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X 
FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 

FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

FOR 

1-95 WIDENING FROM 1-695 to MD 43 

BALTIMORE COUNTY 

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 Alternate 2.  The Environmental 
Assessment has been independently evaluated by the FHWA 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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to 

MEMORANDUM OF ACTION OP ADMINISTRATOR HAL KASSOFF 
MONDAY, JUNE 13, 1988 

* * * 

Concurrence Wirth Prior Action 

A Final Environmental Document, i.e., a Finding of No Significant Impact, 
is being prepared on the project listed below. The document will be submitted 
to the Federal Highway Administration, recommending the noted improvements be 
approved, for location and design. 

1. State Contract No. AW-897-101-072 
1-95 from the I-695/I-95 Interchange to Md. Rte. 43 
PEMS No. 251036 

Recommended Improvements - Inside widening of 1-95 and the Trans- 
portation Systems Management improvements 
at the I-95/I-695 Interchange. 

* i.^
The decision t0 Proceed in this manner was made by the Administrator, at 

staff meetings held on March 15 and March 22, 1988. 

Copy: Mr. J. A. Agro, Jr. 
Mr. B. B. Myers 
Mr. N. J. Pedersen 
Mr. R. D. Douglass 
Mr. E. S. Freedmaii 
Mr. A. M. Capizzi 
Mr. C. R. 01sen 
Mr. L. H. Ege, Jr. 
Ms. S. E. White 
Ms. C. D. Simpson/ 
Mr. C. Bialecki^ 
Contract AW-897-101-072 



Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

Richard H. Traino 
Secretary 

Hal Kassoff 
Administrator 

n* 
^so^se^ June  10,   1988 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

RE: 

Mr. William I. Slacum, Secretary 
State Roads Conunission 

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

<*# \ 
ieJ&uu, 

Contract No. AW 897-101-072 
Interstate Route 95 from the 
I-695/I-95 Interchange to MD 43 
PDMS No. 251036 

SELECTION OF ALTERNATE 

The Project Development Division is preparing a Finding of 
No Significant Impact (FONSI) for the subject project.  It is 
anticipated that this document will be ready to submit to the 
Federal Highway Administration during the month of June, 1988. 
The decision to proceed with the FONSI, recommending the inside 
widening of 1-95 and the Transportation Systems Management (TSM) 
improvements at the I-695/I-95 interchange for location/design 
approval, was made by Administrator Kassoff at meetings held on 
March 15 and 22, 1988. 

A summary of these meetings, including the Project 
Management Team Recommendation of inside widening and the TSM 
Alternate, is attached. 

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

concu information: 

Hal  Krassoff,   Administrator 

NJP:eh 
Attachment 
cc:  Mr. John Agro 

Mr. Bob B. Myers 
Mr. Robert D. Douglass 
Mr. Earle S. Freedman 

C/i^lty 
Date 

Mr. Anthony M. Capizzi 
Mr. Charles R. Olsen 
Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Ms. Sue Ellen White 

My telephone number is (301 )_ 333-1110 

_00  „„ _ , , Teletypewriter for Impaired Hearing or Speech 
383-7555 Baltimore Metro - 565-0451 D.C. Metro - 1-800-492-5062 Statewide Toll Free 

707 North Calvert  St.,  Baltimore,  Maryland  21203-0717 



Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

RE: 

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

Sue Ellen White 
Project Manager QP 

Contract   No.   AW 897-101-07 2 
1-95   from   1-695   to  MD   24 
P.D.M.S.   No.   251036 

Selected  Alternate 

Richard H. Trainor 
Secretary 

Hal Kassoff 
Administrator 

% 

June  10,   1988 

A meeting  was  held  at  SHA Headquarters   in  Baltimore on 
March 15,   1988  to obtain  the Administrator's  approval of  the 
team  s   recommendation  for  the  1-95 widening and   improvements 
to  the  interchanges  at   1-695  and MD 152. 

The meeting  was  convened at 9:30  a.m.   in  the 
Administrator's  conference  room,   400A,   with the  following 
persons   in attendance: 

Mr.   Hal Kassoff 
Mr.   Anthony P.   Frate 

Mr.   Neil  Pedersen 

Mr.   Robert Douglass 
Mr.   Robert  Olsen 
Mr.   Charles  Walsh 
Ms.   Sue  Ellen White 
Mr.   Carl  Bialecki 
Mr.   Robert   Lambdin 
Mr.   Joseph  Hopkins 
Mr.   Jack Itoeller 
Mr.   Pete  Clay 
Mr.   Chris  Larson 
Mr.   Steve Gay 
Mr.   Raymond  Weber 

Mr.   Robert   Cunningham 
Ms.   Patricia Williams 
Ms.   Kellie  Gauer 
Ms.   Diane  Myers 
Mr. William Richardson 
Mr. Ronald Burns 

Administrator, SHA 
Executive Secretary, Maryland 
Transportation Authority 
Director, Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 
Acting Deputy Chief Engineer 
District Engineer, District #4 
Project Development Division 
Project Development Division 
Project Development Division 
Project Development Division 
Project Development Division 
Maryland Transportation Authority 
Maryland Transportation Authority 
Right of Way, District #4 
Federal Highway Administration 
Bureau of Planning & Program 
Development 
Bureau of Accident Studies 

of Accident Studies 
of Accident Studies 
of Traffic Projects 
of Traffic Projects 
Mirmiran and Thompson, 

Bureau 
Bureau 
Bureau 
Bureau 
Johnson, 
P.A. 

My telephone number is (301 )_ 

Teletypewriter for Impaired Hearing or Speech 
383-7555 Baltimore Metro - 565-0451 D.C. Metro - 1-800-492-5062 Statewide Toll Free 

707 North Calvert  St.,  Baltimore.  Maryland  21203-0717 



The discussion focused around the proposed widening 
within the median of 1-95, between 1-695 and MD 24  and 
interchange improvements at 1-695 and MD 152.  Below is a 
summary of the discussion. 

This project is split between two authorities.  The 
portion at 1-95 between 1-695 and MD 43, including the 1-695 
interchange, is the responsibility of SHA.  The section of 
1-95 under sutdy between MD 43 and MD 24, including the MD 
\5l   interchange, is the responsibility of the Maryland 
Transportation Authority (MdTA).  SHA, however, does the 
planning for MdTA projects.  That is why the section between 
MD 43 and MD 24 is includid in this study. 

The lowest cost improvement to address the existing 
conditions within the I-95/I-695 interchange would require 
restriping for three (3) through lanes southbound through 
the interchange and rehabilitating the shoulders of the 
southbound lanes to serve as an exit lane to the east. 

SHA questioned the cost estimate for the portion of 
improvements under MdTA jurisdiction, based on SHA cost per 
mile factors.  MdTA is comfortable with their estimate. 

A decision on which improvements to the 1-95/1-695 
interchange to include with the 1-95 widening was discussed. 
The Administrator decided another meeting attended by Gordon 
Dailey and Tom Hicks, should be held on March 22, 1988 to 
discuss them.  (The decisions resulting from this meeting 
are included in this memorandum.) 

The concept of providing a loop ramp in the northeast 
quadrant of MD 152 was raised. MdTA has briefly looked at 
this proposal and found significant constraints. The loop 
will be studied in more detail. This further study should 
include loops with radii of 270' and 300' with a wrap around 
outer ramp to minimize impacts to affected properties. 

Also at MD 152, providing a dual left turn movement for 
the northbound to westbound movement on the existing ramp at 
MD 152, in lieu of a loop, will be studied further. 

The feasibility of closing the Old Mountain Road Bridge 
over 1-95, to eliminate traffic operational conflicts with 
the ramps, was also discussed.  Currently Old Mountain Road 
intersects the existing MD 152 ramps, providing access to a 
park-n-nde lot, and also serves as a bypass for the 
congested intersection of MD 152 and the 1-95 ramps.  MdTA 
feels that closing Old Mountain Road is not feasible because 
of heavy use of the park-n-ride lot which is currently being 
expanded.  The investigation of relocating the lot, as well 
as options for eliminatng the intersection of Old Mountain 
Road and the 1-95 ramps, will studied in further detail. 

S 
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The MD 152 interchange improvements should be included 
in the Project Planning Study and Environmental Document for 
the widening of MD 152, instead of the 1-95 study, in case 
it is decided later that federal funding should be used for 
the improvements. 

MdTA will do the design work for all of the 1-95 
widening and for the MD 152 interchange improvements.  SHA, 
District h,   will do the design work for the 1-695 
interchange improvements.  MdTA will oversee the 
construction of all of the improvements, the widening as 
well as the MD 152 improvements and the 1-95/1-695 
improvements.  SHA will reimburse MdTA for the costs 
associated with the portion of construction in the section 
under SHA's jurisdiction. 

The following information summarizes the decisions made 
at the March 22 meeting regarding which elements of the 
I-95/I-695 interchange improvements are to be constructed: 

-Widening the eastbound to southbound ramp from one to 
two lanes. 

-Extending the deceleration lane for the eastbound to 
northbound movement. 

-Extending the acceleration lane for the southbound to 
eastbound movement. 

-Extending the acceleration lane for the westbound to 
southbound movement. 

-Restriping southbound 1-95 through the interchange to 
provide three through lanes (to be done by District #4 in 
the summer of 1988). 

-Extending the deceleration lane for the southbound to 
eastbound movement (to be done by District #4 in the summer 
of 1988) . 

-Providing an auxiliary lane on eastbound 1-695 from the 
1-95/1-695 interchange to MD 7 (this element was included at 
a subsequent meeting of Tom Hicks, Darrell Wiles and Ron 
Burns) . 

At the cost-reduction meetings conducted at SHA, 
subsequent to the March 15 meeting with the Administrator, 
it was decided that W-beam steel guardrail, rather than a 
concrete double faced barrier, would be placed in the 1-9 5 
median, between 1-695 and MD 43. 

I* 
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The preceedlng is a summary of the decision making 
process that occured for the 1-95 widening project, 
including improvements to the interchanges at 1-695 and MD 
152, as it was perceived by the writer.  If there are any 
corrections necessary, please contact the writer promptly. 

SEWrss 
cc:  Attendees 

Mr. Robert Tresselt 
Mr. John Bruck 
Mr. Thomas Watts 
Ms. Barbara Ostrom 
Ms. Cynthia Simpson 
Ms. Catherine Pecora 
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TABLE I 

Comparison of Alternates 

Interstate Route 95  from  Interstate  Route 69 5 
to Maryland  Route 43 

Analysis Item 

Socio-economic Impacts 

1 . Residential Displacements 
2. Minorities Relocated 
3. Business Displacements 
4. Total Properties Affected 
5. Historic Sites Affected 
6. Archeological Sites Affected 
7. Public Recreational Lands Affected 
8. Consistency with Land Use Plans 

Natural Environmental Impacts 

1 . Loss of Natural Habitat (woodland acres) 0 0 
2. Effect on Threatened or Endangered Species 0 0 
3. Stream Crossings 0 0 
4. Wetland Areas Affected 0 0 
5. 100-year Floodplains Affected (acreage) 0 0 
6. Prime Farmlands Soils Affected (acreage) 0 0 
7. Air Quality Impacts (sites exceeding S/NAAQS) 0 0 
8. Noise Sensitive Areas (NSAs exceeding Federal 

Noise Abatement Criteria or Experiencing a 10 
dBA or greater increase) 3 L 

Total Costs (1987 dollars in thousands)       $22,300 

t3 

No-bui Id Build 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 1 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
No Yes 
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A.   Background 

1 •  Purpose of the Project 

The purpose of this study is to relieve existing congestion 

along the Interstate Route 95 (1-95) corridor, between Interstate 

Route 695 (1-695) or the Baltimore Beltway and Maryland Route 43, 

including improving the 1-95/1-695 interchange.  (See Figure 1 for 

the project location.)  Currently, congestion occurs both during 

commuting peak hours and on weekends. 

1-95 is the major north-south highway along the east coast of 

the United States, as well as an important commuter route in the 

Baltimore area.  Significant amounts of development are planned in 

the corridor in both Baltimore and Harford Counties.  This project 

addresses the need for additional capacity due to the proposed 

development. 

2.   Program History 

1-95  serves  as  a principal arterial on Maryland's  Primary 

Highway Stystem and  is  on  the  Fereral Aid  Interstate System. 

Between   1-695  and  Maryland  Route 43,   the road was opened   to  traffic 

in  1963  and was  named  the  Northeastern Expressway.     The road was 

constructed  as  a  six-lane  facility designed   to  ultimately be  eight 

lanes. 

The   1-95/1-695   interchange was  also opened  to  traffic   in the 

early   1960's.     The  project   is   currently  listed   in  the   Interstate 

Construction Program of  the  Fiscal Year 1988-1993   Consolidated 

Transportation Program.       Project Planning  studies  are  scheduled  to 

be  completed   in  the  summer  of  1988  with   Engineering beginning 

immediately  thereafter.     Construction   is   scheduled  to  begin   in 

Fiscal  Year  1991. 

111-1 
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3.       Funding i    I 

Planning,   Engineering,   and   Right-of-Way  Acquisition will  be 

100%  State  funded.      Federal  participation   is   anticipated   in  the 

Construction  Phase. 

Phase  11/ill   (Project Planning/Preliminary Design)   studies are 

being performed  by  State  Highway  Administration   (SHA)   personnel. 

The  responsibility  for Phase  IV   (Final Design)   will be  split between 

the  Maryland  Transportation Authority and SHA's   Engineering  District 

4.     The Transportation Authority will  design the mainline widening 

in  conjunction  with  their  project   to  widen   1-95 between  Maryland 

Route 43  and  Maryland  Route  24.     SHA District 4  will  design 

improvements   to  the   1-95/1-695   interchange. 

