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SUMMARY   SHEE T 

1    -   Administrative Action Environmental Statement: 

(  )    Draft (x)    Final 
(   )    Section 4(f) Statement attached 

2   -   For further information concerning this project contact: 

Mr. Eugene T.  Camponeschi Mr.  Roy D. Gingrich 
Maryland State Highway Administration Federal Highway Administration 
300 West Preston Street The Rotunda Building - Suite 220 
Baltimore,  Maryland   21201 711 West 40th Street 
Area Code (301)-383-4327 Baltimore, Maryland   21211 
Office Hours: 8:15 a.m.  to 4:15p.m. Area Code (301)-962-3940 

Office Hours: 8:00 a.m.  to 4:30 p.m. 

Description of Action: 

The proposed highway improvement is located in Anne Arundel 
County, Maryland and consists of the  completion   of the Arundel Ex- 
pressway (4-lane divided highway) on new location from Old Annapolis 
Road (Maryland Route 648) in Glen Burnie southerly to Maryland Route 
100, a distance of approximately 2.1 miles. 

4   -   Summary of Environmental Impact: 

A safer,  more efficient highway system will result from the 
proposed project, with increased social and economic opportunities. 
The displacement of residents,  proximity to established neighborhoods 
and schools and increases in noise levels, appear to be the major ad- 
verse environmental effects.    Relocation assistance services, aesthet- 
ically designed landscaping and various types of noise barriers will 
minimize these impacts. 
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Alternatives Considered: 

* Alternate 1 proposed the completion of the Arundel Express- 
way from Old Annapolis Road (Maryland Route 648) to Maryland Route 
100.    A direct connection to Ritchie Highway was proposed in the vicin- 
ity of Pasadena Road, in addition to ramp connections to an improved 
Mountain Road and Maryland Route 100. 

* Alternate 2 (Selected Alternate) - The proposed completion 
of the mainline of the Arundel Expressway is identical to Alternate 1. 
Ramp connections are proposed to an improved Mountain Road and to 
Maryland Route 100.    The connection to Ritchie Highway is an expan- 
sion of the interchange between the proposed Expressway,  Maryland 
Route 100 and Ritchie Highway. 

Alternate 3 was the "Do-Nothing" alternative. 

Alternate 4 -  The proposed mainline of the Arundel Express- 
way was identical to Alternate 1.    Ramp connections are proposed to 
Maryland Route 100 and to an improved Mountain Road.    A direct con- 
nection to Ritchie Highway was not proposed with this alternative. 

Note:   Only one Arundel Expressway alignment was proposed for all 
build alternatives because the location has generally been kept free of 
new construction since I960 with the cooperation of the Anne Arundel 
County Planning & Zoning Commission.    Shifting the alignment to the 
west would adversely impact existing residential and apartment com- 
munities,  as well as the Southdale Shopping Center, as shown on Draw- 
ing Nos. 4 and 6.    An alignment shift easterly would also disrupt resi- 
dential and apartment communities, in addition to the several schools 
situated in this area. 

* Alternates 1,  2 and 4 have identical mainline cor- 
ridor configurations.    Each of these Alternates, 
however, differs in the type of ramp connections 
provided with existing Ritchie Highway.   Alter- 
nates 1 and 2 would include direct connections to 
Ritchie Highway from the Expressway.    During 
the development and coordination from the Draft 
EIS,  the Anne Arundel County Office of Planning 
& Zoning raised objections to providing direct con- 
nections to Ritchie Highway.    The Regional Plan- 
ning Council also supported this concern.    In re- 
sponse to these positions,  the Draft EIS presented 
these Alternates but indicated that they were no 
longer under consideration. 
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Prior to the Public Hearing,  the State Highway- 
Administration reviewed the alternatives pro- 
posed for this project and noted that Alternate 
4 (the only build alternative under consideration) 
would require all traffic exchange between Ritchie 
Highway and the proposed Arundel Expressway to 
occur on the local road system.   Alternate 2 pro- 
poses that this exchange of traffic be made via an 
expanded interchange in the vicinity of Maryland 
Route 100 and thereby provide a route, which 
utilizes the major roads and proposed ramps in 
the area rather than the local roads.    For this 
reason,  the decision was made to include Alter- 
nate 2 for consideration at the Public Hearing and 
is the recommended alternate in this Final Environ- 
mental Statement.    The selection of Alternate 2 for 
this project will not affect the future consideration 
of improvement alternatives in the Ritchie Highway 
Corridor as proposed in the Baltimore-Annapolis 
Transportation Corridor Study. 

6   -   Entities from which comments have been requested; 

m 
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1 
Distribution List ' 

Draft Environmental Statement 
(FHWA-MD-EIS-75-04-D) 

" I-ZJ1 £iLAL_AGEN_C I.ES   - 

U.  S.  Department of the Interior 
Assistant Secretary for Program Policy 
Washington, D.  C.    20240 
Attention:   Director,  Environmental Project Review 

Regional Administrator 
Department of Housing & Urban Development 
Curtis Building 
Sixth & Walnut Streets 
Philadelphia,  Pennsylvania     19106 

Office of the Secretary 
Department of Agriculture 
Washington, D.  C.    20250 

Deputy Assistant 
Secretary for Environmental Affairs 
U. S.  Department of Commerce 
14th & Constitution Avenue 
Room 3876 
Washington, D. C.     20230 

Department of Health, Education & Welfare 
Assistant Secretary for Health & Science Affairs 
HEW - North Building 
Washington, D.  C.     20202 

Environmental Protection Agency 
Director of Impact Statements Office 
6th & Walnut Streets 
Philadelphia,  Pennsylvania     19106 

Office of Economic Opportunity 
1200 - 19th Street, N. W. 
Washington, D.  C.     20506 

U. S.  Department of Agriculture 
Soil Conservation Service 
4321 Hartwick Road 
Room 522 
College Park, Maryland    20740 

*   Denotes respondents 
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F_E_D E FLA^L _A G JEN C I^E S 

(Continued) 

Corps of Engineers,  Baltimore District 
Engineering Division 
Federal Building 
31 Hopkins Plaza 
Baltimore,  Maryland     21201 

Department of Energy- 
Office of Environmental Programs 
Federal Energy Administration 
12th & Pennsylvania Avenue,  N. W. 
Washington,  D.  C.    20461 

U. S.  Coast Guard 
431 Crawford Street 
Portsmouth,  Virginia     23703 

Urban Mass Transportation Administration 
400 - 7th Street, S. W. 
Washington,  D.   C.      20024 

U. S.  Department of Agriculture 
Forest Service 
6816 Market Street 
Upper Darby,  Pennsylvania     19082 

U. S.  Department of Transportation 
Office of the Secretary 
400 Seventh Street, S. W. 
Washington,  D.  C.     20590 

Denotes respondents 
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"   -lAX.E_qF_MA_R Y_L_ANP   - 

Department of Budget and Fiscal Planning 
301 West Preston Street 
Baltimore,  Maryland     21201 

Department of General Services 
301 West Preston Street 
Baltimore,  Maryland     21201 

Department of Economic and Community Development 
State Office Building 
Annapolis,  Maryland     21404 

* Maryland Historical Trust 
Shaw House 
21 State Circle 
Annapolis,  Maryland     21401 

* Maryland Historical Society 
201 West Monument Street 
Baltimore,  Maryland    21201 

State Department of Education ^^ 
301 West Preston Street W 
Baltimore, Maryland    21201 

* Department of Natural Resources 
State Office Building 
Annapolis, Maryland    21404 

* Department of State Planning 
State Office Building 
Baltimore, Maryland    21201 

Department of Public Safety and Correctional Services 
Suite 500 
Executive Plaza One 
Hunt Valley, Maryland    21030 

Maryland Office of Economic Opportunity 
1100 North Eutaw Street 
Baltimore, Maryland    21201 

* Department of Health & Mental Hygiene 
201 West Preston Street 
Baltimore, Maryland    21201 

*   Denotes respondents 
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(Continued) 

Department of Transportation 
Baltimore-Washington International Airport 
P. O.  Box 8755 
Baltimore,  Maryland     21240 

State Soil Conservation Committee 
University of Maryland 
1103A - H.   J.  Patterson Hall 
College Park,  Maryland     20742 

*    Baltimore Regional Planning Council 
St.  Paul and Monument Streets' 
Baltimore, Maryland    21202 

BAklL¥P_^E_C^TY_&_ANJ^E_ARUJ^DE^_^^UNJ_Y_ 

*    Baltimore City Department of Planning 
222 E. Saratoga Street 
Baltimore, Maryland    21202 

Anne Arundel County 
Department of Public Works 
1 Harry S.  Truman Parkway 
Annapolis,  Maryland    21401 

Anne Arundel County 
Office of Planning & Zoning 
The Arundel Center 
Annapolis, Maryland    21401 

Date that the Draft Statement was mailed to CEQ; 

Draft Environmental Statement was mailed to CEQ on April 
15,  1976. 

*   Denotes respondents 
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A.     PROJECT DESCRTPTTHN AND NEED: 

!•      General Description - 

This project is included in the General Development Plan for the 
Baltimore Region and is part of the State Primary System as designated in 
the Maryland Department of Transportation Consolidated Transportation 
Program.    The Arundel Expressway,  as proposed by the State Highway Ad- 
ministration, is located south of Baltimore City and east of the Governor 
Ritchie Highway in the Baltimore-Annapolis Corridor of Anne Arundel 
County,  Maryland.    Drawing No.   1 is a Project Location Map - State of 
Maryland,  showing the general location of the proposed project. 

