 1-70 further west to 
eliminate weaving movements. 

- Addition of a left turn movement from northbound US 15/340 into the 
westbound to southbound ramp to 1-270. 

- Addition of a ramp from Rt. 180 to the northbound US 340/15 to eastbound 
1-70 ramp. 

The Commissioners voted unanimously to support the changes as proposed by 
the State Highway Administration. 

Feel free to contact me if you have any questions. 

Very truly yours, 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
OF FREDERICK COUNTY, MARYLAND 

cc: County Commissioners 
Jim Shaw, Larry Johnson, 
Don Date, Wayne Clingan, 
Gene Straub, Evan Smith 

By: 
Galen R. Clage 

Attachment 
Vr38a 
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Maryland Department of Tmnsportatmn mmm K mXmm 
Snrttiry 

Slate Highway Administration 
Hal Kassoff 
Adminlitntor 

JAN i 31987 

— : < r. s3> 
• --; r— o 

.":—t 

The Honorable Ronald N. Young C- 
Mayor, City of Frederick jr.  -•-r o 
City Hall ^      ' 
124 North Market Street =^ 
Frederick, Maryland 21701 ^ 

Re:  Contract No. F-866-101-772 
Interstate Route 70 - Mount Phillip Road to Maryland Route 144 

P.D.M.S. No. 101007 

Dear Mayor Young: 

This is a follow-up to your recent discussion with Wayne R. Clingan 

about a number of important issues. 

We are supporting the City's efforts regarding the Bowman Farm 
Property, which you wish to acquire for expansion of the airport and City 
facilities.  Ms. Adele Bertak, with the Motor Vehicle Administration, is now 
planning to schedule a meeting for January to coordinate both their 
interests and yours, and we anticipate conclusion of the disposal of this 

property by mid-year. 

The Patrick Street project (Maryland Route 144), as you know, is in 
the process of having an agreement executed for the design phase. The 
remainder of the phases is contingent on a funding increase for the Maryland 

Department of Transportation. 

I am pleased to advise you that the State Highway Administration is 
agreeable to accepting responsibility for the East Street Extension project 
as a logical secondary highway.  The Extension from Patrick Street to Walser 
Boulevard can be considered as a Secondary System project subject to a 
consensus among State and County elected officials that this is the highest 
priority for Frederick County and subject to available future funding.  It 
was also agreed that appropriate roadways (local) would be accepted into the 

City's system. 

The Hayward Road Interchange at U.S. Route 15 will be considered for 
the development and evaluation portions of the Consolidated Transportation 
Program in the next few years. While it must compete with other primary 
projects in the State, we feel that this is a good project and deserves 

consideration. 

RECEIVED con  t 
JAN     -; 1987 

My talaphone number u 301-333-1111  
Teletypewriter tor Impaired Hearing or Speech . 

383-7555 Baltimore Metro - 5650451 D.C. Metro - 1-800-492-5062 Statewide Toll FreeU.t-1U,i. D.flOt Of 
P.O. Box 717 / 707 North Calvert St.. Baltimore, Maryland 21203 • 0717•AKHING * PfiUIMlNARY EHGINEERIKl' 



JAN 131987 
The Honorable Ronald N. Young 
Mayor, City of Frederick 
Page 2 

Concerning the possibility of diverting water from the 1-70 sinkholes 
to Carroll Creek rather than to the Monocacy River, as originally 
contemplated,  a review of the alternatives shows that there is little 
possibility that the Carroll Creek outfall can be more economical than the 
Monocacy River. This is based on the following reasons: 

1. The pipe in either alternative is approximately the same length; even 
though the total length of outfall to the Monocacy River is greater, 
much of it is an open channel.  However, since the drop from the inlet 
point to the outlet point is very great with the Monocacy River 
alternative and very slight with the Carroll Creek alternative, a larger 
structure would be required to carry the water to Carroll Creek and thus 
a greater construction cost would be involved. 