4.       Project Schedule 

Location/Design Approval Summer,   198 8 

Construction Advertisement Fiscal 1990 

Construction   Notice   to  Proceed Fiscal  1991 

B.       Alternates 

1 •       Alternates Considered 

a-       Alternate  1-  The No-Build Alternate 

Under  the  No-Build  Alternate,   there  would be no expenditure of 

funds  except   for  routine maintenance.     This  alternate would not 

offer  any  improvement  in  traffic operation or capacity.     No  long 

range   improvements  would  be  realized  and  as  development   in  the 

corridor  continues,   the  accident  rate  and  congestion  would  be 

expected   to   increase. 

t>.       Alternate 2-  The Build Alternate 

(Selected  Alternate) 

Under  the   Build  Alternate  one  lane  would  be  added   to   1-95   in 

each direction,   within   the median,   from  1-695   to Maryland  Route 43 

(See   Figure  2).     This widening  would   tie  into  existing  acceleration 

III-2 
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and  deceleration  lanes  at  the  I-95/I-695  interchange and would ^ 

require no right-of-way acquisition.     The typical  section  for the J  1 

proposed mainline  improvements   is  shown   in Figure 3. 

As  part of  the  Build  Alternate,   improvements  are also proposed 

at  the  I-95/I-695   interchange  (See Figure 4).     These  improvements 

include widening  the eastbound   1-695  to  southbound   1-95  ramp  from 

one  to  two  lanes,   extending  the deceleration lane for  the movement 

from eastbound   1-695  to northbound   1-95  and  extending the acceler- 

ation  lane  for  the movement  from  southbound  1-95  to  eastbound 

1-695. 

Improvements  at  this   interchange  also  include extending  the 

deceleration lane  for  the movement  from southbound   1-95  to eastbound 

1-695,   extending  the  acceleration lane  from westbound  1-695  to 

southbound   1-95,   providing an auxiliary lane on eastbound   1-695  to 

Maryland  Route 7   and  providing  three  through  lanes on 1-95  through 

the  interchanges.     No bridge reconstruction would be necessary.     A 

minor  right-of-way take of  approximately 0.02 acres would be 

required  from one residential property. 

To   the north,   the widening within  the median would  tie  into a 

widening  project  being  completed  by  the  Maryland   Transportation 

Authority.     That  project  also  consists  of  the  addition of one  lane 

in  each direction within  the median.     The limits of  that project  are 

from Maryland  Route 43  to Maryalnd Route 24 and  include  the addition 

of  two  ramps   at   the  existing  partial   interchange  at  Maryland   Route 

152.     This   project was   also  discussed   at  the November  12,   1987 

Public  Hearing. 

The   1-695   interchange   improvements  would  tie   into  another  SHA 

project  planning  study which  consists  of   the widening of   1-695 

between Maryland  Routes   140  and  702.     This   study  also   includes 

further   improvements   to   the  interchange of   1-95  and   1-695. 

III-3 
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That project is currently in the Project Plannig phase.  A 

Location/Design Public Hearing is scheduled for the fall of 1988.     ^A 

2*  Service Characteristics 

a.  Traffic Service 

Currently, the section of 1-95 under study, as well as the 

interchange with 1-695, is congested for a few hours almost every 

day.  The roadway is at capacity and traffic experiences delay both 

during peak hours and on weekends.  Because the interchange is the 

junction of two major heavily traveled roadways, there are a 

significant number of merges and diverges.  -mis causes both 

operational and safety problems. 

Development planned in both Baltimore and Harford Counties will 

continue to stress the road system and the congestion and delays 

will continue to increase.  The widening of 1-95 and the 

improvements to the 1-695 interchange will provide relief for these 

problems. 

b.   Safety 

Accident data along 1-95 and at the 1-695 interchange indicate 

that this area experiences a greater than average number of 

accidents compared to similar roads throughout the State.  The types 

of accidents which occur frequently are side swipes, fixed object, 

and parked car accidents. 

If no improvements are made, the present accident patterns are 

expected to continue.  If the proposed improvements are made, 

traffic is expected to flow more smoothly, with fewer accidents 

caused by congestion. 

3.   Design Considerations 

The design characteristics of the proposed widening and 

interchange improvements will be consistent with the design 

characteristics of the existing roadways.  This would be for 

III-4 



a 70 mph design speed.     The proposed  typical  section for  the \/l 

widening  is  shown  in   Figure  3. 

4.  Environmental Summary 

An Environmental Assessment summarizing the impacts of the 

selected alternate was circulated to the appropriate agencies and 

individuals in October of 1987.  The document was also made 

available for public review, prior to the Location/Design Public 

Hearing. 

The improvements to the I-95/I-695 interchange were not 

addressed in the Environmental Assessment because these improvements 

were added to the project after the Environmental Assessment was 

written.  The improvements were discussed at the Public Hearing. 

The following section summarizes the potential impacts of the 

selected alternate. 

a. Relocation Impacts 

The selected alternate would require no business or residential 

relocations. 

Title VI Statement 

It is the policy of the Maryland SHA to ensure compliance with 
provisions of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, and related 
civil rights laws and regulations which prohibit discrimination on 
the grounds of race, color, sex, national origin, age, religion, 
physical or mental handicap in all SHA program projects funded in 
whole or in part by the Federal Highway Administration.  The SHA 
will not discriminate in highway planning, highway design, highway 
constructioin, the acquisition of right-of-way, or the provision of 
relocation advisory assistance. This policy has been incorporated 
into all levels of the highway planning process in order that proper 
consideration may be given to the social, economic, and environ- 
mental effects of all highway projects.  Alleged dicriminatory 
actions should be addressed to the Equal Opportunity Section of the 
Maryland State Highway Administration for investigation. 

b. Historic and Archeological Impacts 

No historic or archeological sites will be affected by the 

selected alternate. 

III-5 



c'  Natural Environmental 

Floodplains 

Because the project consists of widening over existing 

culverts, no floodplains will be affected by this project. 

Wetlands 

Wetland surveys of the median where the widening will take 

place and of the area of the I-95/I-695 interchange show that 

although wetlands are located in the vicinity of the interchange 

(see Figure 4), none will be affected by this project. 

Surface Water 

Branches of Whitemarsh Run and Stemmers Run comprise the 

surface water resources in the study area.  Whitemarsh Run drains 

into Bird River, which forms an inlet on the Chesapeake Bay.  No 

modifications of the existing culverts are proposed for the crossing 

of Whitemarsh Run and Stemmers Run. 

The increase of impervious surfaces resulting from the proposed 

improvements would produce a proportionate increase in the amount of 

roadway runoff.  Stormwater runoff would be managed under the 

Department of Environment's Stormwater Management Regulations. 

These regulations will require stormwater raangagement practices in 

the  following  order of  preference: 

On  site  infiltration 

Flow attenuation by  open vegetated 
swales  and  natural depressions 

Stormwater retention structures 

Stormwater detention  structures 

It  has  been demonstrated  that   these measures   can significantly 

reduce  pollutant   loads   and   control   runoff. 

^ 
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Threatened or Endangered Species 

There are no populations of Federally listed threatened or 

endangered plant or animal species in the study area. 

Wildlife Habitats 

No terrestrial or aquatic habitats would be affected by the 

proposed action. 

d.  Noise Quality 

In accordance with the Federal Aid Highway Program Manual 

Volume 7, Section 7, Chapter 3, this project was analyzed for noise 

impacts under the Type I program.  As was described previously, the 

proposed project consists of two additional lanes in the median of 

existing 1-95. 

The Type I program applies to new construction or recon- 

struction projects.  Noise mitigation is considered under this 

program when Federal Noise Abatement Criteria is equaled or 

exceeded.  The Noise Abatement Criteria for residential areas is 67 

decibels. 

Potential noise impacts were determined by the identification 

and consideration of the following items: 

(1) Identification of existing land use. 

(2) Determination of existing noise levels. 

(3) Prediction of future design year noise levels. 

(4) Determination of potential traffic noise impacts. 

The existing noise levels, as well as the future design year 

build and no-build noise levels, are shown in Table 1.  As can be 

seen, both future build and no-build levels will approach or exceed 

the Noise Abatement Criteria.  There would be a maximum 5 decibel 

i? 
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TABLE  2 
SUMMARY OF NOISE STUDIES 
iwnnsTATE Rotm; 95 FKH 

BfTEKSTATE ROUTE 695 TO MARYLAND RCWrE 43 

Noise Levels (dBA) Barriers Cost 
Noise Number Present Projected Projected length Height Wall Cttly With Berm Sensitive Protected No-Build Build ft. Per Pel Area Residences-a 2015 2015 Total Residence Total-b Residence-b 

1 2 ^66 67 69 1,500 14 567,000 283,500 NF IJF 2 4 70 75 75 1,340 14 578,800 144,700 505,200 126,J00 3 NA 58 60 - 60 NA NA NA NA NA NA 55 ~ • '  10 65 66 67 850 10 234,900 23,490 NF NF 56 included in #55 71 70 72 included ; in 155 included in 155 NF NF 

NA = Not Applicable (do not txceed Federal criteria) 
NF = Not Feasible 
a Residences with Build noise levels over criteria that would receive a mimjnum of 

5 dBA of attenuation with a wall or berm 
b Cost based on area of noise wall required only at $27 per square foot 
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increase with the build alternate when compared to existing noise 

levels.  Thus, noise mitigation was considered that would achieve a 

substantial noise reduction. 

Several factors were considered when determining if noise 

abatement should be considered.  These included whether noise 

mitigation is reasonable, feasible and warranted.  Several types 

of noise mitigation were also investigated and considered for this 

project.  In order to determine if noise mitigation is warranted, a 

comparison was made between existing noise levels and projected 

build levels and also between build levels and no-build noise 

levels in the future design year of the project.  As stated 

previously, there would be a maximum of a 5 decibel increase when 

comparing the build alternate noise levels with existing noise 

levels.  However, when comparing build and no-build noise levels 

in the design year, the build levels are a maximum of only 2 

decibels higher than the no-build condition, a difference that is 

not discernible.  This indicates that a significant increase in 

noise levels or impacts is not predicted as a direct result of the 

roadway project.  The increase in predicted noise levels over 

existing levels would not be a result of the proposed project, but 

rather it would be a function of the normal increase in traffic 

resulting from planned area growth and development.  A significant 

change in noise levels between the no-build and build alternatives 

should not be expected. 

rt 
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Also considered was when did the noise sensitive areas become 

exposed to the noise source.  It has been determined that the 

majority of residences in the vicinity of the proposed I-95/I-695 

interchange improvements were built in 1978, after initial 

construction of 1-95 and 1-695.  The transportation facilities were 

opened for traffic before these homes were occupied.  Individuals 

purchasing these homes were aware of 1-95 and 1-695.  1-95 and 1-695 

have always been major transportation facilities intended to carry 

high volumes of traffic and all types of conventional vehicles. 

The feasibility and effectiveness of noise mitigation was also 

considered in the decision making process.  The State Highway 

Administration designs noise barriers to achieve a 7-10 decibel 

reduction in noise levels.  However, any noise receptor which will 

receive a 5 decibel reduction is considered when determining the 

cost effectiveness of a barrier.  Cost effectiveness is determined 

by dividing the total number of sensitive sites, in a specified 

noise sensitive area, that will receive at least a 5 dBA reduction 

in noise levels into the total cost of the noise mitigation.  The 

State Highway Administration has established approximately $40,000 

per residence protected as being the maximum cost for a barrier that 

is considered reasonable.  The analysis completed shows that the 

barriers investigated at noise sensitive areas 1 and 2 (see Figure 

4) along 1-95 would exceed $40,000.  A barrier for noise sensitive 

area 55 would not exceed the $40,000 per residence limit.  Table 1 

shows the approximate length and height barrier needed to obtain a 

7-10 decibel reduction, the total cost of the barrier, the nunber of 

sites receiving at least a 5 decibel reduction, and the cost per 

# 
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residence.  The table includes noise sensitive areas that would 

experience future design year noise levels of 67 decibels.  Noise 

barriers in the form of walls would achieve the design goal of 

reducing noise levels 7-10 decibels for all noise sensitive areas. 

It would be physically feasible to construct the barriers.  However, 

all areas except noise sensitive area (NSA) 55 would exceed the 

State Highway Administration's $40,000 upper limit and are not 

cost-effective.  Barriers are not recommended for NSA's 1 and 2. 

A barrier for NSA 55 is cost-effective, but the residences 

within the noise sensitive area were built after construction of the 

I-95/I-695 interchange.  Furthermore, the selected alternate would 

only result in a 1 dBA increase over the No-Build Alternate.  This 

barrier was not recommended.  Noise mitigation will again be con- 

sidered at this site as part of the ongoing planning study to widen 

1-695, the Baltimore Beltway between Maryland Routes 140 and 702. 

In addition to noise walls, other abatement measures were 

considered as outlined in the Federal-Aid Highway Program Manual 

7.7.3.  These include: 

1.   Traffic Mangagement Measures (e.g. traffic control 

devices and signing for prohibition of certain 

vehicles [heavy trucks], time use restrictions for 

certain types of vehicles, modified speed limits and 

exclusion lane designations). 

These types of measures are not appropriate for an 

interstate highway serving high volumes of through 

traffic.  It is not possible to prohibit heavy trucks 

from this type of facility. 

111-10 
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2. Alterations of Horizontal and Vertical Alignment. 