The northern section of the Arundel Expressway, from the Balti- 
more Beltway to Maryland Route 648, was opened to traffic in several sec- 
tions from 1972 to 1978.    The project under consideration in this Statement 
consists of the continuation of the Arundel Expressway from Maryland Route 
648 southerly to Maryland Route 100,  a distance of approximately 2. 1 miles. 
Drawing No.   2 is a Vicinity Map,   showing the location of the project in the 
Baltimore-Annapolis Corridor.    This section of the Arundel Expressway 
stands by itself as a complete project and is essential for the operation of 
the Expressway, which will make it a usable facility between two principal 
arterial highways,  the   Baltimore Beltway on the north and Maryland Route 
100 on the south.    All improvements in the Ritchie Highway Corridor south 
of Maryland Route 100 have been delayed at the request of Anne Arundel 
County and the Regional Planning Council so that they can be evaluated by 
the on-going Baltimore -Annapolis Transportation Corridor Study (BATCS). 
A general discussion of the BATC Study alternatives are included in this 
Final Statement on page B-3. 

In the beginning of the Arundel Expressway Study,  from Maryland 
Route 648 to Maryland Route 100,  two expressway proposals were develop- 
ed and designated as Alternates 1 and 2 (see Drawing Nos.  3 and 4,   respec- 
tively).    Both of these alternates proposed the extension of the Arundel Ex- 
pressway from Maryland Route 648 to Maryland Route 100 along with a con- 
nection from the Arundel Expressway to existing Governor Ritchie Highway 
in the vicinity of Maryland Route 100.    In response to concerns of the Anne 
Arundel County Office of Planning and Zoning, which were supported by the 
Regiorial Planning Council,  the DEIS presented Alternates 1 and 2,  but in- 
dicated that they were no longer under consideration.    Anne Arundel County 
was concerned that Alternate 1 would be disruptive to the Pasadena commun- 
ity and create a land use problem.   Alternate 2 avoids the objectionable land 
use features of Alternate 1; however,  the County was concerned with the re- 
quired acquisition of several homes fronting on Ritchie Highway.    Alternate 
4 as presented in the DEIS and this FEIS is the same as Alternate 2, except 
that no direct connection is planned to the Ritchie Highway and thereby avoids 
the land use problems associated with Alternate 1.    Alternate 2, which was 
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modified subquent to the DEIS to include a service road on the east side of 
Ritchie Highway has become the selected alternate in this FEIS.    Selected 
Alternate 2 will permit the homes fronting on Ritchie Highway to remain in 
place and removes the County's concern with this alternate.   Anne Arundel 
County and Regional Planning Council concerns south of Maryland Route 100 
will be addressed in the BATC Study. 

This decision was made to reconsider Alternate 2 at the Public 
Hearing and in this Final Environmental Statement because Alternate 4 re- 
quires all traffic exchange between the Ritchie Highway and the Arundel Ex- 
pressway to occur on the local road system.    Southbound Arundel Express- 
way traffic, with a Ritchie Highway destination, would exit at the Mountain 
Road interchange and either go west on existing Mountain Road through the 
Southdale Shopping area to Ritchie Highway, or cross existing Mountain 
Road at-grade, go west on Maryland Route 100 and negotiate the loop ramp 
in order to proceed south on Ritchie Highway.    Northbound Ritchie Highway 
would use the following routes to gain access to the Arundel Expressway: 
North on Ritchie Highway and east on Mountain Road through the shopping 
area to the northbound ramp of the Arundel Expressway; or north on Ritchie 
Highway,  east on Jumpers Hole Road to Mountain Road and then west to the 
northbound ramp of the Arundel Expressway.    The second alternate would 
route traffic through the Woodholme residential community.    At some point 
along each of the above described routes, traffic would be confined to a 
single-lane passing through a signalized at-grade intersection.    This would 
be a restriction in the free flow of traffic and could result in long queues of 
vehicles through the Southdale Shopping area and the Woodholme subdivision. 
Alternate 2 proposes that the exchange of traffic between the Ritchie Highway 
and the Arundel Expressway be made via an expanded interchange in the vi- 
cinity of existing Maryland Route 100, and thereby provide a route which 
utilizes the major roads in the area and bypasses the local communities. 

The improvements proposed for consideration at the Public Hear- 
ing consisted of the continuation of the Arundel Expressway from Old Annap- 
plis Road (Maryland Route 648) in Glen Burnie southerly to Maryland Route 
100, a distance of approximately 2.1 miles.    The alignment and construction 
proposed with the build alternatives (Alternates 2 and 4) were identical with 
respect to the extension of the Arundel Expressway.    Alternate 2 provided 
for ramp connections to an improved Mountain Road and for a direct con- 
nection, from the Arundel Expressway to Ritchie Highway by utilizing the 
interchange between existing Maryland Route 100, Ritchie Highway and the 
proposed Expressway.   Alternate 4 provided for ramp connections from the 
A.rundelExpressway to an improved Mountain Road and access to Ritchie 
Highway would be made via the local street system.    The general locations 
proposed for Alternates 2 and 4, and the relationship to the surrounding de- 
velopment are shown on Drawings No. 4 and 6,  respectively.    The "Do- 
Nothing" alternative (Alternate 3) was also considered and consists of ter- 
minating the Arundel Expressway at Old Annapolis Road (Maryland Route 
648) in Glen Burnie (see Drawing No.   5). 
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The Ariondel Expressway is proposed as an Expressway (Freeway 
by definition of the American Associatton of State Highway Transportation 
Officials) with complete control of access and geometric and safety features 
based upon a design speed of 70 miles per hour.    Construction is planned as 
a four-lane dual highway,  consisting of a 24-foot roadway in each direction, 
separated by a 74-foot median which widens in the vicinity of Maryland 
Route 100.    Paved shoulders,   10-feet wide on the outside and 4-feet wide on 
the median side, will be provided for each roadway.    The typical right-of- 
way width would be 300 feet.    The ongoing Baltimore-Annapolis Transporta- 
tion Corridor Study is currently evaluating the need for improvement to 
Ritchie Highway Corridor south of Maryland Route 100,  as well as the po- 
tential need for 6 lanes north of Maryland Route 100. 

The project recommendation (Alternate 2), including the basis for 
the selection of this alternate, is described on page A-19 of this Final En- 
vironmental Statement. 

2.     Need for the Project - 

This project will provide safe and convenient highway transporta- 
tion to the many thousands of residents living in the Governor Ritchie High- 
way corridor, and will substantially relieve peak-hour traffic tie-ups that 
occur at most signalized intersections through the heavily developed com- 
mercial areas*    The proposed extension of the Arundel Expressway will 
complete a usable and safe highway facility from the Baltimore Beltway on 
the north to Maryland Route 100 and Ritchie Highway on the south, and 
provide a bypass to the east of the Glen Burnie area and the heavy commer- 
cial development along Ritchie Highway. 

The construction of the Arundel Expressway from Maryland Route 
Maryland Route 100 is recommended in the Regional Planning Council's 

current General Development Plan for the Baltimore Region.    The need for 
this project was also recognized by Anne Arundel County in its preliminary 
"1980 Transportation Plan for Anne Arundel County", dated January 18,   1974. 
The Arundel Expressway, as recommended in this Statement,  (Alternate 2) 
is in conformance with both the General Development Plan and the County's 
1980 Transportation Plan.    The construction, as planned with Alternate 2 in 
this Statement, will terminate the project with the interchange at Maryland 
Route 100 making the expressway a complete facility and independent of other 
highway improvements.    The BATC Study will determine the improvements 
needed in the Ritchie Highway Corridor south of Maryland Route 100. 

- Existing Highway System - 

The Governor Ritchie Highway (Maryland Route 2) is the only arte- 
rial highway east of Glen Burnie connecting Baltimore with Annapolis and the 
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Eastern Shore of Maryland and,  at present,  is a four to six-lane divided 
highway with no control of access,  except through the interchange areas at 
the Baltimore Beltway,  Maryland Route 100 and U.  S.  Route 50/301. 

From the Baltimore Beltway south to the Grain Highway,  Ritchie 
Highway consists of three 12-foot travel lanes in each direction,   separated 
by a raised 16-foot median in a 110-foot right-of-way.    Numerous left-turns 
lanes, with cross-overs and outside curbs with marginal sidewalks, are 
provided through this densely developed urban commercial section.    South 
of the Grain Highway to U. S. Route 50/301, the highway median widens 
to approximately 42 feet and is depressed.    Two 12-foot travel lanes are 
provided in each direction, with 10 to 12-foot surfaced shoulders in a 150- 
foot right-of-way.    This section also has a great number of cross-overs, 
with left-turn lanes provided at major intersections.   Extensive residential 
and commercial development has resulted in numerous entrances along the 
facility.    Posted speed limits range from 30 to 55 miles per hour.    The 
alignment and gradient for the most part are satisfactory,  except at certain 
locations where the stopping sight distance is restricted by short vertical 
curves,  resulting in unsafe conditions,  particularly at signalized intersec- 
tions.    The high-volume usage and relatively high speeds tend to emphasize 
the dangers of poor sight distance and lack of access control. 

In addition to the Ritchie Highway, other major State roads located 
in the Project Study Area include the Old Annapolis Road (Md. Route 648), 
the Baltimore Beltway (Interstate Route 695),  and Maryland Route 100. 