2. The State Highway Administration does not intend to actually construct 
the outfall.  Our geologists have indicated that It is doubtful that the 
sinkholes will fail.  However, in order to not have a very expensive 
alternative occur in the future, when development has totally taken 
place in the corridor, we feel that it is more prudent to buy the 
rights-of-way at this time on a contingency basis. 

3. We are greatly concerned that, with the small amount of differential 
between the inlet and outlet elevations of the pipe going to Carroll 
Creek, the City's system would sharply reduce the discharge capacity of 
our system and could possibly result in ponding at the sinkholes from 
drainage occurrences on the Carroll Creek floodplain. 

If, however, the City of Frederick receives the support of local 
County and State elected officials for the East Street project as the 
highest priority for Frederick County, we will do detailed studies as part 
of the 1-70 project to ascertain if there would be a cost savings and 
benefit to the public and the City by routing the water to Carroll Creek. 
If right-of-way, utility, and construction cost savings from the East Street 
project offset the costs of only buying the right-of-way for the Monocacy 
River outfall, this option could be a possibility. 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 
OKIGINAL SJGNED BY- 
HAL KA6SOFF 
Hal Kassoff 
Administrator 

HK:mfe 

<# 

bcc:  Messrs. Marshall Rickert, MVA; Richard Keene, RRA; Neil Pedersen, 
Wayne Clingan, & Gene Straub, SHA; and Ms. Adele Bertak 



|0D 

C.  Agency Coordination 

V-39 



|0l 

United States Department of the Interior 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

WASHINGTON, D.C.   20240 
ER 85/761 

•m 2 5 1985 

Mr. Emil Elinsky 
Division Administrator 
Federal Highway Administration 

l711 West ilOth Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21211 

Dear Mr.  Elinsky: 

This is in response to the request for the Department of the Interior's 
conments on the environmental assessment/Section 4(f) evaluation for 1-70 
(Mount Phillip Road to SR-IW), Frederick County, MD. 

SECTION 4(F) STATEMENT COMCNTS 

Loats Park: 
It appears that alternatives B-1 and B-2 are feasible and prudent 
alternatives which would avoid the taking of parkland from Loats Park, 
therefore the Department would object to Section 4(f) approval of Alternative 
A in the area of the park. 

East Frederick Elementary School: 
The Section 4(f) statement should also discuss the project's impacts on the 
East Frederick Elementary School's recreational land, including measures to 
minimize harm. This school recreation land falls under the protection of 
Section 4(f) as it is being used by the general public after school hours and 
on weekends (See letter on page v-9). 

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT COWENTS 

We have reviewed the subject document with respect to project impacts upon 
fish and wildlife resources and their habitats and find it to be adequate. 
However, there are several areas of concern to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service where further clarification is necessary, as follows : 

Section E.3., page IV-7, paragraph 4: The revised assessment should include a 
figure depicting Ballenger Creek and its tributaries and the alignments of 
alternatives that will impact them. A brief narrative should also be 
included stating what the existing structures are, what types of structures 
are proposed, and whether the streams are intermittent or perennial. 
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Mr. Emil Elinsky, Baltimore, Maryland 

Section E.3., pages IV-8, paragraph 2: A brief discussion of the filtration 
devices under consideration and their relative (percent) efficiency should be 
included in the final assessment. 

Section E.4., page IV-8, paragraph 3: It is stated that the project will not 
impact any "designated" wetlands. This terminology should be clarified in 
the final assessment. The Department is concerned that the discussion in 
Section E.B.a., pages IV-8 & 9, paragraph 5 concerning the vegetation in the 
'headwaters of Ballenger Creek may be some type of palustrine wetland. The 
final assessment should include a list of dominant canopy and understory 
vegetation in the Ballenger Creek headwater areas. Furthermore, it should be 
clarified what alternative(s) would potentially impact the Ballenger Creek 
headwaters area and how much acreage would be impacted. 

FISH AND WILDLIFE COORDINATION ACT COEMENTS 

Based on the information contained within the subject assessment, the 
Fish and Wildlife Service advises that its position on any Department of the 
Army permit application would likely be to recommend: 1) avoidance of any 
wetland encroachments; 2) selection of an alternative that would involve the 
least amount of instream"construction; 3) countersinking, if feasible, the 
pipe or box culverts to be extended to provide for unimpeded aquatic organism 
passage and development of a natural stream substrate within the culverts; 4) 
incorporation of effective stormwater management measures; and5) strict 
implementation and adherence,to an approved sediment aind erosion control 
plan. 