This also is not a reasonable alternate because the 

project consists of widening the existing facility. 

It is not possible to make significant changes to 

either the horizontal or vertical alignment. 

3. Acquisition of Real Property or Property Rights to 

Establish Buffer Zones or Install Earth Berms. 

Existing residential development immediately adjacent 

to the roadway makes it infeasible to acquire 

significant amounts of property for buffer areas. 

Earth berms were investigated at NSA's, 1, 2, and 55. 

Berms were not considered feasible at NSA's 1 and 5 5 

due to limited right-of-way, existing cut slopes 

equal to or in excess of 2:1, and locations where 

berm placement would require the filling, relocation 

or major alteration in drainage or wetland areas.  At 

NSA 2, the use of earth berms would reduce the cost 

per residence to $126,300, which would still not be 

cost-effective. 

After giving consideration to all of the above information, 

it has been determined that noise mitigation is not warranted under 

the current project based on the following factors: 

1. There is little difference between the future noise levels 

for the expanded facility and the future traffic noise levels for 

the no-build alternate. 

2. A majority of the developement occurred after initial 

construction of the highway. 

3. All but one area exceeds the State Highway Adminstration's 

cost limit for noise mitigation.  This area will be studied further 

for noise abatement under the proposed widening of 1-695. 
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4.   Mitigation measures in lieu of walls is not practicable. 

During the final design of the project, landscaping and 

vegetative planting will be incorporated into the plans for the 

project to screen residential areas from the roadway to the extent 

reasonable. 

As with any major construction project, areas around the 

construction site are likely to experience varied periods and 

degrees of noise impact.  This type of project would probably employ 

the following pieces of equipment that would likely be sources of 

construction noise: 

Bulldozers and Earth Movers 

Graders 

Front End Loaders 

Dump and Other Diesel Trucks 

Compressors 

Generally, construction activity would occur during normal 

working hours on weekdays.  Therefore, noise intrusion from 

construction activities probably would not occur during critical 

sleep or outdoor recreating periods. 

Maintenance of construction equipment will be regular and 

thorough to minimize noise emissions because of inefficiently tuned 

engines, poorly lubricated moving parts, poor ineffective muffling 

systems, etc. 

Temporary fencing will be considered in heavy residential 

areas, where feasible, to screen construction activities, 

e.   Air Quality 

Three (3) receptors were studied to determine the effects of 

the selected and No-Build alternates on the air quality for the 
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median widening.     No  violations  of  the State and National Ambient 

Air Quality  Standards  for  the  1-hour and 8-hour concentrations  would 

occur under  either  alternate   in either analysis  year 1995 or 2015. 

f.       Parklands 

The project will no  impact on parklands. 

5.       Estimated Costs 

The  following  costs   for Alternate 2,   the selected  alternate, 

were  calculated on a cost  per mile basis  since no detailed mapping 

was  available  during  the planning stages of  the project. 

Project  Planning 300,000 

Engineering 2,000,000 

Right-of-Way 3,000 

Construction 20 ,000 ,000 

Total 22,303,000 

These  costs vary  from  the costs   in  the Environmental 

Assessment and  the  project brochure.     This  is due to  additional 

information determining  costs made available after the document was 

on display. 

C.     Summary of  Public   Involvement 

1.       Combined Location/Design Public Hearing 

Public notice of  the start of Project Planning activities for 

the  widening  and  interchange   improvements  was made  in the media  in 

May,   1987.     In   that notice,   the public was  afforded  the opportunity 

to request that  a Public  Hearing be held.     Several requests  for  a 

Hearing were received  and  a Location/Design Public Hearing was  held 

on  November  12,   1987  at  the  Perry  Hall   Senior   High   School.     Eleven 

people,   including  three  elected  officals,   commented. 
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2.  Positions Taken 

a.  Elected Officials 

Delegate Donna M. Felling spoke in support of the selected 

alternate but expressed a desire that construction begin earlier. 

At the time of the Hearing, construction was slated to begin in 

Fiscal Year 1993.  Delegate Felling also expressed concern about 

lack of noise attenuation on this project.  She feels that natural 

screening or noise barriers should be provided. 

Delegate William J. Burgess also supported the selected alter- 

nate.  He expressed concern about water runoff and suggested that 

noise barriers be considered as part of the project. 

Senator Thomas L. Bromwell mentioned support for noise barriers 

and emphasized the problems with unplanned growth.  He stated that 

adequate roads should be in place before development occurs. 

Delegate Joseph Lutz also expressed his support for this 

project. 

b.  Agencies 

The Department of the Army foresees no impacts to the floodplain 

of existing and proposed Corps projects. 

The Department of Natural Resources, Forest, Park and Wildlife 

Service has determined that there are no threatened or endangered 

species in the project area. 

The U.S Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service 

has indicated that no Fedefally listed or proposed endangered or 

threatened species are known to exist in the project impact area. 

The Environmental Protection Agency has no objection to the 

further development of this project from an air quality analysis 

standpoint. 
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The Maryland Historical Trust concurs with the State Highway 

Administration's determination that there are no significant his- 

toric standing structures or archeological sites located in the 

project area. 

c  Citizens and Associations 

Two citizens spoke in support of the selected alternate.  Four 

citizens expressed concern about noise and requested that noise 

barriers be constructed.  One citizen mentioned a concern about 

air quality.  The other speakers mentioned issues which were not 

pertinent to the project.  One citizen spoke about another study, 

and the others discussed the Transportation Authority's project 

immediately to the north. 

D.   Recommendations 

The unanimous recommendation of the Project Planning team is 

that Alternate 2, as described herein, be processed for Location and 

Design Approvals. 

Alternate 2 was the only build alternate presented for 

consideration at the Public Hearing.  The only controversial issue 

associated with this alternate is the lack of noise barriers being 

proposed.  Under current criteria, noise barriers where warranted 

were not found to be reasonable. 

t A 

111-15 



f % 0 

IV. 
PUBLIC HEARING 

COMMENTS 

J 



PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS 

On November 12, 1987, a Combined Location/Design Public Hearing 

for the project was held at Perry Hall Senior High School in Perry 

Hall, Maryland.  Environmental and engineering analyses were 

presented and public comments were received on this project. 

The following is a summary of the public statements made at the 

Hearing and the responses.  A complete transcript of the Hearing is 

available for review at the Project Development Division, 707 North 

Calvert Street, Baltimore, Maryland 21202.  Written comments and 

concerns received subsequent to the Public Hearing are included in 

the Correspondence Section (Section V) of this document. 

1)  Delegate Donna Felling 

She thanked SHA for the opportunity to speak and indicated 

her support for the Build alternate (Alternate 2) and the 1-95/ 

Maryland Route 152 interchange reconstruction. 

She asked that construction begin earlier than mid 1992. 

She asked that the SHA and the local government consider 

an additional interchange north of White Marsh and south of Maryland 

Route 152.  She requested that SHA consider natural screening or 

other noise barrier options for residents adjacent to 1-95. 

SHA RESPONSE: 

Alternate 2, the Build Alternate, which includes the 1-95 

widening and the I-95/I-695 interchange is the selected alternate 

In addition to noise walls, earth berms were studied.  See the 

noise discussion in the Environmental Summary which begins on page 

III-7.  Landscape will be considered in the final design of the 

project. 

& 
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The State Highway Administration will investigate the need for 

an interchange north of Maryland Route 43 with local planning bodies 

if Baltimore County requests a study of this issue. 

2)   Delegate William Burgess 

He supports the project.  However, he feels that con- 

sideration should be given to a ramp off 1-95 north of Perry Hall. 

He was concerned about problems with water runoff and noise 

levels, and would like SHA to reconsider the feasibility of building 

noise barriers.  He had problems with the cost/residence limit, 

SHA RESPONSE: 

Alternate 2 is the selected alternate.  Stormwater management 

plans will be developed during the Design phase.  This plan will be 

reviewed and approved by the Maryland Department of the Environment. 

As stated above neither earth berms nor barrier walls for noise 

abatement were found to be reasonable. 

See Response 1) for additional interchange. 

3)   Senator Thomas Bromwell 

He expressed concern with uncontrolled development and would 

like adequate roads to be put in before development takes place. 

SHA RESPONSE: 

Zoning and development is outside the responsibility of the 

State Highway Administration.  The Highway Administration does 

coordinate with appropriate planning agencies during the development 

of a project to ensure consistency with the land use plans. 

4)   Charles Brockmeyer, 2220 Jaycee Drive, Joppa 

He expressed concern about the maintenance of relocated Jaycee 

Drive in the vicinity of 1-95 and Maryland Route 152.  He was 

tf 
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concerned about the grade of existing Jaycee Drive at the 

intersection of 1-95 and Maryland Route T52.  He would like some 

kind of barrier or screening at Jaycee Drive. 

SHA RESPONSE: 

Harford County will maintain Jaycee Drive before and after 

relocation.  Grades on Jaycee Drive will be determined during 

the Final Design Phase.   Vegetative screening or privacy fencing 

will be investigated during final design. 

5)   Preston Snedegar, 4928 Ridge Road 

He agreed with the need for additional lanes on 1-95.  How 

ever, he is concerned about being denied a noise barrier.  He would 

like to know more detail about costs and materials for wall 

construction. 

SHA RESPONSE: 

Alternate 2, the Build Alternate, will provide the additional 

lanes. 

The costs of an earth berm or a wall were not reasonable. 

The costs of wall-type noise barriers are figured at $27 a square 

foot, based on average costs of walls built recently by the SHA. 

See the Noise Quality section of this document for addtional 

information. 

6)   Paula Dernette Thompson, 12139 Eastern Avenue 

She was concerned about the extension of Maryland Route 43 to 

Eastern Avenue (Maryland Route 150). 

SHA RESPONSE: 

The District Engineer offered to discuss the project after the 

meeting as Maryland Route 43 Extended is a separate study. 
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7)  Bob Church, 612 Yorkshire Drive, Edgewood 

He is submitting a petition asking that Maryland Route 152 be 

expanded from Kemble Road, near Edgewood Arsenal to U.S. Route 1. 

The petition also includes a request to provide a northbound ramp 

from Maryland Route 152 to 1-95 to serve Edgewood, Joppa, 

Joppatowne, Maryland Route 7, and the Maryland Route 40 areas. 

He also asked if the expanson of Maryland Route 152 was 

considered. 

SHA RESPONSE: 

Alternate 2, the Build Alternate, would include ramps to and 

from the north on 1-95 at Maryland Route 152.  Maryland Route 152 is 

a separate study which is just beginning the Project Planning 

process. 

8) Herbert J. Hackey, 15818 East Avenue 

He wants a noise barrier where the ramp widening is proposed 

for the I-695/I-95 interchange. 

SHA RESPONSE: 

A barrier was not considered reasonable in this area.  This 

area will also be analyzed under the 1-695 widening study. 

9) Dr. Pullen, 1807 Jerusalem Road, Harford County.  Little 

Gunpowder Improvement Association. 

He stated that an interchange at Maryland Route 152 should 

not be constructed.  There is too much commuter traffic there 

now. 

SHA RESPONSE: 

The partial diamond interchange at 1-95 and Maryland Route 152 

would be completed as part of Alternate 2. 

10) Kathleen Kleinsraith, 1011 Old Mountain Road North, Little 

Gunpowder Association. 

She stated that the traffic figures showed low numbers  on 

the northbound movement to the I-95/Maryland Route 152 interchange. 
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She also suggested signing on 1-95 to notify people that if 

they get off at Maryland Route 152, they can't get back on the 

Interstate. 

She expressed concern about air quality and noise levels, and 

opposed widening Maryland Route 152 to serve traffic which will use 

a new incinerator. 

SHA RESPONSE: 

Projected traffic volumes to and from the north at Maryland 

Route 152 are relatively low compared to the volumes on the ramps to 

and from the south.  It is still desirable, however, to provide the 

new ramps in order to serve the needs of the individuals who 

currently must detour to Maryland Route 24 for these movements. 

If an alternate is not selected that adds these movements to 

the I-95/Maryland Route 152 interchange, citizens could request 

signing from the Maryland Transportation Authority, who administer 

this portion of the highway. 

The Air Quality analysis showed that under the Build Alter- 

nate and No-Build Alternate, there will not be any violation of 

State or National Air Quality Standards. 

A study of feasibility of earth berms and wall type noise 

barriers was completed.  The results of this study are found on 

p.III-7. 

The widening of Maryland Route 152 to serve other traffic needs 

is a separate Project Planning study. 

11)  Bill Whitehead, 1516 Clayton Road 

He felt that noise levels were already "unacceptably high".  He 

stated that since the noise studies were completed in the summer, 

noise levels would be even higher in the winter. 

^ 
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SHA  RESPONSE: VA\ 

Noise studies were completed.  The model used adjusts for time 

of year that noise is measured. 