Old Annapolis Road (Md.  Route 648) is the original north-south 
road in the transportation corridor extending from Baltimore to Annapolis. 
The roadway consists of a two-lane, rton-divided paved travelway 20-24 feet 
in width with narrow shoulders.    In some urban and commercial areas, 
curbs and/or additional lanes have been added.    The existing roadway is, 
for the most part,  substandard in capacity,  cross-section, alignment and 
gradient, and can be described as hazardous with culvert headwalls,  trees, 
utility poles and drainage ditches located within a few feet of the traveled 
roadway.    Old Annapolis Road is generally contained in a 40 to 60-foot un- 
controlled right-of-way with numerous residential entrances located along 
both sides of the facility.    Posted speed limits are 30 to 50 miles per hour. 
North of Mountain Road,  Old Annapolis Road is heavily traveled, acting as 
a collector for the highly developed communities in the Glen Burnie area, 
and as a' supplementary arterial for the overloaded Ritchie Highway.    South 
of Mountain Road, Old Annapolis Road loses its continuity, and travel vol- 
umes are greatly reduced. 

The Baltimore Beltway is the northern terminal of the Arundel Ex- 
pressway and, with the completion of this project, Maryland Route 100 will 
be the southern terminal.   A brief description of both of these major facili- 
ties is included below. 
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The Baltimore Beltway (Interstate Route 695 and Maryland Route 

695) is a 2 to 8 lane circumferential expressway,  with full control of access 
encircling the City of Baltimore,  and is located an average of 7 miles 
from the Central Business District.    The Beltway is the most significant 
highway in the Baltimore region,  acting as a distribution route for traffic 
approaching the City from all directions,  and as a principal arterial route 
for the employment and population centers located in clusters around the 
City. 

Maryland Route 100 is a 4-lane dual expressway, with full control 
of access extending across Anne Arundel County from Maryland Route 177 
at Lake Shore westerly to Maryland Route 3.    Planned extensions may carry 
this Expressway west from Maryland Route 3 to interchange with 1-95.    At 
the present time, Maryland Route 100 functions as a western bypass for the 
heavily congested Glen Burnie area.. In the future, it will not only act as a 
Glen Burnie bypass,   it may provide a safe and convenient connection to 
1-95,  the major north-south interstate route in the Baltimore region. 

The existing traffic conditions in the Arundel Expressway Study 
area may be evaluated by two parameters:   Average Daily Traffic (ADT) and 
Level of Service.    The Level of Service is a measure of the traffic conditions 
under which a roadway operates as it accommodates various traffic volumes. 
Influencing factors include speed,  travel time,  traffic interruptions,  maneu- 
vering freedom,  safety,  driving comfort,  economy and, of course,  the vol- 
ume of traffic. 

For interrupted flow conditions, such as major highways and arte- 
rials with traffic signals. Levels of Service are ranked from A to F (best to 
worst),  as follows: 

Level A - free flow, no delay at traffic signals. 

Level B - occasional delays at traffic signals. 

Level C - increasing volumes,  moderate delays at 
traffic signals. 

Level D - lower speeds,  increasing volumes, frequent 
delays at traffic signals. 

Level E - low speeds,  high volumes,  signal backups 
almost to previous signal. 

Level F - forced traffic flow,  successive backups be- 
tween signals. 
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fh    f n    FOr fXpr^SSWays and freeways with uninterrupted flow conditions, 
the following Levels of Service apply: 

Level A - free traffic flow,  low volumes,  high speeds. 

Level B - stable traffic flow,   some speed restrictions.      . 

Level C - stable flow,  increasing traffic volumes. 

Level D - approaching unstable flow,  heavy traffic 
volumes,  decreasing speeds. 

Level E - low speeds,  high traffic volumes approaching 
roadway capacity,  temporary delays. 

Level F - forced traffic flow at low speeds, low volumes 
and high densities, frequent delays. 

The 1976 ADT volumes and Levels of Service for the major roads 
in the project study area are listed below and shown on Drawing No.   7.   The 
traffic volumes were obtained from the 1976 State Highway Administration 
traffic map. 

1976      Level of 
Route ADT       Service 

Governor Ritchie Highway: 
Md. Rte. 648 to Md. Rte.'l 00 
Md. Rte. 100 to the South 

Maryland Route 648: 
Md. Rte. 2 to Md. Rte. 270 
Md. Rte. 270 to Mountain Rd. 

Mountain Road 
East of Md.  Rte. 648 

Maryland Route 100: 
East of Governor Ritchie Highway        H, 800 
West of Governor Ritchie Highway       32, 000 

Arundel Expressway: 
Beltway to Ordnance Rd. 7,800 A 
Ordnance Rd.  to Md. Rte. 648 

In 1976   traffic conditions on the above roads were generally satis- 
factory.    It should be noted,  however,  that the level of service on Governor 
Ritchie Highway is unsatisfactory through the Glen Burnie area.    The seg- 
ment of the Arundel Expressway under consideration in this Statement will 
complete a usable bypass of Glen Burnie. 
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- Public Transportation System - 

Bus service is the only public transportation system operational in 
the study area.    Current planning for rapid transit in Anne Arundel County 
is described in Section B of this Statement. 

The Mass Transit Administration provides local bus service to the 
following sections of the transportation corridor: 

No.   6 Bus Line - 
Baltimore City to Riviera Beach via Hanover Street, 
Hawkins Point Road and Fort Smallwood Road.    The 
route services Brooklyn,  Fairfield,   Curtis Bay and 
Riviera Beach. 

No.   14 Bus Line - 
Baltimore City to Annapolis via Hanover Street and 
Ritchie Highway.    The route services Westport, 
Brooklyn, Linthicum, Glen Burnie, Harundale, 
Severna Park and Annapolis. 

No.   17 Bus Line - 
Baltimore City to Gibson Island via Hanover Street, 
Ritchie Highway, Old Annapolis Road and Mountain 
Road.    The route services Brooklyn,  Motor Vehicles 
Administration, Glen Burnie, Marley,  Lipins Corner, 
Green Haven,  Jacobsville,  Lake Shore,  Long Point 
and Gibson Island. 

3.     Historical Background and Current Project Status - 

- History of Arundel Expressway - 

The proposal for a freeway on new location in the Baltimore-Annap- 
olis Corridor,  to supplement the Governor Ritchie Highway (Maryland Route 
2) and bypass the Glen Burnie Community, was first studied by the State 
Highway Administration (then State Roads Commission) in cooperation with 
the Anne Arundel County Planning and Zoning Commission in 1956.    This 
study of future highway needs in the County resulted in the Arundel Express- 
way being included in the State Highway System Study, dated February 1, 
1958,  as an additional project to Maryland's 12-Year Program, which was 
initiated in 1952.    The 1958 State Highway System Study was developed as a 
needs study, and money was not appropriated to implement projects such as 
the Arundel Expressway, which was not included in the original 12-Year 
Program. 
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Studies were continued and,  in the Spring of i960, the State High- 

way Administration took action to authorize funds  for the preparation of 
photogrammetry mapping and to complete detailed studies of the project. 
Included in this administrative action was a sum of money for the protection 
of the needed right-of-way.    With the close cooperation of the Anne Arundel 
Planning and Zoning Commission,  the corridor has generally been kept free 
of new construction since I960.    The Baltimore Metropolitan Area Trans- 
portation Study,  prepared by Wilbur Smith and Associates in 1963,  also in- 
dicated the need for the Arundel Expressway as part of the freeway system 
in the Baltimore region.    As a result of the aforementioned studies,  the 
Arundel Expressway from the Baltimore City Line to Pasadena was included 
as one of the critical primary highways in the 20-Year Highway Needs Study 
Program,  dated February 1,   1964,  and was programmed for construction 
in the 1964-1970 State Primary and Secondary Highway Construction Pro- 
gram.    The Arundel Expressway, from the Baltimore Beltway to Relocated 
Maryland Route 648,   was constructed and opened to traffic in three stages - 
Baltimore Beltway to Relocated Md. Route 710 - 1972; Relocated Md. Route 
710 to Md. Route 270 - 1977; Md. Route 270 to Md. Route 648 - March,  1978. 

In March,   1973,  the Planning Commission of Baltimore City voted 
to remove the Arundel Expressway from the City's Master Plan.    In the 
City,  the Arundel Expressway was generally to have followed Hanover and 
Potee Streets to the southern City Line,  and connect to the completed Arun- 
del Expressway-Baltimore Beltway Interchange.    Indecision on its general 
location and method of linking it to the City's Expressway System resulted 
in this action by Baltimore City's Planning Commission. 

- Current Project Status - Arundel Expressway - 

In accordance with the project notification and review system estab- 
lished under the Intergovernmental Cooperation Act of 1968 and Bureau of 
Budget Circular A-95,  the State Clearinghouse has reviewed the project and 
has determined that it is in accord with State Plans,  programs and objec- 
tives.    The coordination process has been completed, as requiredby the 
approved State Action Plan.    A coordination letter with attached map was 
circulated June 12,   1974 to 42 agencies,  groups and officials,  resulting 
in receipt-of 14 replies. 

A Public Informational Meeting was held at the Glen Burnie Senior 
High School on May 2,   1974, in order to inform residents in the area,  and 
other interested agencies and officials,  as to the current status of the 
Arundel Expressway project,  the alternatives under consideration and to 
allow all citizens the opportunity to make their concerns known and to be- 
come involved in the planning process for this project.    The opinions and 
concerns of citizens received at this meeting were,  in part,  responsible for 
eliminating the Alternate 1 connection to Ritchie Highway as part of this 
project. 
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In April,   1976, a Draft Environmental/Section 4(f) Statement (Re- 

port No.  FHWA-MD-EIS-75-04-D) was circulated for the Arundel Express- 
way,  from Maryland Route 648 to Maryland Route 100.    This Statement pri- 
marily addressed the social,  economic and environmental effects of Alter- 
nates 3 and 4,  but included presentations of Alternates 1 and 2.    Interested 
parties were requested to review the Draft Statement and submit written 
comments. 