SUMMARY COMMENTS 

The Department of the Interior has no objection to Section 4(f) approval of 
Alternatives B-1 and B-2 with respect to Loats Park. However, these 
alternatives appear-to impact the East Frederick Elementary School. We, 
therefore, reconmend redesign of these alternatives to avoid the school play 
ground. 

We appreciate the opportunity to provide these conments. 

Sincerely, 

ace Blanchard,Director 
Office of Environmental Project Review 

cc: 
Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Edward Terry 
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SHA Response to the Department of the Interior: 

1. Alternate B-l is one segment of the selected alternate combination. 

This alternate does not require property from Loats Park. 

2. Alternate B-l does not impact significant recreational areas of the East 

Frederick Elementary School. By letter, dated October 14, 1985, the 

Board of Education of Frederick County (p. V-48) has advised that the 

portion of the school property required for the proposed project is 

not critical or significant to the recreation needs of the local 

community. The Federal Highway Administration has concurred with this 

assessment. Therefore, no Section 4(f) involvement will be required 

under the selected alternate combination. 

3. Your other concerns regarding the tributaries of Ballenger Creek and 

associated wetlands are addressed in this document in Section III-3c. 

Under the selected widening alternate, inside widening west of 1-270 

would not affect three tributaries of Ballenger Creek that cross under 

1-70, although some minor modifications to the existing drainage 

structures may be required. However, interchange reconstruction at 

1-270 (Alternate 4) would impact approximately 0.5 acre of wetland 

adjacent to another tributary and require a culvert extension at this 

stream. 

4. Stormwater management and erosion control measures would be strictly 

enforced. The standards and specifications for infiltration practices 

issued by the Department of Natural Resources would be followed. Any 

highway runoff will be filtered for pollutants to the greatest extent 

possible and site-specific designs would be finalized during the 

design phase. 
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Maryland Historical Trust June ^  1980 

Mr. Eugene T. Cairponeschi, Chief 
Bureau of Project Planning 
State Highway Administration 
P.O. Box 717 
300 West Preston Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21203 

BEJ 1-5-70 from U.S. 15/350 
to West of East Patrick Street 
P 866-101-772 

Dear Mr. Canponeschi: 

Thank you for providing copies of the above referenced report for our 
review. I have discussed this report with Wayne Clark and.have incorporated 
his ccnments into this letter. • -••        , - r: 

The report generally addresses the nature of the archeological resources S. 
in the project areas. Tbe historic discussion on Page 2 does not adequately 
develop the general historical developments in the area. Greater detail shouM 
have been provided by consulting Scharf 's History of Western Maryland and Bailey ;;^:": 
Marie's thesis on the settlement patterns of the Gentians. The report does not 
but should state the nature of the proposed iaprovements in the project areas. 
The report also needs to state either verbally or by the addition of a third "   ; 
map, the location of the areas surveyed, what percentage of the project area 
was surveyed during the current study and what percentage was surveyed during 
previous studies. The results of these surveys should be evaluated to determine ...• 
the probability of other sites in the project area. In short, we require greater  ,. 
detail on the percentage and nature of the areas surveyed and a brief discussion 
cm why the investigator feels that the survey results are sufficient to detennine ,.., 
that significant sites do not exist in the unsurveyed portions of the project; L ^:. :. 
area. I concur with.the opinion that Site 18 FR 144 and Area 1 are, in my • 
opinion, ineligible for placement on the National Register due to the loss of A ..,;:r. 
the integrity of the kites and the limited nature of the deposits.       " -.-. - 

I look forward to receiving the response to my request for va revision 
of the report. Unless the response indicates otherwise, the report indicates 
that the proposed development will not affect significant archeological sites. 
Your cooperation in obtaining the requested revision will be appreciated. 