• 
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:-        A'       Written Comments Received Subsequent to the Location/Design 
Public Hearing November 12, 1987, and ftasponses 



STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION jM 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENT^ ^   ^ 

Contract No. AW 897-101-072 
fr•» T «.     Interstate Route 95 Interstate ^%:>\s\%?r^ — M    _ 

p.m. ^-mzo 
<r-o 

PLEASE 
PRINT 

NAME —^^-^-^e^____DATE^4JIS 
ADDRESS       ^V/V       <^7   y^lg          ^        5 

CITY/TOWH.^^a: STATE /«fe. zlp C00£^jy^_ 
'/W. .I.h  ,0  ......  or ioquire  abou,  ,he ,o||owi[|a  aBpeet3  ^  th|spr<)|<e< 

^v„  ^^^    ^r^wh/ ^   *„„  ^   A,, ^ ^ ^ 
^y^ ^^#0 ^y <^t   ^ w r</o ^ ^ ^ MM < 

a"Pl9as» add my/our oamo<sl lo m. Mailing List.' dtT"^/1 

C3 Plaasa d.l.t, my/ou. namelsl l,ow ,n, Mtl||ng Us, —**** 

•Persons  who have received  a  conv  nf  fK;^   k.       Z • •   
on  the  project  Mailing List. brochure  through  the mail  are  already 
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Maryiand Department of Transportation ^nx^ 

^L    State High way A dministration ^ Kassoff 
Administrator 

April 27, 1988 

Re:  Contract No. AW 897-101-072 
Interstate Route 95 
Interstate Route 695 to 
Maryland Route 24 
PDMS No. 251036 

Mr. Vernon G. Adams 
5812 East Avenue 
Baltimore, Maryland  21206 

Dear Mr. Adams: 

Thank  you   for  your  comments   concerning  the  procosed 
SSrfcSS"   ^   "^   InterState  Route   SS/BaJtim^re  Bel^a tway 

Auaust^S   Tsll  betSLfT^11116 Were monit°"d  for noise  on August  18,   1987  between  1:25  p.m.   and  3:00 p.m.   for  a  period of 
approximately  10  minutes.     The  results  are  as  follows: 

Location Time Leg 

5832 East Avenue 1:28 n m <zi   -,   .>». 
5820 East Avenue i'.•  I'l' f1'2,   *** 
5816 East Avenue 2 00 p"m' «1 ^ 
5812 East Avenue 2:15 ?"m" H'? 2? 
5807 East Avenue 2;^ ^ «;! «A 

cons.dered^rr^pres^-tiee0^ IIV^   ^  ^^   • - 

If the ramp is not widened the noise level is expected to 

"veinwin ITll^llT^6  r"-2010-  With the widening ?he level will be 72 decibels.  A noise barrier would reduce the level 

and 870efeet l^na   IT^T^'   the barrier would ^ " feet hlgi S^ Inn   ^   g*     $27/square foot the cost comes to 
5234,900.  This square foot cost is hae^ «„    I    • 
noi^P uaii ^«tia«-».,,^«.^ ««•»,,    based on recent estimates for 
houses    const^"ion m Maryland.  The wall would protect 10 

,   Vlv telepnone numoer is (301)       333-6431 

383-7555 Baltimore Metro '-fel-oTsX^C   «Of'r0d Hear,n9 0r SDeecn 

707  North  Calvert   sf     Ba.t.mor- " ,"8?0"492-S062 Statewide  Toll Free • ci.    oi.,   oaiTimore.   Marvlann   oioni    />-.-. 
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Mr.   Vernon G.   Adams 
Page  Two 

list  of  cr^erirwhich^ust^r^'0 be C0^"uCted there  is  a 

XciS  i^  crite"-  that requires  tAe n^ Ea?t Avenue neighborhood decibels.      it,   however,   faiX  ?J.     e.n01Se  level   to  exceed  67 
majority of   the  homes  sionif L^nCrXteria which S*YS  that  the 
^ave  been buiit  before%\Trfo1aTwta1

s
y it'^tV*' *«*««* 

RoStH^;""**   •2J^PSJSJ BalS? SaU?y is  bei^ conducted Route   140  and  702.     This  studv Ittl       re  Beltway between Maryland 
to  the  interchange  at  the  XlLE ^I*-  additional modifications 
noise  barriers   in  the  vicinJtv S ***  Interst«e Route  95  and 
considered  as  part  of   that  stJdy " AVenUe Wil1  a^in b« 

--his  Project^pLa^I write^o^e^rp10118  0r  co^nts  concerning 
Stree.t.   Baltimore.   Maryland^^o^or^if^Ol^^^i^^^" 

Very  truly yours, 

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

by: ^jd^x ,_/.;<  M 

Sue Ellen White 
Project Manager 

IHE/SEW/ih 

cc:  Mr. c. Robert olsen 
Mr. Jack Moeller 
Mr. Charles Adams 
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H^?"1 
•3011 c250545 

November 20, 1987 

MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATTrw 
STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRITONP0RTATI0N 
-J^J West Joooa Road 
Brooklandville, Maryland 21022 

Attention:  Mr. C. Robert Olsen 

Gentlemen: 

Re:   Contract No.  AW 897-101-072 
Interstate Route 95 

hearing £15 on SS^S^^J f^^ location/design public 
to  Interstate  Route  95 as  rkfZllLaS    Z      Proposed improvements 
support  for the proposed widening of ? 2?%    thereby offer our 
as  described in the" project  liSfa^p    5*fS• I:695  to Route 24 
not be  the case,   we wish  S iiCerature- , Although we assume it vill 
modifications which Zoult reslrU^t^ ** 0^0st^ •y desi^U1 

vertical  alignment of the  future C^LVSl0*^ cr°"-section or 
under  1-95.     Campbell  Boulevard^.^P^3- B?iilevard as   it passes 
Town Center with  its  oresenr  f•     loc?ted ln  the White Ma?sh 
olanned  to  continj   tS ?Se  eas?    SSn^f •St 0f 1-95'     ^  is 

cne  east,   ultimately tying  into  Route 40. 

SoulevLnith^ou^L^*^* any details  concerning Campbell 
ciate  the opportunity  to  ^ew?Sr^CS-?^OCrd'   We W^ld aPP"- this  underpass. ' review the  specific  details  concerning 

BSC.III:jlr 

Ver^ truly yous^, 
<:.'J f / j 

Bruce  S.   C^be3TlII " 
Vice President  and Director 

of Land Development 

cc:   Mr.   Neil J.   Pedersen 
ilr.   John J.   Trenner-Baltimore  County 



Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

* 
Richard H. Trainor 
Sacrmary 

Hal Kassoff 
AdmmiMiaUM 

Re 

Mr. Bruce s. Campbell, III 
Vice President and Director 
Nottingham Village, Inc. 
100 West Pennsylvania Avenue 
Towson, Maryland  21204 

Dear Mr. Campbell: 

February 3, 1988 

Contract No. AW 897-101-072 
Interstate Route 95, 
Interstate Route 695 to 
Maryland Route 24  ^.**-. 
PDMS No. 251036   ^sglafc 

of Land Development 

-m. 

iterstSe Route'^^  ^^^  "kerning the widening of 

As part of this oroiecr  *>,« v, -^ 
K, „^__  ...  si2e o^tho'    •bridge over C^pbell Road will 

size of the opening now provided will remain 
be widened.  The 
essentially the same. 

aeta dl £vuo^ MrL^f'Sf!i?".«- -P-i"? ae sign 
Please contact Mr. Jack^oSfler6 wh^n?^ CamPbe11 Boulevard, 
project design, at 563-7190 l11 be in char9e of the 

by: 

cc:  Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Mr. Jack Moeller 
Mr. Earle S. Freedman 

Very truly yours, 

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

•^"   ^Vf-n WyJ/r 
Sue Ellen White 
Project Manager 

A2L 

My telephone number is (301)        333-fi4?X 

383-7555 Baltimore Metro 
70 7  North  CalvertSt 

•VE!Z!im ^'eo Hearing or Speech 
565-0451 O.C   Metro - 1-800-492-5062 Statewide Toll Free 
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Contract No. AW 897-101-072 "* S^S 
Interstate Route 95 

S1   O m 

PRINT 

from Interst"eSv'5F-"1- —«    - its PDMS   No.   251036 »"•      :3-*--i 

NAME ^^ g   ^Ae/ .^^^^L. 
ADDRESS    ±4/6      /T^IT* ^uf 

CTV/TOWN^SB^ STATH^S/ », coDE. T^^ 

^^^   /rr/f/    ^>wr<   ^r.y   ^..> ^;     W^T 

So. 
Jo. 

** «?— *~~ */-.   -h.   yf^ '"A—rr     7~xA   <* 
• Ple/se add my;ou. name(s) to ihe Mailing UtT.'?     "^-r*****- 
C~1  Pleasn   rlnlata   mw /^  '.    ~ " =^ V *+*£**&        frSsA*        ^^HiS, • Please deletemy/ourna-^7r^omtheMa.).naLi<!t^    ~^    ^^^     ^ 

-Persons  who have  received  a  copy  of  this   hrn^ ~^ ***/<?' T***   /j*ZS~. 
on   the project  Mailing  List. brochure  througyme  maj^^e  a^eaj^"*^ 
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February  3,   1 

Richard H. Traino 
Secrwtry 

Hal Kassoff 
Admininrator 
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Re: 

Contract 
Int 

No. 
estate Route   95, 

AW  897-101-072 

•••r- Michael c  *>„ , 
pDMS No. 25lol6 

avenue 
Baltimore, Maryl 

-•ear M>-  r^^ , 

and  21206 

Thank you for- ,, 
-Provenents to t^Tf comjnents concerns 

-ocess.        /  "^l be considered inB;itlJ?0« Beltwa' 
They wiVrK  aCe Route 95/Baihr  ProPosed 

7 "^l be considered in tiL0re Be:Lt^y n the aedsion making 

soate 

or r 
this 
p~opc 
-evel 
be sa 
and 
barr 
prcce 

s.as a result o^ ^C    ls a signif•.•--*  •  lt fro:n Che 
tisfiad befo'e a d?!A

pr?^ct, fSdiUona'/110"935 in n°ise 
sasibiiity cf \a ^=ter—nation is ^  criteria must also 

-  wners, and avaU^uf^-^^ ^^^r^ & ^ d 
The Type - _ ^ CUncla • 

~s£is~aZ   ^^ USes -long 2t!"SeS noisa abate-en* - 
-u^     a majority of SL   Stln9 highwavs   -   for noise 
-•ust exceed Federal Hoi,ff!Ptora "ithin ? rf0^

X1St:Ln^ n°ise 
and a majority of the «!„Ablltea«»t Cri?e?if^Jned Pro^ct area 

"^ haVe «i«.d Pri0r
etoPtChe

rS •3cp-'i«»c£;'t£:.t?r ^ USe' 
r* t.>, COnscruction of th! ?01fe levels 

•".c^:;::: oT^:^- - satisfied th 
the highwa- 

^  J•  T^^ood v.. /      ^^^ OWnerS --PP^d. -i-e Proposed nod-t'-•,-  •    ConsiderpH ,,-J 
Beltway Tnca^:'°

dl-lcations of th? r   Under ^^e TvCe T- „ 

:-stx,g interchan:" 
6^»tia». ^affL ^f^r7 of the  •0r- 

---r interstate =^.c: «-   
the Jaajorit" n? K "0t ^aiify unde- 

openec to traffic "^he n "^ ths Baltiior- 50^S Were "nst^-d 
-o rracways and cus ^f. P«rc.iasers of t^e hrt  

X"Way were built a^d 
--= related no-is* i   re horces were awa*--  -  5* u-se levels. aware or the 

38 3-7 5 5 5 Baltlmcr_e Metro 

MV telephone numberjs(30l) 

"Teletypewriter fnr i•.     . '     ~  
: »?.-045i ofS- Hear^or Soeec, 



6\ 
M>- M-i 

Page 2 ^^ C- "^ 

Very truly yours, 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Project Devel opment Division 

cc: Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. 

tv' 

C. Robert 

Id ^-/. 

fue Ellen White  
Project Manager 

«.ooert Olsen ^r,/^ 
Jack Moellar    (w/ln=oining; 
Anthony M. 
^sce Clay 
-Carles Adam; 

-apiz-i 



• 

Contract No.  Aw 89,.101. 

'»- I««3tatIent
R
eouStteat

6
e
95

,'°ta
[)
te„ " 

'•JU p.m. 3      x 

PLEASE 
PRINT ADDRESS 

-DATE,   /o/zy/a- 
NAME    —^^^11^-^^^.- 

CITY/TOWN    /•''^ 7Z 

/^/t c 

»|ect   Mailing  List brochure '^^^T^TlTTIIT^r 



•3*0/ 
%&K    ^"dDepartmentofrmsportation 
J!   >J    State Highway Administration 

3.    1338 

% 0 
Richard H. Trainer 
Secretary 

Hal Kassoff 
Admininrator 

-:r-a = r   '•:z-   «*  SS7-I01-07' 
--^crs-a-e  P.cuta  95, 
---"ersra-e  P.ouce  695  to 

?DMS   Mo.   251C36 
^-•   -ierberr   J.   Hack 
32-1^- Easc  Av"«nue 

Maryland 
Dear   Mr.   Hacke: 

1205 

-nu .«ank   you   fsr   vou^         fc 

c'=a  -..   ...a  decision mak: 
• 5rch.2nc = 

*.* — ^i 

•'^,'- s    c f. , _ .    ... 

-H-er.r   prcgrar.s.     These   a"-   C^f '  ^^   tWO   ^'P63  ^  r.cise 
^•:.:.f:•"-. dresses r. = r« -oac-'M7^ I  ^  T^e -•  7h« 
-I. ----"—.-. projects   -ro... fra.—8ated oy new cons- — — •= -„ 
:::" -"r--rs' "han signiiic^r"'-;*" '••~1*at:-0:i is considered ~^er 
-=? = «= Prc;ecr.  :f ther^ 's't sL^

3"3 result ««« thl    r 

.- .    -.    -.-.a =«*>*-  S:;?1?*" ""ease in r.cis- 
;Laf"-3:-5d isi=rs a d«ca--<:::."' *?— -"-^l criteria -us; »£., 

-..^ s/a__aai_i-v ^^ c :     'a«.>-«.»w.. ^^ -. pacted 

  -jps __ pr 
- and a:^::!f:! .noi.S£ asacarent for ncse 

--•— i- a r.sjcri-v .--• --_~"ZZ1Z"" •?1»;"-ways. E;cis-ing --^ 
""•-sc e:-: = eed Frd^^a • " ..„ T^Z ~ :^ --- ^ w-----.- a dafir-d —r- "--"-" 
and = -a <~~i — ZI- -;.' —se ^bace.T.anc Cri-a--a  -V: .C  -""- 

?-re2 

•• ""=   ----ec prior zz   r- .:^"'--? ^ Ch0Se noise : = "ei3 
" ""  c -cr* of cha highwav. 