On June 3,   1976,  a Combined Location/Design Public Hearing was 
held for this project in the Glen Burnie Senior High School.    This Hearing 
gave all interested parties an opportunity to comment orally,  or in writing, 
on the need for,  location,  design and environmental effects of the proposed 
project. 

In a news release on December 20,   1976,  the State Highway Admin- 
istration announced the selection of Alternate 2 for the construction of the 
Arundel Expressway (Md.   Route 10) from Maryland Route 648 to Maryland 
Route 100. 

Inflation and the reduction in the amount of gas tax funds available 
for highways has caused the Arundel Expressway project to be delayed until 
the igSO's.    The current Primary Highway Program (1979-1983) makes 
funds availably only for planning and engineering in FY 1978.    Projected 
revenues indicate that additional engineering,  right-of-way and construction 
funds could be available from 1979 to 1983.    It is estimated that the entire 
project will be constructed and be available to the traveling public in 1983. 

A-9 



•9 
4.     Inventory of Population and Economic Conditions 

- Population - 

Anne Arundel County's population increased at a faster rate between 
1960-1970 than did the State of Maryland or the United States.    While the U. S. 
population increased about 13. 3%, the State of Maryland's population increased 
about 26. 5% (from 3.1 million people to 3.9), and Anne Arundel County's popu- 
lation increased from 206, 634 to 297, 539, or about 44. 0%.    The total net 
migration for Anne Arundel County between 1960-1970 was 54,942, or about 
26. 6%, partly due to increased employment opportunities in Baltimore and 
Washington. 

The proposed Arundel Expressway is situated in the 3rd and 5th 
Election Districts in Anne Arundel County (see Drawing No.   8).    Election 
Districts used in this Statement are synonymous to the minor civil divisions, 
as defined by the Bureau of Census,  and do not conform to current election 
boundaries.    The 5th District, which borders on Baltimore City to the north, 
includes greater part of the Glen Burnie community.    The 5th District had a 
population of 60, 868 in 1970, and a density of 1795. 5 persons per square 
mile.    The Arundel Expressway has been completed through the 5th District. 
The proposed Expressway extension is located in the 3rd District, which is 
situated south of Marley Creek.    The 3rd District had a population of 96,127 
in 1970, and a density of 1064. 5 persons per square mile.    District 3 had 
the second highest growth rate in the County during the 1960's and,  because 
of its proximity to Baltimore City and the recreation areas along the Chesa- 
peake Bay, Magothy and Severn Rivers, continued residential and industrial 
growth has been anticipated for this area by both State and County planning 
agencies.    Significant population centers in the vicinity of the project are 
Glen Burnie (population 38,608 in 1970) and Severna Park (population 16,358 
in 1970).    The above population and density data was obtained from "Mary- 
land Population (1930-1970) by Election Districts,  Cities and Towns" - 
Publication No.   171 by the Maryland Department of State Planning. 

The character of the Governor Ritchie Highway transportation cor- 
ridor might be capsulized as follows:   Baltimore City lies at the north end 
of the corridor, with its port facilities and heavy industry located along the 
Patapsco River.    Industrial zoning in this area extends as far south as Stoney 
Creek for virtually the entire Marley Neck Peninsula.    The northwest portion 
of the corridor has densely developed residential areas from the northern 
county line south through Glen Burnie and Harundale to Marley Station, with 
Baltimore-Washington International Airport located to the west of Glen Burnie. 
Strip commercial development is almost continuous along the Governor Ritchie 
Highway,  Furnace Branch Road and Mountain Road.    South of Maryland Route 
100, the entire Ritchie Highway corridor is located between the Severn River 
and the Chesapeake Bay, with two individual land areas separated by the 
Magothy River.    Beaches, marinas and privata homes are located all along 
the shorelines of the Chesapeake Bay, Magothy and Severn Rivers, providing 
many outdoor recreational opportunities forpeople in the region. 
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-Economic Activity in the Corridor - 

Anne Arundel County is located on the western shore of Maryland's 
Chesapeake Bay, contiguous to the southern boundary of Baltimore City and 
13 miles east of Washington, D. C. It is centrally located in the east coast 
megalopolis, which extends from Massachusetts to North Carolina, an area 
containing one-third of the total population of the United States.- 

Most of the heavy industry in the County is concentrated in the 
northern portion adjacent to the Baltimore port, where excellent road and 
rail services are available.    The Marley Neck Industrial area,   consisting of 
approximately 3300 acres,  is located south of Marley Creek and is the larg- 
est industrially zoned area in the County.    All Utilities are available for this 
area,  including a 259,000 KW electric generating station operated by the 
Baltimore Gas & Electric Company.    In addition to the Marley Neck Indus- 
trial area,  two other industrial sites are located along Ordnance Road and 
Dover Road, north of Furnace Creek where the Arundel Expressway has 
been completed. 

The Baltimore-Washington International Airport, consisting of 
approximately 3200 acres, is located west of Glen Burnie and Maryland 
Route 3. 

The Federal Government is still the largest employer for the people 
of Anne Arundel County.    Changes in the major employment sectors of the 
County are noted by the shift away from natural resource related activities 
(farming and fisheries) to manufacturing,  retail and wholesale trade, with 
a continuing importance of the Federal, State and Local components.    Gains 
in employment and output in Anne Arundel County have been reflected in a 
substantial growth of income, with the median family income being $11,478 
in 1969.    The Regional Planning Council has estimated that Glen Burnie's 
employment will increase about 99% between 1970-1990 (12,773 to 25,453 
workers), while Severna Park's employment will increase by about 144% 
(3, 359 to 8,178 workers). 

The 1976-1977 real property tax rate for Anne Arundel County is 
$2.43 per $100.00 of assessed value at 50% assessment, plus a State rate 
of $0.23   per $100. 00 of assessed value. 
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5.     Public Facilities and Services - 

- Educational,  Medical and Other Facilities - 

Churches of most denominations and schools are situated through- 
out the corridor.    The Marley Neck Junior High School, Marley Elementary- 
School,  and the Marley Special School are located in the vicinity of the pro- 
posed extension of the Arundel Expressway at Marley Station Road.    The 
Calvary Baptist Church is located on Marley Station Road and the Church of 
the Crucifixion is located on Scott Avenue. 

The North Arundel General is a 300-bed hospital located on the 
south side of Maryland Route 100,  one mile west of Ritchie Highway.    The 
Anne Arundel County Health Department is located in Annapolis and pro- 
vides clinic services in 13 health centers throughout the County. 

The U. S.   Postal Service has branch offices in Glen Burnie (21061), 
Pasadena (21122), and Severna Park (21146). 

Libraries in the vicinity of the project are the Kuethe Memorial 
Branch on Grain Highway in Glen Burnie; North County Area Branch on 
Eastway in Harundale; Riviera Beach Branch on Fort Smallwood Road, and 
the Severna Park Branch on McKinsey Road, west of Ritchie Highway. 

- Emergency Facilities and Services - 

Police protection is maintained in the corridor by the County and 
State Police.    A State Police Post is located in the Motor Vehicles Adminis- 
tration Building on Ritchie Highway,  south of the Baltimore Beltway, and a 
County Station is located in Millersville, west of Maryland Route 3. 

Anne Arundel County has 26 Volunteer Fire Companies, and Annap- 
olis has 5 Fire Stations.   A central alarm at the Millersville Station coordin- 
ates all equipment and dispatches all alarms throughout the entire County in- 
cluding Annapolis.    Fire companies in the immediate vicinity of the project 
are as follows: 

Glen Burnie Volunteer Fire Co., Grain Highway in Glen Burnie 
Marley Volunteer Fire Co., Marley Neck Rd. near Old Annapolis Rd. 
Powhattan Beach Volunteer Co., Mountain Rd. near Solley Rd. 

Ambulance service for the entire County is controlled and dispatch- 
ed by the central alarm in the Millersville Fire Station.   Ambulances are gar- 
aged at most fire stations. 
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6'      Description of Existing Natural Environment - 

- General Ecology - 

The terrain throughout the corridor is relatively flat to rolling with 
the exception of the Marley Creek area and another low area to the immediate 
north of Arcada Road.    Soils are typical sands and gravel (Podzolic) common 
to the Coastal Plain. Variations in soil and terrain are apparently not 
extreme enough to cause major diversity in floristic associations,  except in 
Marley Creek tidal areas where some hydrophilic species were observed. 

Natural areas in the corridor are composed of forest communities. 
Minor variation in plant associations observed in these areas are probably 
the result of successional stages,   rather than soil or climatic variations. 
Because of these variations,  descriptive comments will be discussed in the 
following segments:   Marley Creek to Marley Station Road;  Marley Station 
Road to Southdale Shopping Center;  and Southdale Shopping Center to Jumpers 
Hole Road. 

It is particularly difficult to predict the possibility of encountering 
rare or endanged species of plants.    The probability of their existence within 
a major portion of the corridor is remote,   except along the streambank and 
wetland areas.    The field reviews that have been conducted within these areas 
did not encounter any rare or endangered plant species. 

a.     Marley Creek to Marley Station Road 

The forested area adjoining Marley Creek is unique to the corri- 
dor because of the relatively steep slopes on both sides of the wetlands and the 
presence of hydrophilic plant species.    In addition,  many economically valu- 
able tree species have been cut in the forest tract north of Phelps and Norman 
Avenues.    The remaining or existing vegetation is pioneer1 species and soft- 
woods. 