Sincerely, 

>e 
'J. Podney Little 
State Historic Preservation 

JRLAJEC/ca Officer 
cc: Suffness, Bastian, 

Epperson, Schlagel 

Shaw House, 21 State Circle. Annapolis. Maryland 21401    (301)269-2212.269-2438 
Department of Economic and Community Development 
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Maryland Historical Trust 

October 2, 1980 

Mr. William F. Schneider, Jr. 
Chief, Bureau of Project Planning 
State Highway Administration 
P.O. Box 717 
Baltimore, Maryland 21203 

PE: Addendum report on the archaeological reconnaissance of 
Interstate 70 frcm Interstate 270 - F 866-101-772 

Dear Mr. Schneider: 

Our Staff Archaeologists have reviewed Terry Epperson's letter which 
adequately addresses the oortments presented in our review letter dated 
June 16, 1980. The response was sufficient to concur that the areas not 
surveyed have a low probability of containing signficant archaeological 
sites and, therefore, will not require additional consideration. 

Thank you for your cooperation in obtaining this additional data. 

Sincerely, 

f\fcnM4 /WJl, 
Nancy Miller 
Deputy State Historic Preservation 
Officer 

NM/WEC/ca 

cc: Terry Epperson 
Rita Suffness ' 
Mrs. Michel 
Mrs. Louise Best 

V-42b 
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Maryland Historical Trust 

Ms.  Cynthia D. Simpson 
Acting Chief, Environmental Management 
State Highway Administration 
PO Box 717, 707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Maryland    21203-0717 

RE: 

September 27, 1984 

Contract No. F866-101-772 
1-70 from Mt. Phillip Road 

to Maryland Route 144 
PDMS No. 101007 

Dear Ms. Simpson: 

Thank you for your letter of August 6, 1984 regarding the above-referenced 
project in Frederick County, Maryland. 

We concur with your assessment that the frame house (A) and the stone 
building (B.) do not meet the National Register criteria. 

We believe that the proposed alternates will have no adverse effect on 
the three historic properties which lie within the impact area: Linden Grove, Guilford 
and Prospect Hall. Because this is a determination of no adverse effect you must 
request the comments of the Advisory Council.  Please send your request to: 

Mr. Ron Anzalone 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
Suite 809 - 1100 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW 
Washington, DC 20004. 

269-2438. 
If you have any questions or comments please call Ms. Kim Kimlin at 

Sincerely. 

/^^tT^M^^ 
GJA/KEK/hec 

cc:    Mrs. Glenn Michel 
Mr. G. Bernard Callan 
Mrs. Ruth PettiJohn 
Ms. Rita Suffness 
Mr. Ron Anzalone 

George J. Andreve 
Environmental Review 
Administrator 

Shaw House, 21 State Circle, Annapolis. Maryland 21401     (301 )269-221 2, 269-2438 
Department of Economic and Community Development 
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Maryland Historical Trust 

Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson 
Acting Chief, Environmental Management 
P. 0. Box 717 
707 N. Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717 

August 9, 1985 

Dear Ms. Simpson: 

RE:     Contract No.  F  866-101-772 
1-70 from Mt. Phillip Road to 
MD Rt. 144 
Frederick, Maryland 

Thank you for your letter of July 11, 1985 regarding two additional his- 
toric properties located within the impact area of the above-referenced project. 

We concur with your opinion that the house located on the southeast 
corner of the intersection of East Patrick Street and Shaws Road (Site II) is an in- 
ventory-quality site and not eligible for the National Register. 

Park Hall (Site I) may possibly be eligible for the National Register. 
We concur with your proposed boundary for the site. We recommend that additional re- 
search be conducted by your staff especially regarding three of the past owners: 
Richard Potts (sold property in 1820), Caspar Mantz (owned property from 1831 to 1851) 
and Amon Burgee (owned property from 1907 to 1944). Can a construction date for the 
buildings be determined? Ownership by Senator Richard Potts (1753 - 1808), a prominent 
Frederick County statesman, needs to be verified. Did he live at Park Hall? What in- 
formation is available about Mantz and Burgee? 