_  *- tnese two criter-= a-o -=^- -• 
-"ectiveness of barrier'%^;:-  C*Srrea' the criteria of acc-^-s'-^-• --- -« _•     ' w-s-a, avail = -•! T --- ^- «  . --.-v., . cc ,.-.3 -.--^ •„        *-^.- or funds. ---= 

•••aj-r*- 0- Property owners are app--"-", 

7-= J;L~:_:;:1:hbc:hccd ^s considered - — •->- ,s  „ 

?!:""a:'' --'-—Hncs :-.'i::'".-.c-',:';::i
i:::er.st:ace Rcuca"95/Bar = i.T5r'a"' 

~::"er::-"s"::-  -'it r.rva i::iV-.'-Z'TZlff'? """3 capacity of the   ^*~ 
• i.. 

--*3 

 a--— -r. 
" •"- - ~ a j c: 

"o rr=- 

• = 5S r.= t qualify "under 
' - •"- c r". a s ><• s r e c— =--•.-. 
- =-=-tvay were cuil- = 
n :•-._= were aware c- -'- 

23 •>. 0. "! - T : = : 

Mvteieononenumoer ,S|30i) 

a,,.i_ Teletypewriter for l- Saltlmcre Metn  - 555 '" -0      To c    M« ""  Hearing  0r  S=«^ 
" ' ' -•r-i^.r.c   2r:o.1-n7iT 

Statewics  Tell ^r 



8\ 

:-2rir.in?  scud** 
•^cices   140   and   702! 

•.:?~;«y Administration also has a • 

"3isa -ic^a--".""- V0Ur -^^bcrhocd^'^L136^6^ Mary-^ . 
The r-su""- ^r*:-  d£r z'"'s  Ti'Pe I p-corC-**   c=nsidered fcr 

Very truly yours, 

-?3, i-oms 
Deputy Dira"---' 

" Development Division 
C'.. n S •- r n - 

?.ober -^ -a < 

-arles Ai« 



£ 

8619 Trumps Mill Road 
Baltimore, Maryland 21237 
December 16, 1987 

23   0 

*•   m 

Ms. Sue Ellen White 
Project Manager 
Project Development Division 
State Highway Administration 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 

Dear Ms. '.-.hite: 

^veiV^^SSS there 2" a P*1^ he^^ - 
Instate J5 whicT^SSc^"^^'^^? 24^ ^ I have 
request that you fcrwrd to m.lSr*.     ^ur name to contact.    I 
concemino tte proSS wSe^n^^ ilterature is available 
to be kept infoS^ftT?^9' -etC- / would ^^ much "te 
that n^ LTS1^3^^ ?SrSd0^ g"1 flL^^ 
as possible. that I ^ mfomed as much 

-uld^v^^^- - *.!«*of TOiceS ^ ^ 
unfortunate. "Jnsiaerea.    If this is true,  this is truly 

earUes^?S^to ^^ from ^ " «*• »»»»« »t your 

Very truly yours, 

iw: 752-4220) 





A 

0 
Mary/and Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

Richard H. Trainor 
S«crmry 

Hal Kassoff" 
Administrator 

Re: 

Ms 

February 3, 1988 

Contract No. AW 897-101-072 
Interstate Route 95, 
Interstate Route 695 to 
Maryland Route 24 
PDMS No. 251036 

.:,:* 
asiQ J q   llne L- Kelly 8619 Trumps Mill Road 
Baltimore, Maryland 21237 

Dear Ms. Kelly: 

Thank you for vnn*. - 
improvements to the ?n?er^f I  concerning the proposed 
interchange.  They will 11 Fl°Ute "/Baltimore Beltway 
Process.       ey W:Ll1 be consxdered in the decision! Eking 

abatement""grSf^^f^f^tion has two types of noise 

T^Pe I program addre,„;"0£: SjE," 
TyPe I and Type "" The 

or reconstruction projects01"XfflPac?a.created by new construction 
this program when signHicant 11 •e mxti^ati°n is considered under 
proposed project.  ll therf^  "^ 1JnPacts result from the 
levels as a result of tSfpro w/^i-iCant Crease in noise 
be satisfied before a deJeXinlS,;/"1^11-11 criteria must also 
and feasibility of barriers  ?h   " made on the reasonability 
barriers, cost effectlvenlss  ??!",««lud. effectiveness of the 
Property owners, and av^ii^hity^f Ju^ * W*iOTt*  0f ^^ 

fensi^Ie^^^J-J-, a        noise abatement for noise 

-evels at a majority of receo^r^ h^hways •  Existing noise 
just exceed Federal Noise AbatemL?1^111 a defined Pro3ect area 
I, d1.

a »*3«ity of the receptSrHvn Cr:Lteria' «or that land ule, 
»t have existed prior f^S'cSSSJ^^S: SS^r"1' 

If these tWO CT\*avi-,    __ 
effectiveness of barker  "ts5""^' th*  «it«ri« of 
acceptability to the majorUy of Trlll^MtY  0f funds' and 

ricy of property owners are applied. 

Be^L^?5^1^"^^^- oTthe^? •?ef ***  T^e"" Program. 
Beltway Interchange will not in^a   

rftate Route 95/Baltimore 
interchange, but move existina tlT^  the caPacity of the 
existing interchange  Your ^•   uffflc mov*  efficiently than the 
^e Type n program because ^Ji^?^-^ ^ n0t ^"^ "d^r 
after Interstate Route 95 and ?>, I  flty of hoines were constructed 
ToTo.T  traffic-  The P^chasers^'t^r! BeltWay -« ^il^^d 
^o roadways and the related noise levels.     Were aWare of the 

Mv telephone number is (301). 

38 3-7555 Baltimore Metro ^Jes^Tsi'n? ,^a'red Hear'n9 * Speech 
707  North   Calwort   <:•    "..•..   0,ro " 1-800-492-5062 Statnwirio  T^, 



sfb 
Ms^Jacqueline L. Kelly 

0 

However, the <?^a^« «• t. 
Planning study to widen Sf Tl  ^Ministration also has an „  • 

Very truly yours,   ..-;> 

Louis H. Ege/j'r"  '"*i^ 
Deputy Director 
Project Development Division 

by: ^u^JU^'tcJA^/z 
Sue Ellen White 
Project Manager 

Anthony M. Capizzi 
Pete Clay 

Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. Charles Adams 



# 

COnt"« "»• AH 897-101-072 
fro• interstate^out'e"^"! 5S 

PD^te»,o
695

25
t

1
o

03
,S'rVl«nd Route 24 

PLEASE 
PRINT 

NAME    K^/U/^   ft   I   ^J^ 

-ZIP CODE,3><3L^7 

-DATE 

I/We wish to comment or .n     • '  Z,P C0DE^1^ 
/fV~ •      w,. .„» Tonowino aape 

•Persons  who have received  a  coov  nt .K~ '  
on  the project Maiiing List. Py 0' ,h,S  brochure thTough  the ma.l are already" 



\&. 
•& 

MtuylandDepartmentofmnportmn 225 H Trai,",r 

State Highway Administration "«' *««»•>« 
Admini«tr«or 

February  3,   1988 

Re; 

Mr. William R. Lein 
8 609 Trumps Mill Road 
Baltimore, Maryland  21237 

Sear Mr. Lein: 

Thank you for your comments 

Contract No. AW 897-101-072 
Interstate Route 95, 
Interstate Route 695 to 
Maryland Route 24 
PDMS No. 251036 

-prcvements to the lateratat? » concerning the proposed 
interchange.  They win llllt^T^J^^1^0^  *•"».* ?roC6sf • e conside"d in the decision making 

-ace^t^^Sr^^f J^tration has two types of noise 
•/Pe I program addresses noise ilVLnr       TyPe I and TrPe "•  The 
or reconstruction projects  NoisH^ "^^ by new instruction 
this program when significant n^ff in^tl9ation is considered under 
Proposed project.  i? there L!   «»P«ets result from the 
levels as a result of the »«?.\s^nificant increase in noise 

ane
d
S"iSfied before « 2;.S2«ioa'?fitl;ni11 Criteria •* "-o 

and feasibility of barriers SiS " ?aJe on th« reasonability 
barriers, cost effectiveness £r* lnclude effectiveness of the 
Property owners, and avauSiinrS^d? a ^^"^ of i»P««.d 

sensi^e^d^s^rS/S-J- f?^ ab— for noise 
levels at a majority of JeceotoJ^ h^ways.  Existing noise 

If these two criter-ia =».» 
effectiveness of barrier  cJsts3^'^?-,the criteria of 
acceptability to the majori^y^f p^^f a^pp^d 

easting interchange.  Your 11x^1111° T?  efficiently than the 
the Type II program because ^Je ^  00d d0es not qualify under 
atter Interstate Route 95 an^ the B^-7 0f h0mes were constructed 
opened to traffic.  The puJchaseJs Dl^t  Bslt^  were built and 
^o roadways and the related no^e levels.      "^ aWare of the 

My telephone number is (301)  

383-7555 Baltimore Metro ^-^^IV^L '^Oalred Hearing or Soeech 



?age 2 *'   Lein 
& 

However  the "••• 

that 3tudy „U1 notpb
r:9

c
r::P1%%ru

r;t»'"" ^J.et. 
"*-AX cne fan of 

The stormwater nr-nM 
Storawater mana^   Proolein you cit»H u 

-.u.is oroject^n? any additional quests 

Very truly yours, 

Louis H. Ege, Jr 
Deputy Director 
r03eCt 0^«loi»«at Division 

S: SS0SL?-capi22i   :; 

"*.   Charles Adams 

by:   TA^^^D^I^UX 
Project Manager 



SnMJoEr!iIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS  AMn/QR COMMENTS 

Contract No. AW 897-101-072 

PDMS No. 251036 

b > 

PLEASE ^   , r        If) 
PRINT        ADDRESS     ill tfl^-f //^ „ „ . 

CITY/TOWN.   i^lli^Q,^ STATE_4IL 

-DATE 

^ 'gafS 
•^, 

-ZIP  CODF     3 13^^ 
"We .,.t ,0 coron,an, or |nqu|fe abo||| th9 ^^^^ ^^^^^ -^ 

^A^^p^^n n, ii i ..uu..:.iT^fi..,ii. ,,,T'M"", r 

lu^i 

P^^L    lu^H^^,,,,^ |||)i|/| <  
uopts 4^ sUUv.JJL „ 1.1 ^ Jrffnilll|r ^ ^  

v       ,.    .•^'M ti ftlr.4\h U HT,rrilf f \, An, „ ||i„),, 
^^WAilfnlUl^LjLj 4^u-^Mllff4,-_fvi'' 

Sun 

& •••as iflrvim»rtt.Lu ^n^ApP U|f|^ tf 

OM«.U:^UrtM^ii|kUc. 1^ fft^1 

cnlr.Jpd^ll^ 
1ijht»ii^-irt 

• P.ease de.ete my/our name(s) ff0m tJ^ma ^^H^ ^Uiffirr..   HVl1|jLo«f 

•Persons  who have received a copy of thi«  hro.: MP' J^''<,'rt'<^^0 ^^^ In ftlff PPfl.ir4*1 
on  the project Mailing List. brochure through  the mail'are a/ready^ 



MaiyiandDepamemofrnmspmmon *£%" Trai"or 

state Highway Administration H<" Ka««>« 
Admininrator 

April  27,   1988 

Re:     Contract No.  AW 897-101-072 
Interstate Route  95, 
Interstate Route 695  to 
Maryland Route 24 
PDMS  No.   251036 

Baltimore,   Maryland     21206 

Dear Mr.   and Mrs.   Mack: 

-ntsTtontheO?ntfe0rst:te RC^een9t5S/BCa0?t^nin9 the Proposed  ^ove- -uld  like  to  address  -0^t.  95/B ^^^-^eltwa^ inter change.     I 

Marn'^ Htlfll 11 llllllTll^Vl ^"S 0f  the  Bel^ to 
existing median.     The widening £ ?hi     *•"? d0ne Within  the 

Beltway  and southbound  mte^a^f &£?* 5SP2 ^TST 

-st is r tT^^nsrs^s^        — 
abatem

Te\%%^a
HLghW%y

he\
d:^r\

S^-n has two types of noise 

Type I program addresses noise imoactf ^ I and ^P6 "•  ^he 
or reconstruction project?  Noise militll?**• by new construction 
:his program when substantial noise imnfo^ " 

1S considered under 
proposea project.  if there is ! ll^laCtS1 

result fro» the 
revels as a result of the project noiifh"1 •increa" in noise 
considered.  Additional criterifmU-i  ,ba?rriers will be 
reasonability of barriers! ?hise includf ^  Satisfi^ as to the 
barriers, cost effectiveness^ I".S2J5eK

e«ectiveness of the 
property owners, and availabili?v oJ ? .by a maJority of impacted 
ity of the impacted homes were construSES ^ Whether the m«3or- 
roadway. were constructed before or after the 

The Type II program addresses mvi—  w 
sensitive land uses along exiltina MII*  

abateinent for noise 
levels at a majority of Receptors witSn^^ .Existing noise 
must exceed Federal Noise Ab^mlnt Cr, ? *•def ined Project area 
and a majority of the receptors m-rJin?"' f0r that land use' 
««« have existed prior toPtherScoenXsP

t
err
u

1
c

e^rof
th-: ^^1S 

383- 

Vly teieohorie number is (301)      332-fiA-i-\      

7 555 Baltimore Metro ^'Ss^'sfJc *Z*JiTe(i Hear'n9 or Soeech 
707   North   P.aiv...   o?1 °-C.-..MetrO  "   '-800-492-SnRo  c.—.... 