The proposed highway will cross Marley Creek at the most up- 
stream portion of the stream which is subject to tidal action.    This section of 
the creek is located just west of the Route 648 bridge at Marley.    Due to the 
tidal action which affects the stream and its shoreline,  the Marley Creek 
Basin is part of Maryland's Wetlands.    The limits of existing wetlands are 
shown on Drawing No.  9 

1 Pioneer Plant - One of the first plants to appear on a site after clearing. 
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The Marley Creek Basin consists of three different types of 
wetlands.    They are:   grass wetlands,  shrub wetlands and wooded wetlands. 
The shrub wetland is the most dominant type west of the Route 648 bridge. 
This portxon of the wetlands near the headwaters of the creek have been ad- 
versely affected by the surrounding developments.    These developments have 
contributed large amounts of sediment to the creek.    This sediment has filled 
m the creek channel to the point where it is hardly navigable to the smallest 
of boats.    The sediment has also degraded the appearance of the creek.    The 
creek is usually very turbid. 

The vegetation which surrounds the low lying marsh lands of 
the creek is very suitable habitat for many songbirds and water fowl.    The 
ground cover consists of Virginia Creeper, Poison Ivy,  Bedstraw, Morning 
Glory,  Milkweed and Greenbriar.    The shrub layer  consists of Sassafras, 
Holly,  Ninebark and Arrowood.    The canopy trees consist of River Birch, ' 
Loblolly Pine,  Virginia Pine,  Red Maple,  Choke Cherry, Quaking Aspen,' 
Willow Oak and Cucumber Magnolia.    Some of the wildlife viewed during the 
field inspections included the Wood Duck, Mallard,  Myrtle Warbler, Redhead- 
ed Woodpecker,  Barn Swallow, Rough Winged Swallow, Red Winged'siackbird 
and several other warblers that were not identifiable.   At low tide when the 
mud flats are exposed,  it would not be very unusual to see a Common Egret 
or the Great Blue Heron feeding on small organisms stranded on the flat. 

Fishes that would likely be found in Marley Creek consist of 
both resident species and seasonal pppulations of anadromous forms.    Resident 
species collected in Marley Creek were Creek Chubsucker (Erimyzon Oblongus) 
Carp (Cyprinus Carpio),   and Brown Bullhead (Ictalurus Nebulosus).    AnadromoJs 
fishes collected were Alewife (Ajosa Pseudoharengus) and White Perch (Morone 
Americana).    (U.S.  Department of Commerce National Marine Fisheries Service 
Report,  1972.) 

Other forms of fish likely to occur in Marley Creek are Yellow 
Perch (Perca Flarescens), American Eel,  (Anguilla Rostrata).  Pumpkinseed 
(Lepomis Macrochirus) and Gizzerd Shad (Dorosoma"Cededianum).  (Personal 
Communication Maryland Department of Natural Resources). ~  

Because of the low salinity, few if any shellfish would be ex- 
pected to occur in the area. 

Marley Creek has no unique ecological system which, if dis- 
rupted by construction, would have a significantly adverse impact on the 
Chesapeake Bay food chain.    This is not to imply that the ecosystem in Mar- 
ley Creek or other similar creeks along the Chesapeake Bay is not important. 
Rather,  destruction of such ecosystems would have an incremental adverse 
impact on the Bay Area. 

• 
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b'        Marley Station Road to Southdale Shopping Center 

area has several forest communities in the low-lying areas 
near Marley School.    These forests are in early succession and dominant species 
may not be indicative of the "climax" vegetation of the region. 

The flora observed in this segment is as follows: 

1) Ground Cover - Virginia Creeper,   Bedstraw, 
Greenbriar. 

2) Shrub Layer - Azalea,   Blueberry, Arrowood, 
Laurel, Sassafras. 

3) Canopy - White Oak, Sweet Gum,  Red Maple, 
Loblolly Pine,   Virginia Pine. 

c.     Southdale Shopping Center to Jumpers Hole Road 

The forest community observed in this segment is primarily 
composed of younger trees, which ecologists refer to as a successional 
stage of "sere". 

A community such as the one mentioned is not necessarily 
ecologically less important than a mature or "climax" forest and even may 
prove to be more beneficial to man because it may support species of more 
economic value. 

Flora observed in this segment are listed below: 

!)   Ground Cover - Pipsissiwa, Greenbriar, 
Honeysuckle,  Wild Grape. 

2) Shrub Layer - Holly, Sassafras,  Laurel, 
Red Maple,  Dogwood. 

3) Canopy - Virginia Pine, Sweet Gum, 
Chestnut Oak,  Loblolly Pine,  White Oak. 
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d.     Wildlife 

f», A i?
eCause, of the extensive highway network already existing in 

the area and the residential density of the study area,  wildlife species in 
the forest tracts: are restricted to those species more tolerant to these con- 
ditions.      Wildlife species that may be found within the project area would 
likely be those "compatible" to living in natural areas close to high human 
population densities and able to adapt to man's modifications of natural 
ecosystems.    Some modifications would consist of litter,  air and water 
pollution, noise and others.    While there may be a slight adverse impact 
through the elimination or alteration of a localized portion of their habitat, 
their wide range of distribution will not be appreciably affected.    None of 
the species identified are classified as rare or endangered.    The legislation 
protecting the rare and endangered species applies to any plant, animal, or 
other species whose extinction is threatened or which is relatively rare com- 
pared to its former population.    This determination is made on both the 
Federal and State levels. 

-Mammals common to the Study Area - 

Oppossum, Starnosed Mole, Short-Tailed Shrew, 
Striped Skunk,  Eastern Chipmunk,  Red Squirrel, 
White-footed Mouse,  Deer Mouse, House Mouse 
and Rabbit. 

-Birds common.to the Study Area- 

A list of bird species that can be expected to be 
found in the sfridy area is available at the State 
Highway Administration. 
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- Geomorphological Conditions - 

(An Engineering Geology and Aquifer Formation Map 
is included as Drawing No.   10) 

Topography: Varies from level to moderately sloping. Entire 
area is within the Coastal Plain Physiographic Province. Approxi- 
mate surface elevations above sea level:   0-90 feet. 

Natural Ground Slopes:   Generally within a range of 0%-10%. 

Ground Water Conditions:   Depths to seasonally high water 
table (usually occurring in early spring):   (1) floodplains of peren- 
nial and intermittent streams:   0.0 - 1.0 feet;   (2) lower slope 
areas:   1.0 - 4. 0 feet;   (3) upper slope and upland areas:   4. 0 feet 
or more. 

Rock Conditions:   Depths to rock vary from 500 to 1, 000 feet in 
the Coastal Plain Physiographic Province.    The overlying unconsoli- 
dated sedimentary materials are composed predominately of sands, 
clays and silts.    Power equipment should be sufficient to meet ex- 
cavation needs for this project. 

Soil Conditions:   General characteristics of soils in the proj- 
ect area are as follows:   (A Soils Map of the area is shown on Draw- 
ing No. 11. ) 

Soil Textures:   Silt loams,   sandy loams, 
loams, loamy sands-and clays are dominant 
throughout the contract area. 

Soil Stability:   (1) Floodplains of perennial 
streams:   poor;   (2) other areas:   poor to fair. 

Susceptibility to Frost Action:   (1) Floodplains 
of perennial aiid intermittent streams and 
lower slope areas:   high;   (2) upper slope and 
upland areas:   low to moderate. 

Seasonally High Ground Water Table: Found at 
depths of 0. 0 - 4. 0 feet throughout the contract 
area. 

Water Erosion Hazard:   Moderate to high 
throughout the contract area. 
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Wind Erosion Hazard;   (1) Upland areas with 
soils of loamy sand textures:   high;   (2) other 
areas:   low to moderate. 

Drainage:   (1) Floodplains of perennial and 
intermittent streams:   poor;   (2) lower slope 
areas:   fair;   (3) upper slope and upland areas: 
good. 

- Water Quality - 

For the most part,  the surface water encountered in the study area 
for the proposed construction are not utilized to any significant degree for 
identifiable beneficial use.    Some recreational use undoubtedly does occur, 
but this does not involve contact sports,  such as swimming,  so far as was 
determined.    No public water supplies using surface sources were identified 
in the study area.    However,  one large stream (Marley Creek) will be cross- 
ed by the project. 

Marley Creek is classified as Class One recreational waters by the 
Maryland Water Resources Administration.    Examination of the bacterial 
surveys done for this creek by the Anne Arundel Health Department,  shows 
that this stream does not meet the state-wide standards for acceptable levels 
of E.  coli for Class One recreational waters.1'  2    However,  this is not un- 
usual for any stream or tidal marshlands along the Chesapeake Bay.    Most 
will have high bacterial counts due to the extensive development that exists 
throughout the Baltimore-Annapolis Corridor.    There are no known point 
sources of pollution (sewage treatment plants, factories,  etc.) located 
along the upper reaches of Marley Creek.    The overflow from on-site sew- 
age facilities and a sewage pumping station may be the major contributors 
to this problem.    Recreational use of this stream within the study area is 
minor, and little effect from any sedimentation which may occur is expected. 
The stream presently is very turbid in the vicinity of the proposed construction, 
receiving large amounts of sediment from open soils of the surrounding develop- 
ments. 

- Noise Levels and Air Quality - 

The present ambient noise levels and existing air quality are dis- 
cussed in Section C of this Statement. 

Water Pollution Control Regulations adopted by the Water Resources Ad- 
ministration of the Department of Natural Resources (Bacteriological 
Standard = log mean of 200/100 mi). 