269-2438. 
If you have any question, please call Kim Kimlin or George Andreve at 

Sincerely, 

ps    J. Rodn J. Rodney Little 
Director 
State Historic Preservation 
Officer 

JRL/KEK/hec 

cc: Mrs. Glenn Michel 
Mr. G. Bernard Callan 
Ms. Rita Suffness 

Shaw House, 21 State Circle, Annapolis, Maryland 21401 
Department of Economic and Community Development 

(301)269-2212, 269-2438 
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Maryland Historical Trust 

February 7, 1986 

Ms. Cynthia Simpson 
Manager, Environmental Management 
Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 
PO Box 717 
707 N.   Calvert Street 
Baltimore,  Maryland    21203-0717 

RE:     Contract No.  F 866-101-772 
1-70 from Mt.  Phillip Road 
to Maryland Route 144 
Frederick,  Maryland 
P.D.M.S.  No.   101007 

Dear Ms.   Simpson: 

Thank you for your letter of November 25,  1985,  regarding 
this project.     Our office concurs with SHA that: 

1. Park Hall   (Dutrow Property)  may be eligible for the 
National Register and the site boundary should be 
as proposed;  and, 

2. Alternate B-l will have no  effect on Park Hall. 

Sincerely, 

••*£_ 
/ / J.  Rodney Little 

Director 
State Historic Preservation 
Officer 

JRL/GJA/hec 

cc: Mrs. Glenn Michel 
Mr. G. Bernard Callan 
Mr. Raymond L. Compton 

Shaw House, 21 State Circle, Annapolis, Maryland 21401 
Department of Economic and Community Development 

(301)269-2212,    269-2438,    269-2850 
Admin. S & P TPS 
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U.S. Department 
of Transportation 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

(tf 

Region 3 
Maryland Division 

August 21»  1985 

The Rotunda 
Suite 220 
711 West 40m Street 
Baltimore. Maryland 21211-2187 

IN REPLY REFER TO: 

; K        * ..• ..' i 

1-70 from Mt. Phillip Rd to 
MD. 144 Frederick, Maryland 

flu 
nUG28'J985 

Mr. Robert K. Garvey, Jr. 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
The Old Post Office Building 
1100 Pennsylvania Avenue 
Suite 809 
Washington, D.C. 20004 

Dear Mr. Garvey: 

In accordance with 36 CFR 800.4, we are requjsting the comments 
of the Advisory Council on the No Adverse Effect determination 
on the Linden Grove, Guilford, and Prospect Hall Historic sites. 
These sites are located in the vicinity of an 1-70 widening pro- 
ject in Frederick, Maryland. 

The following information is being provided in accordance with 
36 CFR 800."13(a) to document this No Adverse Effect 
determination. 

1. Title 23 U.S.C. vests the Federal Highway Administration 
with the responsibility for carrying out the Federal Aid 
Highway Program.  The Federal Highway Administration is the 
lead agency for the 1-70 widening project. 

2. The improvements to 1-70 which are proposed are described in 
the enclosed Environmental Assessment/Section 4(f) 
Evaluation.  The relationship of the proposed improvements 
to these sites are shown on figures 11a and lib.  Figures 
9a, 9b, and 9c show the alternates proposed for the Maryland 
Route 355/85 and South Street/Reichs Ford Road interchanges. 
A preferred alternate has not been identified in the latter 
areas. 

3.  Linden Grove was determined eligible for the National 
Register in April, 1981.  Guilford-was listed on the Na- 

- more - 
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tional Register in 1975/ and Prospect Hall in 1980. They 
are described briefly on page 1-9 of the enclosed document. 

4. The criteria of adverse effect were examined in relation to 
these sites.  It was concluded that the criteria do not 
apply for the following reasons: 

a. No property from any of these sites will be destroyed or 
altered. 

b. The sites will not be isolated from their surrounding 
environment, nor will the environment be altered. 

c. No visual elements will be introduced that are out of 
character with the historic sites. 

d. This item does not apply. 

e. This item does not apply. 