\A u 
Mr. and Mrs. Mack 
Page 2 

The criteria of &ff 

of   funds     and acceptabifuy^rthe mf?""'^'   COSts'   availability also  applied. cy  Co  the majority of  property owners are 

The Proposed^od^i^tions ZTlteTnL•**' the Type  " ^gram. 
Beltway Interchange will not  inclml*le"tate R°ute  95/Baltimore 
change,   but move existing traf??.•       th! caPacity of  the inter- 
existmg  interchange.     Your nf    wtT"  efficiently  than  the 
the Type  II progranlbeJuse  ^he^^f0?*" d0eS not ^alify under 
after  Interstate Route  95  LH  fv.     £0rity of ho,nes "ere  construL^ 
opened  to  traffic.     The L^ Baltin,ore Beltway were Suil? tH 
two  roadways  and  the^i^^f^^  Jf^ ^es weL  awaerebUo1fltthr 

Planning^tudy'to widen SehBartt•niniStration also ^as  an ongoina 
Routes  140  and  702.     Your neiai^^V61'"3* between Maryland      * 
noxse mitigation  under  the Tyle  ? nro^ Wl11 be considered for 
The  results  of   that  study vIllnotTeToLil**".??  that W*- iy88- De  co»Plete until  the  fall of 

If  you have  any addii--i««-.i 
this project,  pie^i «ruZ£L'*£'Zitta' or """at. ccncernino 
Street.   Mtiam.   ^l^J&X^^•**•^? 

Very  truly yours, 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Project Development Divisi on 

by: 

Sue Ellen White "  
Project Manager 

cc:  Mr. c. Robert Olsen r»/-i„ 
Mr. Charles Adams   (W/lncom^) 



SJMJOE
T
H,GHWAY ADMINISTRATION 

QUESTIONS AMn/QR COMMENTS 

Contract No. AW 897-101-072 
«r_   T       Interstate Route q«; 

\& 

J 
PLEASE 
PRINT        ADDRESS 

CITY/TOWN 

NAME    —)A£2t£* **te^7^»J -DATE. 

a^ C^-cis. 
 STATE. U O. 

.tin —o,w,c     —: ZIP coDE__rt±: 
•^^wish to cement or |nquire about t||> fo||ow.nfl aspects of ^ ^^^ 

^i5 
^^o^c 

rKj 

^J^-Z^V^r^: 

M-^UE 

^~r^<^^-r-  <~ 

<ZDl ^-^Qsr^/^c^ 

r?^ i^re^^r. 
^^^^   T"H"^ T"^^ 

^-OOi 

rfCP 

>, 

^^ Please add my/our name(s) to the Mailing List.* 

• Please delete my/our name(s» from the MaiwTl7; 
*o„, „ „„^     ... 1. _     i       .   '  

r^ l5^ r^- Of—^l^rff  i* 

•Persons  who have received  a  copy  of  thi*' 
on  the project  Mailing  List his   t irough  the mail  are already 



\» 
\£ 

MaiylaM'DepartmentofTmsportatmn 
State Highway Administration 

Richara M. irainor 
Secretary 

Hal Kassoff 
Administrator 

Re: 

February 3, 1338 

Contract No. AW 897-101-072 
Interstate Route S5 
5nterstat:e Route 695 to 
Maryland Route 24 
PDMS No. 251036 

5828^! !?rf- JaCk M«ston =828 East Avenue 
Baltimore, Maryland  21206 

Dear Mr- •*  ^s. Mars ton: 

Thank  you  for  vnn*.  - 
i.-nprovan,ents   to  the^nfers^fp   «n«•in9  the proposed 

decision making 

abate 
Type 
or r 
this 
prop. 
level 
be sa 
and f 
barri 
prcoe 

The State "ifh-j^t* >J • 
»« Prcr^?"?^1:;."J^n ^ «»o types of noise 

•j-ssSiS!^;:^".. sTi l^«^^^m 

-asiai^ty of barriers,  T^S- t^?^ OR the "asonabilitv ers, cost P^«--«,-        inesc include e^^^-r-r-: .»=«-    -^J-UV 

sens: 
1 2 V o 

Type z: program addressee -,„,• 

•tf these two cr* t-o*--; 
effectiveness of barrilr cllV^*^**'   the criteria of 
acceptability to the ^or^tt  HlH^1^  0f '"-d-. «d 

7 of property owners are applied. 

-e pr%^.TSi%rfc0.0?i0
W;: o%0nS.d^ «— ^e TyPe xx progra, 

aexeway interchange will not ^e.'s ['f^"8 ROUCe «/Bal"?o«- 
-t = rc-ar.ge, but move existinc ^=«   he caPaci = 7 cf the 

'he13-;'! :ecer=h*^e.  V^r ^i-S^i' S0;6 6ffici«"ly than the -.it     - /Oe        T    nr--vr*v. -, _    1. -L^»"*JOmoOCl    doe>c     n««- 1   •   - 

My telephone number is (301). 

383-7555 aammore Metro •*&•?££* ^Tra<1 Hefui"* " Soeech 
-—   Nr.;s   -J,.,orf    cT' U,-L',-..MetrO  "   1-800-492-5062 Statowi, 



?'age
a2d ""•   M«rs"'> 

• 

i983result3 o,  that study ^^oVKp^r^?? ^S^" 

Very  truly yours, 

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

by:    ^^UJ^Uh^tuAcJtL. 
fue Ellen whitS" 
Project Manager 

Mr. c. Robert mco„ / /• 
Mr. jack MoelUr    (w/lncoming) 
Mr. Anthony M. Capizzi   - 
-r. Pete clay 
Mr. Charles Adams 

cc: Mr 
Mr 
Mr 



SJMJOE
T
H,GHWAY ADMINISTRATION 

QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMPMTQ ^ 0 

Contract No.   AW 897-101-072 *" 2^3 
fr-««  T  ^             xnterstate Route 95   ^r-Q 

b^ 

tk^c r^. A^^^XW NAME    _J  
 DATE. /ilv(n 

PmNT86    ADDRESS 5^3^      £j^        A«C  

CTV/TOWNJ^ STAT.   ^ 00DEJ.ft.0(. 
./We .,.>.. coromen, or inq boul t[|9 ^^^^ ^^^ ^ „„„,„,..„ 

-•U,J   'A'C.7    "  ^^^   '^^-^    rr •' A    /ii/w*     - 

^  7—L-7: C—^ h<5     Zrca.'-,   n       ?r    (^.xr^ 

^^ ^^^ A-^ro,     ^.^     .^^    jg^^^ /.^   ^ 
^ >   » ^^ •  

^   ^Lr    ^   L^^C/I     O/^AJC    TThJ-   ^w-r^c^'- 

7F—^""'^^    77TAr    jo^f?,^    jjitf^    ji    ^ fag 

AT"    •/#</    L+CA<77.J > 

• Please delete my/our namets) from the MI^77~7 

Please add my/our name(s) to the Mailing List.* 

•Persons  who have received a  coov of thi*   K.     ^  —  
on  the project Mailing List. brochure through  the mail are already 



& 

Maryland Department of Transportation 
Richard H. Trainor 
Sacmary 

State Highway Administration 2122? 

February 3, 1988 

^e:  Contract No. AW 897-101-072 
Interstate Route 95, 
Interstate Route 695 to 
Maryland Route 24 
PDMS No. 251036 

Mr. George M. Mullaney 
5830 East Avenue 
Baltimore, Maryland  21206 

Dear Mr. Mullaney: 

aharp^nr
State Highway Administration has two types of noise 

abatement programs.  These are known as Type I £d Type 11       The 

oJp;.«s;s5Si,:2d«:jnt:
noi':inpacts cr^ted by -wp:ons;ruction 

this nroo• llll  pro:,e=ts-  Noise litigation is considered under 
tnis program when significant noise imnacts result- fr-o•, .-»,«. proposed nro-ierr   TF «->,Q^„ • *w-,-aT impacts result rrom the 
levels as a resui- l*  S   1S a S19nificant increase in noise 
be satisfied llfnL       Tt  pro:>ect>   additional criteria must also 
aSd fiiliM?^  JV d?terminati°n is made on the reasonability 
barriers  cost^fL^16"-  TheSe include effectiveness of  III 

^rpe:ty'o^s
ef^r^nbiinropr?^y a majority of impacted 

If these two criteria are satisfied, the criteria of 

after Interstate Ronr^ QC; = ^ Zu 3 f y of homes we^e constructed 
osaned ?o t•?«cf "S.'^.S;,^""" ''""T "•« built and 
two roadways and the related nllll   UvS^.     "ere *"*'*  0f Che 

My telephone number is (301). 

383-7555 Baltimore Metro^'^T'l^no ,mPalr«d H««"ns or Speech 



rf> 

Mr. George M. Mullaney 
Page 2 

However, the ^t-at-o u • ,_ 
Planning study to widen S? ?*? Ad:nin"tration also has an •  • 
routes 140 anJ 702  ?our ne^h^K^ Be:LtWay *e£ween 5aryland0in9 
noase mitigation under the Tyle   rT^  Wil1 be ^nsidere^for 
- -suits of that study ^^^^^  ^^T' 

you have anv aH/^-; •-• 
this project. pieaJ write ^.^"o"0115 or «»>»nt. concernlna 

Very truly yours, 

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

A - 
cc:  Mr. c 

Mr.'   Sic^SSJiS"11   ^^-olag, 

by:   —Jin Ur,. 7/;/ jfr 
~uc Lllen White    '""^ 
Project Manager 

Mr 
Mr 

Anthony M. Capizzi 
Pete Clay 

Mr. Charles Adams 



SnMc^!QHWAY ^MINISTRATION '     ' ^ QUESTIONS AMn/QR COMMENTS 

Contract  No.   AW  897-101-:072 
*>        T Interstate Route  <}«; 
fro.  int.„t.t. Hout. 6,5 Z'toVyUna Route 24 

PDMS  No.   251036 

rnursday,   November  12,   1987  -  7:30 p.m. 

NAME  &es-t»u     £.    ZAJG-Q^Ae      nATg   U-Z-V? 

^N
A
T

SE    ADDRESS Vf £ g        R I^fT &p 

CITY/TOWN S/i L.TO CTATC      yM75 ^ ,^ ^ T  STATE—aOJ^. ZIP coozcZlcLSs 
l/We wish to comment or inauire about »•,„ ««,II^    • 
— inquire aoout the following aspects of this project: 

UI}  Please  add my/our  name(s) to  the Mailing  List.* 

CD Please  delete my/our name(s) fr< om  the Mailing  List. 

'Persons  who have received  a  coov  of  thi*  hm^K r^ —  
on   the project  Mailing  List. brochure  through .the mail  are already 



f\ 
^ 

November 9, 1987 

°° you project an e«r imn.sint ^^ of ^^ ^ ^ ^   |S 

njjtu*, o( our co^nitie, Sou», prableaa „.„ ^^y^ on ^ |   2^3 

<r-o 
— "orn 

3 B^^^^i^z hs ^s: as* 

boa, or trade ,„„, t^-^^rsr^ssj;t,Mre a —^ 

fear^g as a rosuU of the incrL^ r„:d
ri^ue7

niShed "''^ '" 

7-  A new church is now beinu builf «« «: 
acres of trees had to be cfeaied Ll'lt8  that fr0nt 0n I-9S-  «w (5) 
tract of land was cleared of trees, "oujj t^  ^ ^  after th« 
the current noise study? ld this ,naJor chan8e invalidate 

re^tudSdf11 lt ^^ f0r the "- —rate sound study? win it be 

9-  If a sound barrier wall is not built will tho 
property tax decrease because of the Toss ITflTT^ VBCeiVB *  dramatic 
thexr respective properties? ee and "interrupted use of 

10- ^^^^/rsii-srs fireach Ho— *• —1 
challenge their property^cces^•?     OW '**  individu^ Homeowner to 

11. How much Revenue is proiected fr, h^ 
increase on gasoline? 'is this pool'of8  ^ "* U  a 8ailon tax 

used for road construction a^d ^intenance^  ^ theSe taX inCrease to be 

Si "Sr/sa ssrSrSETiis bthe iow side' -d—d ^ 
available funds  and traffic noise  ITT        f1" Wail-     ^ State Ro^s has 
Now isn't  it the perfect  time to build^6    ^ T C•ti•»UY increase? 
as well as the present? lld a SOUnd barrier WH for the future 

8. 

12. 



^ 

14. What are all of tho f 
sound barrier wall?    " "" """ '"eKrf* our coiramlt, from receiving a 

foot a„d for Une„ fooJ 'SrS^S.I-SS - "-^ -* '- ^uar. 