Samples taken by the Anne Arundel County Department of Health for 1970 
through 1972 generally ranged from a minimum of 390/100 ml to a maximum of 
24, 000/100 ml.   All samples recorded exceeded the Bacteriological Standard. 
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7.     Project Recommendation - 

- Recommended Alternate and Basis for Selection - 

The selection of Alternate 2 for the Arundel Expressway Project, 
from Md. Route 648 to Md. Route 100, was based on the following reason- 
ing: 

a.      Construction of the project will connect the Arundel 
Expressway to the State's principal arterial high- 
way system making it a complete facility.    The Ex- 
pressway would connect to the Baltimore Beltway 
(Md.  695) and the Outer Harbor Crossing on the north, 
and to Maryland Route 100 and Ritchie Highway (Md. 
Route 2) on the south. 

b. By utilizing the interchange proposed at Maryland 
Route 100 and the ramp connection to Ritchie Highway, 
Alternate 2 will provide a direct connection for the 
exchange of traffic between existing Ritchie Highway 
and the proposed Arundel Expressway.    This exchange 
of traffic is accomplished on the major highways in 
the area and does not require traffic to utilize exist- 
ing local roads,  such as Jumpers Hole Road and 
Mountain Road. 

c. Alternate 2 will not preclude the future consideration 
of other alternatives proposed in the Baltimore- 
Annapolis Transportation Corridor Study. 

d. Satisfactory measures to mitigate the adverse impact 
on the archeological remains at Site No.  1 SAN 178 
have been completed.    Results of intensive test ex- 
cavations undertaken at this site have indicated that 
a sufficient sample of artifacts have been recovered to 
provide information on chronology,  activity, and inter- 
site distribution. 

e. Satisfactory measures have been developed to mitigate 
the impact on the Marley Creek Wetlands. 
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- Major Design Features - Recommended Alternate - 

The Arundel Expressway is proposed as an Expressway (Freeway 
by definition of the American Association of State Highway Transportation 
Officials), with full control of access.    Roadway geometry and safety 
features will be based upon a design speed of 70 miles per  hour, although 
the posted speed will be lower.    Initial expressway construction will con- 
sist of dual 24-foot roadways,  separated by a 74-foot depressed median, 
which widens in the vicinity of Maryland Route 100.    Bridge widths are 
based on ultimate 36-foot roadways.    The median will be graded with flat 
slopes to provide a safety recovery area for each roadway,  thereby minimia- 
ing the potential for vehicular head-on collision.    Paved shoulders, 4-foot in 
width, will also be constructed along the median edge of each roadway pave- 
ment.    Outer shoulders will be paved for a 10-foot width, with an additional 
20 feet beyond the outer shoulders graded with flat 6:1 slopes to provide a 
safety recovery area.    The provision of 30-foot safety recovery areas along 
both sides of each roadway conforms to nationally recognized criteria to 
minimize accidents and injuries when a vehicle strays from the travelway. 
The proposed Expressway will be fenced through built-up areas.    Bridge 
structures are planned to carry existing streets over or under the Express- 
way except for Cooper Avenue, which will be relocated.    The Expressway 
will also cross Marley Creek on structure.    The typical right-of-way width 
for this project is 300 feet.    Ultimate pavement widths required for the 
mainline roadways will be determined by the Baltimore-Annapolis Transpor- 
tation Corridor Study. 

- Detailed Project Description - Recommended Alternate - 

The location and major construction details proposed for the exten- 
sion of the Arundel Expressway are shown on the plan and profile of Alter- 
nate 2, which are included as Drawing No.  12 in this Final Environmental 
Statement.    Typical sections of improvement for the Arundel Expressway, 
Mountain Road,  Marley Station Road and Relocated Cooper Avenue are shown 
on Drawing No.  13. 

The project begins just south of Old Annapolis Road (Maryland Route 
648) in Glen Burnie as an extension of the completed portion of the Arundel 
Expressway, and is located between the Ritchie Highway and Old Annapolis 
Road.    The facility extends on new location across Marley Creek, approxi- 
mately 1000 feet west of Old Annapolis Road.   Dual bridges approximately 
350 feet in length will span the existing channels of Marley Creek.    The 
bridge superstructures will consist of 6 - span continuous curved rolled 
steel beams with composite reinforced concrete decks.   A minimum ver- 
tical clearance of 9. 6 feet to mean high water will be provided. 
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The proposed Expressway passes between the Marley Junior High 
School and Phelps Avenue in the Gerard Plaza subdivision and crosses under 
Marley Station Road,  immediately west of the Marley Elementary School 
and Marley Special School.    Marley Station Road will be reconstructed in 
its same location to pass over the proposed Expressway on a structure 
with several hundred feet of approach road.    The typical section of Marley 
Station Road will be 50-feet curb-to-curb, with sidewalks on both sides. 
Both the alignment and typical section are in agreement with Anne Arundel 
County's plan for the reconstruction of Marley Station Road. 

' Just to the south of Marley Station Road,  the project crosses Cooper 
Road,  which will be terminated on both sides of the Expressway.    Cooper 
Road acts as one of the access roads to the Marley Special School from 
Marley Station Road to Scott Avenue,  and a replacement street providing 
this same function will be constructed as part of the project on the eastern 
edge of the School property.    The project continues in a southerly direction 
through a previously established right-of-way reservation for the proposed 
Arundel Expressway and crosses over Mountain Road,  approximately 1100 
feet west of Old Annapolis Road.    Through this area,  the Americana Harun- 
dale Apartment development and Southdale Shopping Center are located to 
the west of the right-of-way reservation,  and to the east is the St.  George's 
Gate Apartments and Pinewood,  a public housing apartment project for sen- 
ior citizens. 

The interchanges proposed in this area include a half-diamond inter- 
change on the north side of Mountain Road (Maryland Route 177) and direc- 
tional connections to Maryland Route 100.    Mountain Road will be dualized 
with a basic typical section having a 16-foot median and two travel roadways 
in each direction from Ritchie Highway through the proposed interchange 
area to Old Annapolis Road.    Because of the proximity of Maryland Route 100 
and Mountain Road at their intersection with the Arundel Expressway, direc- 
tional ramps required for traffic from the north on Arundel Expressway to 
go west on Maryland Route 100 and return,  occupy the same general location 
as the diamond ramps required for the Mountain Road Interchange.    South- 
bound,  a single exit is planned from the Arundel Expressway, and after ap- 
proximately 800 feet allowed for proper signing,  this ramp splits into two 
branches; one,  ramp (B) terminates at Mountain Road to serve the local 
community; and the other,  ramp (B-l) overpasses Mountain Road and con- 
nects to Maryland Route 100 for traffic desiring to go west on that facility. 
Ramp (B-l) will require the removal of an existing ramp originating at 
Mountain Road, the need for which will be eliminated with the construction 
of Ramp 2 in the northwest quadrant of the existing Ritchie Highway-Mary- 
land Route 100 Interchange. '     ~ 
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The directional ramp (A-l) for eastbound traffic on Maryland Route 
100 desiring to turn north on the Arundel Expressway joins with ramp (A-2) 
from Ritchie Highway and with the northbound diamond ramp (A) from Moun- 
tain Road and, after a suitable merging distance,  connects to the Arundel 
Expressway as a single-lane entrance ramp.    The northbound directional 
ramp (A-l) will require a bridge over the existing westbound lane of Mary- 
lane Route 100 and a third level on the Arundel Expressway bridges over 
Mountain Road.    Ramp (A-2) from Ritchie Highway also requires a bridge 
over the existing eastbound and westbound roadways of Maryland Route•100. 
The existing ramp that permits northbound Ritchie Highway traffic to turn 
east on Maryland Route 100 will be relocated adjacent to the eastbound 
roadway of Maryland Route 100 so as to eliminate interference with the 
proposed exit nose of Ramp A-l. 

Ramp (A-2) requires the construction of a service road on the 
east side of Ritchie Highway.    The service road is generally parallel to Wood- 
holme Circle and connects to Jumpers Hole Road approximately 900 feet east 
of Ritchie Highway.    The typical section of the service road will be 30-feet 
curb to curb,  with 10-foot graded areas on both sides. 

South of Mountain Road and the bridges over Jumpers Hole Road, 
the roadways of the proposed Expressway are separated with the southboilnd 
roadway located between the existing eastbound and westbound lanes of 
Maryland Route 100,  and the northbound roadway located parallel to and 
east of the existing westbound lane; of Maryland Route 100.    Sufficient right- 
of-way was acquired during the construction of Maryland Route 100 to ac- 
commodate this location for the Arundel Expressway.   Approximately 600 
feet southeast of Jumpers Hole Road, both roadways of the proposed Arundel 
Expressway terminate with direct high-speed connections to existing Mary- 
land Route 100.    These ramps are planned for southbound traffic on the pro- 
posed Arundel Expressway to proceed easterly on Maryland Route 100, and 
for the respective return movement. 

The estimated costs of recommended Alternate No.  2 are as follows . 
The costs are based on 1977 prices. 

Highway Construction Cost $25,700,000* 
Right-of-Way Cost 8,300,000 

Total Project Cost =       $ 34, 000, 000 

•Includes $750,000 for tentative noise abatement recommendations. 