5. The State Historic Preservation Officers' staff member, in 
the enclosed September 27, 1984 letter, states that the 
sites will be affected, but not adversely. 

6. The total estimated cost for design and construction is 
about $36,000,000 which does not include the costs for 
planning and preliminary engineering. The Federal par- 
ticipation in this "project is 90% of this cost. 

We look forward to receiving your comments.  Should you have any 
questions, please contact Paul Wettlaufer of my staff at (FTS) 
922-4132. 

Sincerely yours, 

Emil Elinsky 
Division Administrator 

By:     Fred J.  Hempel 
Assistant Division Administrator 

Enclosures 

\\* 
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BOARD OF EDUCATION OF FREDERICK COUNTY ANNEX 

7446 HAYWARD ROAD 
FREDERICK, MARYLAND 21701 

October 14, 1985 

Mrs. Cynthia D. Simpson, Acting Chief 
Environmental Management 
Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 
P.O. Box 717/707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Maryland   21203-0717 

Dear Mrs. Simpson: 

Re:    Contract No. F 866-101-772 P.D.M.S. No 101007 

Confirming our discussions of September 30, 1985 regarding the 
East Frederick Elementary School Site, please be advised as follows: 

• The portion of the site required for the 1-70 relocation project is not 
critical to the recreation needs of the community.    Public recreation 
activities are conducted elsewhere on the site and will not be affected 
by the project.    In addition, you should be aware that a large county 
park (Pinecliff Park) serves the recreation needs of the community near 
the school.    Recreation activities which could not be accommodated at 
East Frederick or at Pinecliff Park could be rescheduled for other nearby 
school grounds, if necessary. 

• There is no park/school agreement covering this site and should one be 
executed in the future, the part of the site required for your project 
could be excluded. 

• There are no plans to expand East Frederick Elementary or to further 
develop the portion of the site required by the project. 

I reiterate the position stated in my letter of January 25, 1985 that our 
concern about the site is not public recreation but rather the fact that the site is 
already below the State guidelines for elementary school sites.    The guidelines call 
for 15+ acres.    The current site is only 9 acres.    Based on this consideration we 
cannot reduce the site. 

If you need further information, please call me at 301/694-1507. 

Sincerely, 

Wajme HaySen, Director 
Logistical Services 

WH:hg:85/l76 

cc:        Dr. A. Thackston 
Mrs. Sherry Collette 
Mr. J. Mason 
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OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROGRAMS 

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND MENTAL HYGIENE 

201 WEST PRESTON STREET • BALTIMORE, MARYLAND 21201 • AREA CODE 301  • 383-3245 

Adele Wllzack, R.N., M.S., Secretary 

TTY FOR DEAF: Balto. Area 383-7555 
D.C. Metro 565-0451 

William M. Eichbaum, Assistant Secretary 

ttecembe* 5,  1984 

M6. Cynthia. V. Simpson, Acting Ckie.^ 
EnvJAomzvitaZ ManagejiMyit 
BUAZOU 0$ ?>IOJ<LCX. PltinvLlng  (Room 310] 
Statz H>Lghmy AdmiruA&uvtion 
707 HoKth CaZvvU SttuuU 
BcuUUmoAz, MaA.yZa.nd   21202 

RE:    P.V.M.S.  Wo.   101007 
COYVOUOLCA Ho. F 866-101-772 
Intejutcvte. Rotutz 70 
M£. VhUULLp Road to 
Maryland Routz 144 

VZOA M4. Simpion: 

We havz nzvimzd thz VMLfit Ain. QuaLity AnaZyiij, fioi thz above 
mbjzct pAojzct and havz (found that It i& not inconAAAtznt mXh thz 
AdnuyiUtnxitLon'6 ptanA and objZCJU.\)Z&. 

Thank you ^OA thz oppoAtuyUAy to Azvizuo thU a.naZ.y&ii>. 