16- Was the contract for the e*i*t-i 
bidding? e~st"* sound barrier walls open for competitive 

17. Have all alternatives for a !*«« 
explored? a xess expensive sound barrier wall been 

13. Will you review a ~..~i • • 

-11 that ! ZeMZZ?** d"iCT "- ' -* «— costs souna bmi„ 

:»• - Ions will lt Uke „„ ,„ ecBplu the ^^ ^ ^ ^^ 

-0. can we obtain signatures of reeisterorf  . 
vt.. or is that specificau/a^^-^- -d bVin*  this i-— to a 

21. I take objection to your State Rrt-H«. 
the increase in noise" direc^ reUted"•6^ """ yOU are on»  considering 
1-95.  it should be noted that most of the   f*Pans«n of one lane of  ^ 

inlr•      " ^  bUilt-  »••• residents Jadrf8ldentS Were livin8 here long increasing noise level.        siaents had to contend with an ever 

Now, they are told by the stafe D ^ 
percent increase in noise dS£tKf r/TJ"100 that 0nLy  a "rtain 
can be addressed.        direCtiy attributed to the one lane expansion 

Can the State work with t-h* 
solve everyones Proble^.^^f^0!^ «:reative solution that can 
liaison person? n0 from the state will be assigned as the 

Sincerely, 

Preston R. Snedegar   ' 



1^ 
UaiytandDepamentofTiaasponatmn !SS H Traino 

State Highway Administration H<" »««>« 
A*nim«faioi if 

!?o;o
PreSton R- Snedegar 

4928 Ridge Road 
Baltimore, Maryland  21237 

Dear Mr. Snedegar: 

April 28, 1988 

Re:  Contract No. AW 897-101-072 
Interstate Route 95 from 
interstate Route 695 to 
Maryland Route 24 
PDMS No. 251036 

Thank you for vour mmr***-.* 

terstate Routed.  Incl^d^^^his^L^8 PrOPOSed Wideni^ 
uestions you raised. hls let*e*  are responses to 

of In    .___  ^ 

the questions you"raised. 

Traffic on Interstate Route Q* •;» 
increase.  As long as people choo!! I     •«P«eted to continue to 
automobiles, trucking remains as a J? CO"m*t*  in private 

goods and development continue" JrJJJ"*7.??"1- of transporting 
Interstate Route 95 is the mos?'i^ ff1C Wl11 in«ease.       9 

south travel on the east coast? linPOrtant ^cility serving north/ 

Noise monitoring was rrmw,,.,* J • 
during the daylight hours.  ?he moni^ rour.area on June 23, 1987, 
20 mxnute period between 9:00 a m  and^^n13 ^^^  done for a 
these hours has a higher mix of *?;,.^   00 V>'m-     T«ffic during 
taken by an individual trained in a??8'  The meas^ements were ' 
analysis and was completed in accordL^6"3 0f hi^way noise 
^ection 3 of the Federal Highwav Admfnf%Wlth ^^^  7' ChaPter 7, 
Program Manual. -^gnway Administration Federal-Aid 

According to the noise model  t-h 
measurable difference in the predict" 1S not exPected to be any 
No-Build and Build Alternates  Thu«  noiseRevels between the * 
expected to increase signifJcanJv in   f8 leVels are not 
median. ^ffnificantly when the road is widened in the 

If you could provide us with * ma« u  • 
that was cleared and the date the clIIV  ,'lnff the 5 acre area 
review the noise readings taken f^f^9 Was done' ^  will 
study results would be different unHWll\eValuate Mhethe itrerent under the current condi 

r the 
onditions. 

•My telephone number is 001)       333-6431 

383-7555 Ba.tlmore Metro ^'JeWStVc ^T'** Hear'n9 or s°eecn 
707 North  r,!,.^.. "?' ^r Metro - i-800-492-«;nRo . 



Mr. Snedegar 
Page 2 

Propel f^^Sr S^i^'^"^* inVOlVed "ith 
be directed to the tax a«.-.i   regarding property values should 

the noise analyst uSlTeTrolltli"*'     "^ reqUeSt' a COpy of 

order"to^Lra  SSiSTnSaJSrSY  ^  area-     "—'   ia 
••neet a list of reasonabilitv ^JJ^0^00*1 or group of homes must 
the criteria regarding the nois« ^ J0^ ne^hb^hood meets 
however, it fails the crit^n*     !1 being above 67 ^cibels; 
the Build versus the^-B^ild sltu^ion9 aT^

decibel increase of 
area is expected to be the same witJ ^ J?! n01S?  leVel in your 
lane, in the year 2015  Your S^JS K  Without the additional 
regarding the cost of the barrier^n^^ alSO failS th* ^^rxa 
per affected residence  in JM! bein9 no more than $40,000.00 

wall would be Sl^^oioo^er^sid^ci!16 COSt With a berm or 

If your neighborhood was to meet- an «* «-*. 
would then consider the eon.?•-meet*11  of these criteria, we 
Barriers would only be construct^0 V"* 0f eaCh 0f the homes • 
homes existed bef ore the roll 111  K f,! ma^rity **   the impacted 
also be considereSare whether the h^'-  0ther itemS which would 

affected residences and ^Sr^nSrS^SLlTf'Sr""" " the :nstruction. 

of ..Smrs^rs^s.s ToirT^Tof severai ^*° height being 22 feet   Barrf lit' h  ?  ^^etal.  The maximum 
visual intrusions  The construction^^ that are considered 
competitive bidding and we are olln\°     barr"rs is °Pen  for 
barriers if they are effectfvf ?J  5°  considering less expensive 
cost of the barkers6 J^rSSlS/SriSJ^t.^ —** 

xnvestijatf ^L^Ls'ibilitv6"1^' l  "^ WaS -"ducted to 
= onjunc?ion with nJise walls to^Structi^  ea"h berms in 
-ere reduced, the cost per  resid^f6" the C?St"  Though the costs criteria P   residence was still above the State 

tf 



^M 
Mr.   Snedegar 
Page   3 

We  would  be  willing  to  review  th-  ««4 
designed.     You  should providlvour ^e.noise barrier you 
Chief   of   the Bureau  of  Landscape L.h^V0 Mr'   Charles  Adans' 
Jopp.  Road,   BrooklandviUe    dryland  2102^"' ^'   2323 W*St 

f.irl^ri'SJJiirl TllnlTll1^**  SO  that We -*«  determine 
resources.      If   yo"have   sDefiJ^COnStrUCted With  our  li-ited 
should  contact Mr.   Adams  It  321-3Ml!tlOM  abOUt  the  policy'   *<>* 

We  will  be  happy  to work with you  to  resolve  any problems. 

Very  truly yours. 

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

by: 

Sue Ellen White 
Project Manager 

LHE/SEW/ih 

cc:  Mr. C. Robert Olsen 
Mr. Charles Adams 
Ms. Cynthia Simpson 



STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 4 

^      m 
Contract  No.   AW 897-101-072 Sm5 

fron,   rnterstate^Ro^^S^t^Marll     H P ^   ^fi 
PDMS   No     251036 ^^  ^"^   2*   .        2     ^Jg 

ThurSdavat»0n/D!Si9n  Public  Hearing *    ^""^ Thursday,   November  12,   1987  -   7:30  p.m. ^        fj 

NAME      Nottingham  Improvement Association. In^^       Nov. 19,198? 
PLEASE 
PRINT ADDRESS '-226   -avpny/onri   Rri . P^lto . "ri .        21237 

c,TY/TowN_Jiito, STATEJH: Z.P COD.    21237 

•/We w.sh to comment or inquire about the fCowing aspects of this project: 

 ••ottingham  Village  is  located  east  of I-95tbetween the  south 

-re-   -- -he   v/hj-e^r^  Run  ?nri   ?t  7.north of ^ings  Cour^nri  ^±M 

••    -r-e   .reposed  Campbellls  Blvd.The  drainage  from  I-QS   in'' f^TT^l  

::resenx 
-ed off bv cur stream,which is grnssly inadequate tn hanHiQ the 

^QW.^  -   rPsnlt.n.^ng any    ,„.,,„ ril<w  ^,  ^p^^-  ^  T||| 

.lower  end  cf the   yinflge are   flonrio^ 

The   present  culvert  under  Rt  »  o.nnn.  H-HI.  ^  r^, ,,„ , 
Ponaing ta.es  place  before  the  ^v rises ^  f1nWB  _. p,    , 

-   .omecv.r.ers   ,n  cur area are  very concerned that  this  wideninr^^t 

e   -sr.dlrd   -rccerlv and  »nt  SHH 

•n    .-:-.-'c   :curt   rnare   :ur proble.-n     and  < 
o   our  Problems. A number  cf homeowner 

encems. 

(Z^^ 

CU  Please add my/our name(s) to  the Mailing List.* ' "  

(U Please delete my/our name(s) from  the Mailing List. " ~ 

"Persons  who have received  a  coov  of  fhic   *.~^ TZ " —— 
on  the  project  Mailing  List. brochure  througn  the mail  are  already 



Maryland Department ofTransportamn 
State Highway Administration 

A ^ 

Richard H. Trainor 
Sacratary 

Hal Kassoff 
Administrator 

February  10,   1988 

RE:     Contract No.   AW 897-101-072 
Interstate Route  95 
Interstate Route 695  to 
Maryland Route 24 
PDMS  No.   251036 

Nortti„gh
G
ain

T^r
e-e^^sident _ 

9226 Ravenwood Road   A"°c«tion. Inc. 
Baltimore, Maryland 21237 

2ear Mr. Turner: 

'Thank you for your latt-o*. „ 
near Nottingham Village.  As parrof^H^^, flood^ Problems 
Jill address the effects of additioJ.i I  ^ deSi9n phase "* 
widening of Interstate Route 95       drainage due to the 

Please contact^r^^ck^T ?Uestions concerning this subiec- 
is Director of Engine-rina \l*VJt*   (301, ^-^.     Mr? MoeUer 
Authority.  He is^esponsibirfll*^1•*  Transportation  ^ pro^ct. P nsible for the fmal design phase of the 

LHE:SEW:ds 
= =••  Mr. C. Robert oisen 

Mr. Jack Hoeller 
Mr. James .-:. Gatley 

Very truly yours. 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Project Development Divisi 

Sue Ellen White   ;  
Project Manager 

(W/Attach.) 

on 

383- 

•Vv telephone number ,5 .3011 323-1139 

S5  3al,lmcre Metro ""-'^sTslV-   M""" H9armg 0r Soe^ 



'ft 

b.   Correspondence from Elected Otficiais 



JOSCPII LUTZ 
• »«»OH0CQLMTr 

MrMftPW 

MUI6 

*^«#« 

HOUSE OF DELEGATES 
ANNAHOUS. MARYLAND 2!40I 1991 

HANrono COUNTIT Omcc AOORCSS: 

BEL AIR. MAWyVANDCtQI* 

October 15, 1987 

ANNAKK-W Orncs: 
Jio Hou^t OF oataan* mm*— 
ANNAPOLIS MAWVLAMO ai40l-«9a< 

•ALTIMOMC AMA AAI.SM* 

WaSMlMCTON AMCA ••»»•• 

Mr.   ChdflHs*   R.   Oloen 
Metropolitan   Diatuict   Engineer 
2 3 2.1   W.   Joppa   Road 
uroofclanclvll^Le,   Maryland   21022 

attend  But  w.nwd " aaiu• you'tnlt ?'(„? °"un"e!V'   """^  « you   cnat   1   fully  support   the   project. 

Please   call   on  me   if   T   can   be  of   any  nasistonce. 

SlinrQr* 

foe   l.utz        / ^ 
Vicf-Chali^Jn 
Kconomic  Matters  Commltteo 

Jl.ikC 



C.   Corraapondence From Government Ayonclea 



<^ 

»• 

3" 
(_ u. _ 
CJ -i.  .   . 

—> C J - 
O _J - ' 
tn UJ "~ 
a. >. t-~i 

^>      UN,TED STATES ENV.HONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

1532 * REGION III 
11 •««»•' / 

841 Chastnut Building 
Philadelphia. Pennayivania 19107 

Environmental  Management 

/07 North Calvert  Street 
Baltimore,   Maryland     21203-0717 

Re:     Interstate  Route  95 from 
Interstate  Route 695 to MH D~ -     *. 

"" co MD Route 24    (88-12-253) 
Daar Ma.  Slmpaom 

In accordance with tha  UMH 
•nd  auction 309 of  the  Clean  AJJ0?*.   E"vlron"«ntal   Policy Act  (NEPA) 

•*th tna approi,oh OMUUM JoJ Inalwl «*  !,ro^"'    Wu era -aUaneH 
-u«ie.t,  hoover,  chat  fSuc! glJ'JUJS *" ,,MI,AUy  +'«Ha^.,    Wa 
vahlcle .u.. tr.v.llKl „ a r.." t o? tJa^Jr^T^ i'ui: **' L»"""* 

Thtnk you for Including EPA In M,. 
report.     Should  you hay. .»? ,". Jj"*•"}* ""^nation of thl. 
a.al.tance,  pie.ae contact Lvnn  9    I 1*1    lf "• C*0 be of  father 
•t   215/597-7336 or 597-^5 ^'tl^:0 " ^^ *'   ^""^ 

Sincerely, 

'^^ 

iffrey M.  Alper,   Chiet 
NBPA Compliance  Section 



United States Department of the Interior 

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
DIVISION OF ECOLOGICAL SERVICES 

1S25 VIRGINIA STREET 
ANNAPOLIS, MARYLAND 21401 

September 3, 1987 

Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson 
Chief, Environmental Management 
Maryland Department of Transportation 
?. 0. Box 717 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Maryland  21203-0717 

Dear Ms. Simpson: 

This responds to your recent requests for information on the presence of 
"ederally listed endangered or threatened species within the following 
project areas: 

DDMS No. Project County 

132059 MD Rt. 32 relocation Howard 
032119 MD Rt. 43 ext'n from 1-95 

to Rt. 150 
Baltimore 

042035 MD Rt. 4/260 interchange 
improvements 

Calvert 

251036 1-95 widening Baltimore 

F.xcept for occasional transient individuals, no Federally listed or pro- 
posed endangered or threatened species are known to exist in the project 
impact areas. Therefore, no Biological Assessment or further Section 7 
Consultation is required with the Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS).  Should 
project plans change, or if additional information on the distribution of 
listed or proposed species becomes available, this determination may be 
reconsidered. 