Additional funds will be required to widen the mainline roadway pave- 
ment to 6-lanes, the need for which will be determined by the  BATC Study. 
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B-     RELATIONSHIP TO T.AND USE AND PUBLIC FACILITY PLANS; 

1'      Relationship to Land Use Plans - 

The Regional Planning Council (RPC) was created by the Maryland 
General Assembly in 1963 and charged with preparing a development plan 
for Baltimore City and Anne Arundel,   Baltimore,  Carroll, Harford and 
Howard Counties.    The current report,  entitled the "General Development 
Plan", is dated January,   1978 and recommends the construction of the 
Arundel Expressway,  from the Baltimore Beltway to south of Maryland 
Route 100.    The location of the Expressway,  as proposed with Alternate 2 
in this Statement between Maryland Routes 648 and 100,  is in conformance 
with the General Development Plan. 

- Anne Arundel County - 

The first comprehensive land use plan developed by Anne Arundel 
County was its General Development Plan,  adopted in 1968.    This report 
was the County's "first step" in directing its ongoing conversion from a 
rural community to part of the Baltimore-Washington Metropolitan Area in 
an orderly manner. 

As additional population and employment data became available 
(specifically, the 1970 Census data),  the County intensified its study of the 
necessary transportation network and its expected impacts for the target 
year of 1980.    The resulting report, prepared by the County's Office of Plan- 
ning and Zoning, is the preliminary "1980 Transportation Plan for Anne 
Arundel County", dated January 18,  1974.    (See Drawing No.  14)   Although 
this plan presents more specific transportation recommendations than the 
County's General Development Plan, its goals,  policies and land develop- 
ment plans are consistent with the original plan. 

The preliminary 1980 Transportation Plan for Anne Arundel County 
also recommends construction of the Arundel Expressway from the Balti- 
more Beltway to Maryland Route 100 on new location.    The Arundel Express- 
way, as proposed in this Statement,  (Alternate 2) is also in conformance 
with the County's 1980 Transportation Plan.    The 1980 Transportation Plan 
acknowledged that another study (The Baltimore-Annapolis Transportation 
Corridor Study) will determine the need for and location of further improve- 
ments' south of Maryland Route 100. 
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The land use changes expected to be induced by the proposed trans- 
portation network were also studied,  in order that public services will be 
provided where necessary.    The heavily populated area along Maryland Route 
2 through Glen Burnie is expected to expand to include the Arundel Express- 
way Corridor.    Also,  a 3300-acre Marley Neck Industrial Park is planned 
2 to 3 miles east of the proposed Expressway. 

Land use  planning,  including  transportation improvements 
are shown on the County's Generalized Comprehensive Zoning Plan, which 
was adopted in November,   1974.    The zoning plan indicates  an expressway 
between Maryland Routes 648 and 100,  in the general location of Alternate 2. 
Zoning in the vicinity of the expressway segment is primarily residential, 
including low density,  multi-family districts.    Commercial zoning is princi- 
pally "Highway Commercial District", but also includes "General Commer- 
cial" and "Community Retail" district.    Large light and heavy industrial 
districts are located along Marley Neck Road,  northeast of this project. 

In summary,  the Arundel Expressway has been considered a neces- 
sary part of Anne Arundel County's transportation network,  since its first 
comprehensive planning report in 1968.    This planning has proceeded beyond 
the traffic impacts of this expressway to the expected land use changes, in 
order that the necessary public utilities and services will be provided. 

Existing Land Use - 

Existing land uses in the vicinity of the project, including a brief 
summary of the man-made features and their relationship to Governor Ritchie 
Highway and the Arundel Expressway, are described below.    An Existing Land 
Use Map (Drawing No.   15) supplements the written description. 

(Residential) 

The Glen Burnie area is almost completely developed with medium 
density cottage-type residential housing.    The residential communities of 
Sumac Fields and Foxrwell are located east of the proposed Arundel Express- 
way and south of Marley Station Road.    The communities of Gerard Plaza and 
Martindale are located on the west side of the proposed Expressway, along 
Marley Station Road.    South of Mountain Road, the area adjacent to the pro- 
posed Expressway is generally undeveloped except for the Woodholme sub- 
division at Jumpers Hole Road. 

In recent years, a large number of apartment units have also been 
constructed in this area.    The Expressway will pass between two apartment 
developments (St. George's Gate and Americana Apartments), north of Moun- 
tain Road.    In addition, a 200-unit public housing development (Pinewood) is 
situated approximately 1500 feet north of Mountain Road, on a site adjacent to 
the Arundel Expressway. 
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54 
(Commercial) 

Commercial interests have developed on Governor Ritchie Highway, 
Maryland Route 648 and Mountain Road, with major shopping areas located 
along Governor Ritchie Highway at Maryland Route 648 in Glen Burnie,  at 
Mountain Road,  at Jumpers Hole Road,  and at the intersection of Maryland 
Route 648 and Mountain Road.    The regional Southdale Shopping Center is 
located on the north side of Mountain Road,  between the Arundel Expressway 
and Governor Ritchie Highway. 

2.      Relationship to Public Facility Plans - 

- Baltimore-Annapolis Transportation Corridor Study - 

Initiated in 1974, the Baltimore-Annapolis Transportation Corridor 
Study (BATC Study) has investigated highway transportation conditions in 
northern Anne Arundel County.    This study is expected to result in the defi- 
nition of,  and recommendations for,  an adequate highway network.    The 
study area and major routes under consideration for improvements are shown 
on Drawing No.   16. 

In December 1975,  an Interim Alternatives Location Report for the 
BATC Study was circulated.    This report described all roadway alternatives 
developed during the preliminary phase of the project,  and identified those 
selected for further study.    This report is available for inspection at the 
Maryland State Highway Administration,   300 West Preston Street,   Baltimore, 
Maryland.    Subsequent to the circulation and public review of the Interim 
Report,  the State   Highway Administration determined that Interstate Routes 
should be developed to connect Baltimore with Annapolis and Washington, 
D.  C. with Annapolis.    The location of the Interstate route from Baltimore 
to Annapolis is being considered in the Maryland Route 2 corridor and in the 
Maryland Routes 3,  32,   178 corridors, with the final corridor location to be 
determined by the BATC Study.    The Interstate locations have been combined 
with other Expressway and Boulevard proposals described in the Interim Re- 
port into five corridor alternatives, which will be studied and presented in the 
Draft Environmental Statement as part of the BATC Study.    These corridor 
alternatives are shown graphically on Drawing No.  17.     In the BATC Study, 
the Arundel Expressway is assumed to be operational from the Baltimore 
Beltway to Maryland Route 100. 

The Arundel Expressway, as proposed with the selected Alternate 
2 in this Final Statement, has been coordinated with the BATC Study and is 
consistent with all of the alternatives under consideration in that study for 
the Maryland Route 2 corridor.    The construction of Alternate 2, which 
fulfills the currently identified needs from the Baltimore Beltway to Mary- 
land Route 100, will be compatible with any alternative being proposed in 
the Baltimore-Annapolis Transportation Corridor Study. 
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- Baltimore Region Rapid Transit System - 

i-    * ^ ?!•1960,s' a decision was made to investigate the region's oub- 
hc transportation needs.    Two major studies related to improved public 
transporta ion were conducted between 1964 and 1968,  and both concluded 
that rapid transit was a necessary ingredient in the region's overall trans- 
portation system.    However,  the Metropolitan Transit Authority,  created 
in 1961, was not vested with the authority to implement these recommenda- 
tions. 

In 1969,  the Maryland State Legislature established a new Metro- 
politan Transit Authority, which was empowered to adopt a transit program 
to meet the growing needs of the Baltimore region.    Six corridors radiating 
from downtown Baltimore and serving the northwest, north, northeast 
southeast,  south, and west regions, were chosen for fixed-way rapid transit 
lines or combined fixed-way rapid transit lines and exclusive bus-ways. 

A Phase I rapid transit plan was then developed which would imple- 
ment fixed-way rapid transit service in the northwest and south corridors. 
This line would extend from Owings Mills in Baltimore County,  through 
Charles Center in downtown Baltimore,  to a terminus at Marley Station, 
south of Glen Burnie in Anne Arundel County.    Friendship Airport (now 
Baltimore-Washington International Airport), located in northern Anne Arun- 
del County, would also be served by the southern leg of this line. 

In January,  1971, the Board of Directors of the Metropolitan Trans- 
it Authority officially adopted the "Baltimore Region Rapid Transit System, 
Phase I". 7 ' 

Construction has begun on the Northwest Line, and the Phase I 
System was scheduled to begin operation in the early 1980*s.    However, the 
Maryland Department of Transportation has recently decided to re-analyze 
the Phase I South Line from Charles Center in downtown Baltimore to Mar- 
ley Station in Anne Arundel County as part of the on-going Phase II Rapid 
Transit Study.    This re-evaluation will include both alignment and mode. 

According to the Maryland Department of Transportation: 

"There are two major reasons for the restudy of the South 
Line.    Overall, there is the reality of the financial situa- 
tion; inflation and revenue shortfalls have challenged long- 
range plans and short-term commitments. 

"Secondly, a great deal of community concern has been 
expressed about Phase I in northern Anne Arundel 
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County.    By re-analyzing this line as part of the Phase 
II Study process,  the issues of mode,  alignment and need 
can be revised on a regional basis. " 

Phase II studies in the south sector have included the consideration 
of two modes:   Light Rail,  and Rail Rapid Transit.     The alternatives de- 
veloped are briefly described below: 

Phase I with Rail Rapid Transit - This line 
runs in a tunnel from Charles Center to the 
Hanover Street Bridge,  and then along Hanover/ 
Potee Streets to the City Line.    From this point 
south,  this route uses the Baltimore & Annapolis 
(B&A) Railroad right-of-way, with a connection 
to the Baltimore-Washington International Air- 
port. 

B&A   Railroad right-of-way with Light Rail 
Transit - This route would operate as a subway 
from Charles Center to Westport.    It then follows 
the B&A Railroad right-of-way to Severna Park. 