SinczAeZy, 

Q^oa^/ Lajtr 
EdwoAd L. CaAtzt,  Chizfi 
VivAJtion ojj AlA QuatiXy Planning 
and Data Sy&t<zme> 

AiA. Management Admcn^^ta^con 

ELC.-cw 

/U; 
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IJggJI       UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

% PROHtf REGION  III 

6TH AND WALNUT STREETS 
PHILADELPHIA. PENNSYLVANIA    19106 

DEC 14 1984 

Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson, Acting Chief 
Environmental Management 
Bureau of Project Planning (Room 310) 
Maryland State Highway Administration 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 

Re:  1-495, MD 190 to VA 193, Montgomery County, 
Maryland and Fairfax County, Virginia 
(A-FHW-00012-00) 
1-70, Mr. Phillip Road to MD 144, Frederick 
County, Maryland (A-FHW-00011-MD) 

Dear Ms. Simpson: 

We reviewed the air quality analyses performed for the above referenced 
projects. Based upon this review, we have no objection to either of the 
projects from from an air quality standpoint. As such, we have rated the 
documents 'LO* In EPA's classification system. Please note that these 
comments relate only to air quality impacts of. the facility, and that we 
will comment on other Impacts of the project when the appropriate documents 
are submitted for our review. 

If you have any questions, or if we can be of further assistance, 
please contact Mr. William J. Hoffman of my staff at 215-597-7828. 

Sincerely, 

bULf'tff*- 
Johj^R. Pomponlo, Chief 

<2#wironmental Impact and 
Marine Policy Branch 

£2 " W \z  030*86, 
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Attachment for Environmental 
Impact Documents 

Revised: November 29, 1985 
Bureau of Relocation Assistance 

"SUMMARY OF THE RELOCATION ASSISTANCE PROGRAM OF THE 

STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION OF MARYLAND" 

All State Highway Administration projects must comply with the 
provisions of the "Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real 
Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970" (Public Law 91-646) 
and/or the Annotated Code of Maryland, Real Property, Title 12, 
Subtitle 2, Sections 12-201 thru 12-212. The Maryland 
Department of Transportation, State Highway Administration, 
Bureau of Relocation Assistance, administers the Relocation 
Assistance Program in the State of Maryland. 

The provisions of the Federal and State Law require the State 
Highway Administration to provide payments and services to 
persons displaced by a public project. The payments that are 
provided include replacement housing payments and/or moving 
costs. The maximum limits of the replacement housing payments 
are $15,000 for owner-occupants and $4,000 for tenant- 
occupants.  Certain payments may also be made for increased 
mortgage interest costs and/or incidental expenses, provided 
that the total of all housing benefits does not exceed the 
above mentioned limits.  In order to receive these payments, 
the displaced person must occupy decent, safe and sanitary 
replacement housing.  In addition to the replacement housing 
payments described above, there are also moving cost payments 
to persons, businesses, farms and non-profit organizations. 
Actual moving costs for residences include actual moving costs 
up to 50 miles or a schedule moving cost payment, including a 
dislocation allowance, up to $500. 

The moving cost payments to businesses are broken down into 
several categories, which include actual moving expenses and 
payments"in lieu of" actual moving expenses. The owner of a 
displaced business is entitled to receive a payment for actual 
reasonable moving and related expenses in moving his business, 
or personal property; actual direct losses of tangible personal 
property; and actual reasonable expenses for searching for a 
replacement site. 
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The actual reasonable moving expenses may be paid for a move by 
a commercial mover or for a self-move. Generally, payments for 
the actual reasonable expenses are limited to a 50 mile 
radius. The expenses claimed for actual cost commercial moves 
must be supported by receipted bills. An inventory of the 
items to be moved must be prepared in all cases.  In self- 
moves, the State will negotiate an amount for payment, not to 
exceed the lowest acceptable bid obtained. The allowable 
expenses of a self-move may include amounts paid for equipment 
hired, the cost of using the business' own vehicles or 
equipment, wages paid to persons who physically participate in 
the move, the cost of actual supervision of the move, 
replacement insurance for the personal property moved, costs of 
licenses or permits required, and other related expenses. 