This response relates only to endangered species under our jurisdiction. 
It does not address other FWS concerns under the Fish and Wildlife 
Coordination Act or other legislation. 

Thank you for your interest in endangered species.  If you have any 
questions or need further assistance, please contact Judy Jacobs of our 
Endangered Species staff at (301) 269-5448. 

Sincerely yours, 

o. \' -w-— 
U^Glenn Kinser 

Supervisor 
Annapolis  Field Office 



.^«R•ENT  OF  THE  A«MY -^T,M0«    o,.T„,CT.    c«,„    or    •H„H«..(, 
'O.    •<>•    171* 

•Al.r,MOW.    MA^TCANO    a.203,7., 

««•. N.U j. P.d,ri.n &     . rn^ 

H.O. Box 717 ^  •"•"'•Jt5i 
Baltimore, Maryland 21203-071? 3  r -? 

- '—« 
0«dr  Mr.   Petereen: 3 

"•f^rencB your  rsauaat  t 

lh. c0mm.nt« provia.o b.loW .dd?.!. thl c    
Ulaor- County'  ^rUnd. 

-r... ur  concrn,   includln, JlrlS .i?.S!,W of En«»n«T« (Corp.) 
-nd/or  propo..d Corp. proj.ct.    JfJ?  lndlrMt   l«Mct. on .xl.tln, 
—u r.quir...nt. und.r

J;.c-;0;1- 07
l21cSSrS.K'2{;1- - 

-rrect^%;
rthrw;ri

-diMrlJ.Jr?n0J!;i 5?rpVproJ«ct- "Mi would b. 
propo.M •xp.n.lon of I-95 Jill u-I^    In •*""«">. iinc. th. 
«.r.n Kun, ch.r. wU1 t,. no .^ * Sf'ZX*** ^^  <" 

tnco water, of th. United SUt-J inlZ\V   f111 Cr Hp"d«« "*•"« 
'he conetructlon of ttny .torSlJir S   * "'""• mlM  w«l*nd.. for 
structure- ...oci.t.d with th. „I '! J"**"11 0r ••«"••'" control 
—... ir lnvolv#df atioxlU

th
bl  ^^^J-".  W.te,. ot the United 

•"-ue oy the Cgrp..  In .ddltloi|  "
n,-t*f for '••vle'' *nd veriricaiion 

•*a. co the Corp..  The li.t ^'J" :,,P"MtlOB tor  P-«it —t be 
omer of preference, ahould illcl^

r^"r "MM—nt practice., in 
structure, on upland, a. . prlorUy itll     1 *•*•«"<>»  ^d detention 
retention in water, or the u.iitid ZtT!      ^rmm^r  retention and 
0-partment of the Army p.r.U. .houllZ!'-.  ' qU"tlon- regardln, 

1- - BaltUpr. Oi.trlct •H-U^.^Tli^J.^, '"^ "•'- 

If you have any other au..»<  

Sincerely, 

RECEIVED JmmrdM*^ 
DEC iia 198'/ Jame. F. Johneon 

-hiaf. Planning Div-aion 
liluivJj... i, ,1,1   ut 



Aniwpoiji, Maryland 21401 

..en 

Williwn Uoiiajj Schwfer 
(jo</ernor 

September 16,   1987 

—.   ^r-o 

Torrey rTBrown.^Cf.U 

D«naid E. MacLaimhla,, 
Dirtcior 

Mr. Loula Ege, Jr. 
Dapucy Director 
Md oapc of Transportation 
707 ^rch Calv.rt straat 
Baltlnora, MD 21203-0717 

Dear Mr. Ege: 

RBi Contract No. AW «»7-iui-072 
Intar.tate Rt. 95 from Inter- 
««a Rt. 695 to Md. Rt. 24- 
Wldanlng PDMS No. 251036 

We have completed oart «f « 

M- .P.CU. x. th. „«.„' J-, -«.» no J2-JJJJ.-- i 

Ue •"""" P1"" «»• »• . C.U «"&i776f yOU ,'*v• "J- 1«"tl«. re8.r<.l„8 

Sincerely, 

JB:emp 

J^mea flurtla, Jr. 
•alstant Director 

cc:  Boone 
Therres 

• 
Telephone: 

DNR T^faM^rsi^isr 



William linimW Sctmdcr 

Mr. i.Quia Ega, jr, 
Dapucy Diraccor 

MU Dapartmenc of Tran.portation 
707 North Calvart Streat 
Ualtimore, MO 21203-0717 

Dear  Mr.   Ege: 

Sepcember 25,   1987 

KE:  Contract  No.  AW B97-101-U72 
Interatate  Kt.   95   from   later- 
state  Rt.   695  to Mrt.   |<t.   2A 
Widening - HUMS No.  251036 

Sincerely, 

/^co/ 

nea  Burtls,   Jr.   /J/<&+,1 
islatant  Director" 

Jli :einp 

cc:   boone 

Telephone:  
DNR

 ^v^TB^r^r^r^r 



.MARYLAND 
HISTORICAL WiliaaDtMUSAMfe 

TRUST 
Octobei 23, 1987 

Ms. Cynchia Simpson. Chief 
tnvironmencal Managemenc 

Maryland Dap.rcmant of Tranaporcation 
Stac. Highway Admlniatration 
f.O.   flox 717 
707 North Calvarc Straac 
Ualtluwra, M«ryi«ua ^1203-0717 

Jtawefa* H. Roto, 
S***lDHCD 

3 
—i 

Mi    Contract No.  AW 897-101-072 
Intaratata Route 95 from 
Interstate  Route  695   to 
MaryiaiiU   Route   24 
i'OMS No.   251036 

Dear Ma.   Slmpaon: 

Thank you for vour  lar^a*    r « 
Pr«j.ct.    Out offic. conol^chlf tt '*• "87 """^-S <>» •>>•>*—:.t.,.nc.i 
cur.. 1M.c.. „ th. .r..";:/^,^;•".• ."j^ir^p"""" "-^""-- 

Your cooperation la appreciated. 

CJA/AHL/jJa 

cc; Ma. May C. Robinson 
Mr. Paul McKean 

Sallie Van Renaaelaar 
Charles Montgomery 
Rita Suffneas 
Paul Wectlaufer 

Ms. 
Mr. 
Ma. 
Mr. 

Sincerely, 

George J. Andreve 

Of^r ^p1^ and CofflPila«« Admlniatrator 
Office of Preaervatlon Services 

M^rW 2|«N (3«)«7M450. 757-9000 
•». 1117 Rik*. H^WR Anpu. M«^d 21012 



MARYLAND 
HISTORICAL 

w .iMrMri 

(jiMemur 

nrrT 
^•••t1 J. KimUi E.M. 

TRUST 
August 28,  1987 

Jr. Mr. LouU H. age. 
Deputy Directxxr 
Proj«ict Developnent Diviaion 
btate Highway Attainiatration 
70 / North Calvart Stxeot 
fcalUmore, Maryi««l   21203-0717 

o^ 

o 

o 

— i n 3ti 
• i " o 

'"-.i.-n 

REj C3Qntract NO. AW 897-101-072 
M5 fran 1-695 to MD Rt. 43 
POMS No.  251036 
Baltimore Qounty, Maryi*^ 

Dear Mr. Bge- 

Ihis offioe has review«i «v» aK^-, ^ 
archaologioal raaouraJT^ow oSS^^!^ pi:0ject for effecta to 
addition, within tha exiat^ Jij2^'<^S!!,Ctl0n of Uie Proposed Un 
no ««aot 14100 Mignifioant McftEmiaS MLSSr•^0"^ P^iect will hav* 
invaBtigation. «. ^ warrSSTS SL'^SSLr ^^e' »«*"»<**" 

Sincerely, 

Richard B. 'fluyhefl 
Chief Actainiatxator, 
Archeological PrograiiB 
Office of Managonent and Planning 

HBfVBCB/tmc 
oc:    Dr. Jooepii Hbpkina 

Mr. Tylex Baatian 
Ma. May c. Rdainaon 
Mr. Paul McKean 

• uEc 

•aaporair AddMM; AIHU Villas P 



ofaakt^ 
i . 5 '0 • v^l 

^/ /" 

**«* COM *,    .^ ^'^ 2,20' 
WNIlMH OOMM . 

QoMMnor 

M-. Cynthia o. Slmp.on. chl.* 
Environa.nt.i Man.J..^  ^ 

a*ltlaor«< Maryland  21202 

RE j 

Sacrainry 

Docembar   22,    1987 

310 

Intaratata Routa 95 
Contract No. AW 897-101-472 
jroa intaratata Routa ^^to 
Maryland Routa 24 
P.O.M.S. No. 251036 

D««r Ma. simpaom 

I hava raviawad tha «ir i« 
propo.ad improvaaant. of ?„!.«?*!' *nalyflifl P«rformad for tha 
-net Maryland Routa 24 J. iUrf:'"'  95 b«—« Maryland Rout! 
concluaiona. iB ••^"•or. County and concJ ^^h Itl 

Given the expected i 
region, the Dapartaant b.^JJI'ti" tr;"lc P'-ict.d for the 
,he beSt dlr ^-lity for t^ "."" the bUild -It-mat. will yiaK 

Thank you for I-K- 

Sincerely, 

yalfi 

MEJ:zbs 

"-"o E. Jorquera, chief 

Axx Mana^^ment Admani8tiation 



HARFORD COUNTY GOVERNMENT <P 
Movemcer   i'. 1987 

State Highway Administration 
jffice of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

Box 7•7 

Saitimore, Maryland  21203 

»    '-5 

RE: -ontract   No.   Aw  897-101-072 
1-95   to  MD.   Route   24 
DDMS   No.   251036 

.-ent le.tien: 

for'^e .ooir^Li^iced ^.e^10^-00"""6"" " ^ ^"^ »«-«ipt 
Alternate =2) a^esenJ-^     " C0Unty SUPPOrtS the Build Alternate 

--hat we would reauwt "It ^.dH%Catl0n/dMi9n PUbliC hearlng' eXCePt 

at ,.D. Route 152; cLwrit*  1%$?•^°%*"°*  the diamond interchange 
.^ore from MD. Route 152   It is onr * 1 movements to and from Balti- 
to provide for the safe" JJ-      feeling that these loops are vital 

during Jn^n     Z l^'^^^ SSlTl•"  ^J"   int-"h^ 
the Route 40 Corn-nr rc^L  ^ significant development in 

rnjuue 4u i-orricor (Edgewood/Joppatowne) ^c uaii =^ ^u 
projected traffic volumes from the Fatlstoi ^o PreSen,: and 
:f these improvements. ^llston area, point to the necessity 

We than* 
: "..-.is croiect. 
••-nas f. imith i- 

you for the opportunity to participate m the ciannmg 
-^ou nave any questions, ao not hesitate t= contact 
'r'-^^oo, extension 2z3. 

Sincerely yours. 

Thomafe F. Smith, P.E., Director 
Department of Public Works 

William G. Carro-11, Director / 
Department of Planning i Zoning 

Freeman 
•?5 File 



iSfo      Mwaw Department of rranspomm *Z>'•HT'a• 
State Highway Administration HaiKassow 

Admimsirator 

iQvember 27, 1987 

Re:  Contract :io. AW 897-101-072 
Interstate Route 95, Interstate 
PHMCV

95
 
to Maryland Route 24 

PDMS Ho. 251036 

Mr. Thomas F. S.T.ich 
Mr. Gillian G. Carroll 
220 South Main Street 
Bel Air, Maryland  21014 

T & ^ &.' I I 
Dear Messrs. saich and Carroll: 

Thank you for VOUT- i-a^««. i ^ 
i.-nprovemeats to lateratat I Roltl  ot*"  5!ncerni^ our proposed 

widening of the existing Roadway.aPPreClate *<>»*  "pport :or -he 

Baltimore m rasoonse^o several 11  *"*  IT,OVements to and from 
initially considered because thev J?^"3' •They Were noc 

amount =f right-of-way and SiU L«ii  r*qU1^ a substantial 
businesses.  Also, w/wu? be studv,^ace. 5esidents and possibly 
the ra.^ toward Baltimore in the JS-? "ldeninS and "instructing 
these options is found to be 'eLib^  ^L^f3^'  If eiCher <* 
the cean before a recoainendai-r«« J   \     ey Wl11 be considered by 
made ,3 ,he State HiSr^inLt^tc^ 

altSrnata to *• ^ilt is 

Piaasi'c:,!^^.^ ^S:^1,•";-- J^'-ina this p.o^ect, 
3J2-11J3. ---ject Manager. Sue Ellen Whits at 

Very truly yours, 

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

NJP/ih 

cc*  Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
^Ms. Sue Ellen White 

Mv teieonone numoer is i301). 

-5 Salt.mcre Metro "-"el-o'llVn^ "ZT** Hear,n9 or Soeecn 

-:7 Norm C^AnsV   sininT- " ;-3°0-492-S062 Statew.de Tell Free 