In addition to the actual moving expenses mentioned above, the 
displaced business is entitled to receive a payment for the 
actual direct losses of tangible personal property that the 
business is entitled to relocate but elects not to move. These 
payments may only be made after an effort by the owner to sell 
the personal property involved. The costs of the sale are also 
reimbursable moving expenses. If the business is to be 
reestablished, and the personal property is not moved but is 
replaced at the new location, the payment would be the lesser 
of the replacement cost minus the net proceeds of sale (or 
trade-in value) or the estimated cost of moving the item.  If 
the business is being discontinued or the item is not to be 
replaced in the reestablished business, the payment will be the 
lesser of the difference between the value of the item for 
continued use in place and the net proceeds of the sale or the 
estimated cost of moving the item. When personal property is 
abandoned without an effort by the owner to dispose of the 
property for sale, unless permitted by the State, the owner 
will not be entitled to moving expenses, or losses for the item 
involved. 

The owner of a displaced business may be reimbursed for the 
actual reasonable expenses in searching for a replacement 
business up to $1,000. All expenses must be supported by 
receipted bills. Time spent in the actual search may be 
reimbursed on an hourly basis, within the maximum limit. 

X\l 
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In lieu of the payments described above, the business may elect 
to receive a payment equal to the average annual net earnings 
of the business. Such payment shall not be less than $2,500 
nor more than $10,000.  In order to be entitled to this 
payment, the State must determine that the business cannot be 
relocated without a substantial loss of its existing patronage, 
the business is not part of a commercial enterprise having at 
least one other establishment in the same or similar business 
that is not being acquired, and the business contributes 
materially to the income of a displaced owner during the two 
taxable years prior to displacement. 

Considerations in the State's determination of loss of existing 
patronage are the type of business conducted by the displaced 
business and the nature of the clientele. The relative 
importance of the present and proposed locations to the 
displaced business, and the availability of suitable 
replacement sites are also factors. 

In order to determine the amount of the "in lieu of" moving 
expenses payment, the average annual net earnings of the 
business is considered to be one-half of the net earnings, 
before taxes, during the two taxable years immediately 
preceding the taxable year in which the business is relocated. 
If the two taxable years are not representative, the State may 
use another two-year period that would be more representative. 
Average annual net earnings include any compensation paid by 
the business to the owner, his spouse, or his dependents during 
the period.  Should a business be in operation less than two 
years, the owner of the business may still be eligible to 
receive the"in lieu of" payment.  In all cases, the owner of 
the business must provide information to support its net 
earnings, such as income tax returns, for the tax years in 
question. 

For displaced farms and non-profit organizations, the actual 
reasonable moving costs generally up to 50 miles, actual direct 
losses of tangible personal property, and searching costs are 
paid. The "in lieu of" actual moving cost payments provide 
that the State may determine that a displaced farm may be paid 
from a minimum of $2,500 to a maximum of $10,000, based upon 
the net income of the farm, provided that the farm has been 
discontinued or relocated.  In some cases, payments "in lieu 
of" actual moving costs may be made to farm operations that are 
affected by a partial acquisition. A non-profit organization 
is eligible to receive "in lieu of" actual moving cost 
payments, in the amount of $2,500. 
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A more detailed explanation of the benefits and payments 
available to displaced persons, businesses, farms, and non- 
profit organizations is available in Relocation Brochures that 
will be distributed at the public hearings for this project and 
will also be given to displaced persons individually in the 
future along with required preliminary notice of possible 
displacment. 

In the event comparable replacement housing is not available to 
rehouse persons displaced by public projects or that available 
replacement housing is beyond their financial means, replace- 
ment "housing as a last resort" will be utilized to accomplish 
the rehousing. Detailed studies must be completed by the State 
Highway Administration before "housing as a last resort" can be 
utilized. 

The "Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisi- 
tion Policies Act of 1970" requires that the State Highway 
Administration shall not proceed with any phase of any project 
which will cause the relocation of any persons, or proceed with 
any construction project, until it has furnished satisfactory 
assurances that the above payments will be provided and that 
all displaced persons will be satisfactorily relocated to 
comparable decent, safe, and sanitary housing within their 
financial means or that such housing is in place and has been 
made available to the displaced person. 
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