Arundel Expressway alignment with Light Rail 
Transit - This route would use the Baltimore & 
Ohio Railroad right-of-way from Charles Center 
to the Ordinance Depot,  and then along the Arun- 
del Expressway to Furnace Creek.    Between Fur- 
nace Creek and Seve.rna Park,  the facility could 
use the Arundel Expressway, Governor Ritchie 
Highway or B&A Railroad right-of-way. 

Maryland Route 3 with Light Rail Transit - 
This route would run in a tunnel from Charles 
Center to Westport.    South of Westport,  the 
route utilizes the medians of Maryland Routes 
3 and 100. 

The final report on the "Phase II Transit Study",  completed in Jan- 
uary,   1977,   recommended a south light rail line running in a tunnel under 
Light Street,  through Westport, and then either in the Route 3 median or 
following the B&A Railroad right-of-way.    After a review of the final report 
and public hearings have been held,  the Maryland Department of Transpor- 
tation will make a final decision on which lines will be studied further. 
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C.  PROBABLE IMPACT ON THE ENVIRONMENT; 

This section describes the significant beneficial and detrimental envi- 
ronmental consequences anticipated with the implementation of recommend- 
ed Alternate 2. 

1.     Secondary Impacts - 

Transportation is only one of the many factors which have a major 
influence on development patterns.    Development is not usually stimulated 
by increasing highway capacity alone.      Other factors of attraction must be 
present,  such as proximity to employment,   schools,  recreation,  or environ- 
mental amenities.    In many cases,  the price and availability of land are the 
prime attractions to development,  regardless of road capacity. 

By 1980,  the Regional Planning Council predicts that Glen Burnie 
will become a regional employment subcenter.    This predicted growth in 
employment is based partially on the assumption that efficient transporta- 
tion,  such as the Arundel Expressway, will be provided.    The project would 
provide the necessary highway transportation facility to support the residen- 
tial,  commercial and industrial developments existing and projected for the 
Glen Burnie,  Marley Neck and Mountain Road areas.    Since a large part of 
the workers in Anne Arundel County commute and work outside of the County, 
of which two-thirds work in Baltimore City,  the development of an Express- 
way to bypass Ritchie Highway through the Glen Burnie area is essential to 
stabilize the traffic burden on existing highways.    In the major area affected 
by the Expressway, Glen Burnie had 43. 7% of its workers employed outside 
of the County in 1970. 

Secondary impacts resulting from the construction of the proposed 
Arundel Expressway, including the implementation of planned improvements 
to public facilities and services is not expected to result in significant in- 
creases in population and employment growth in the vicinity of the project. 

The corridor in the vicinity of the Arundel Expressway from Mary- 
land Route 648 to Maryland Route 100 is well served by local arterial high- 
ways and the area is almost completely developed; therefore, accessibility 
is not a major factor in this area with respect to induced residential con- 
struction and business growth. 

Much of the land surrounding the Arundel Expressway corridor is 
presently developed to a point where future development will be constrained. 

General Development Plan,  January,  1978. 

C-l 



This is especially true in the areas to the north,  east and west.    Accessi- 
bility and traffic service are but one dimension of induced residential de- 
velopment, and sometimes are superseded by other factors.    The availabil- 
ity, or lack of sewer service, has been identified as a critical factor in resi- 
dential development of the area.   Approximately 90 percent of the land with- 
in one mile of the Arundel Expressway corridor is served by existing sewer- 
age.    The remaining area without sewerage is located just south of the Arun- 
del Expressway/Maryland Route 100 connection.   Approximately 80 percent 
of the sewered lands are presently developed.1 

The local corridor directly served by the proposed improvement 
has experienced extensive growth in commercial and residential develop- 
ment within the past several decades.    Until recent years, erosion and sedi- 
mentation were not controlled or monitored to the extent that they are today. 
The result has been the degradation of local waterways and the subsequent 
impact on aquatic life.    In light of the technical progress that has been made 
in the field of erosion and sedimentation control and the regulatory measures 
promulgated by Federal, State and local governments, adequate measures 
are presently in existence to offset the negative impacts that have adversely 
affected waterways and aquatic life in the past. 

Adequacy of Facilities Map, October 27,  1976. 

• 
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2.      Transportation Effectiveness - 

Traffic data developed by the State Highway Administration for 1983 
has been selected as the basis of the initial design proposed for the comple- 
tion of the Arundel Expressway from Old Annapolis Road to Maryland Route 
100. 

One of the alternatives being considered in the Baltimore-Annapolis 
Transportation Corridor Study is a future improvement in the Ritchie High- 
way Corridor from Maryland Route 100 south to U. S.  Route 50/301 and, 
if selected, future traffic increases will also be reflected on the Expressway 
link being considered in this proposal.    Assuming the need for a future im- 
provement,  traffic forecasts   for the year 1996 as shown on page C-24 of 
this Statement,  have been used in order to determine the effect that this 
project would have on future noise levels.    Noise abatement measures re- 
quired by possible traffic associated with improvements south to U.  S. 
Route 50/301, will be proposed as future construction items in that proposal. 
Traffic forecasts used to determine the effect of the project on future air 
quality has been included with the air quality analysis on page C-33 of this 
Final Statement.    All traffic volumes used in this Statement were developed 
by the Traffic Planning Section of the State Highway Administration. 

The average daily traffic (ADT) volumes and levels of service on 
the major roads in the project study area were projected for the estimated 
year that the project would be opened to traffic (1983).    This data is listed 
below and diagrammed on Drawing No.   18. 

1983 Projected Traffic Conditions 

Alternate 3 Recommended 
(Do-Nothing) Alternate 2 

ADT - Level of Service      ADT - Level of Service 

Proposed Arundel Expressway: 
Old Annapolis Rd. to Mountain Rd. - 27,000 - B 
MountainRd.  to Md.  Route 100 - 20,800 -A 

Existing Maryland Route 100: 
East of Ritchie Highway 28, 330 - B 24, 500 - B 
West of Ritchie Highway 65, 370 - F 46, 590 - D 

Existing Ritchie Highway: 
North of Md.  Route 100 54, 890 - E 53,470 - E 
South of Md.  Route 100 77,780 - F 77,780 - F 
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Existing Old Annapolis Road 

Ritchie Hwy. to ArundelExp. 32, 520 - F 29, 300 - F 
Arundel Exp. to Mountain Rd. 36, 490 - F 22, 830 - F 

Existing Mountain Road: 
East of Ritchie Highway 29,400 - F 

Proposed Mountain Road: 
Ritchie Hwy. to Arundel Exp. - 20,150 -D 
Arundel Exp. to Old Annapolis Rd. - 7, 150 - A 

The entire Ritchie Highway corridor from the Baltimore Beltway to 
U.S. Route    50/301 is vehicle-oriented.    School students   are transported by 
bus,  and the majority of residents commute to work and shopping areas by 
private passenger car.    Based on data obtained from the 1970 census,  90% 
of the workers located in this area travel to work by automobile,   2% utilize 
buses,  and the remaining 8% either worked at home, walked or used some 
other means of transport. 

Highway transportation service in the corridor will be improved with       ^^ 
the proposed extension of the Arundel Expressway to Maryland Route 100. «|^ 
The project will provide the additional vehicular capacity necessary to accom- 
modate the travel desires of the population and employment - existing and 
projected - for the Glen Burnie, M&rley Neck and Mountain Road areas. 
Projected 1983 traffic for the Recommended Build Alternate 2, as compared 
to traffic for the Do-Nothing Alternate 3, indicates that traffic volumes 
would be reduced on Maryland Route 100, Old Annapolis Road and Mountain 
Road,  resulting in improved driving conditions and levels of service for 
shoppers and for those driving to work and schools in this area.    Traffic 
volumes on Ritchie Highway north or south of Maryland Route 100, will not 
be substantially reduced until additidnal improvements are completed in 
the Ritchie Highway Corridor south of Maryland Route 100. 

The project, designed as a modern, controlled access Expressway, 
would provide a needed highway supplement in the corridor for National De- 
fense and for emergencies resulting from natural causes. 

Traffic on Ritchie Highway and other existing roads will be main- 
tained during the construction of the Expressway on new location.    Vehicular 
and pedestrian traffic on County and State roads intersecting the project will 
be continuously maintained by the construction of temporary roadways,  the use 
of existing roads to detour traffic around a construction site, or by utilizing 
existing roads where a relocation is proposed. 
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Traffic volumes in the Ritchie Highway Corridor to the south of Mary- 

land Route 100 are limited at this time to the capacity of Ritchie Highway; 
therefore,  the system-wide impacts of building this project would be minor 
with reference to increased traffic on the Baltimore Beltway, Maryland Route 
100 and other County streets.    The ultimate effect on the overall highway sys- 
tem will depend on the alternatives selected as part of the Baltimore-Annapolis 
Transportation Corridor Study. 
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3.     Accident Statistics - Safety - 

The following accident cost and statistical data was developed by the 
State Highway Administration's Bureau of Accident Statistics and Analysis. 

During the years of 1971 and 1972,  traffic using the existing Ritchie 
Highway, which has no control of access,  experienced an average accident 
rate of 352.91 accidents per 100 million vehicle miles of travel, with a re- 
sultant accident cost to the motorist of $716, 047 per 100 million vehicle 
miles. 

If no improvements are made to the existing roadways (Alternate 3), 
we can expect, in addition to the normal growth, an increase in vehicular 
conflictions which are normally associated with congestion on roads of this 
design.    The accident rate will continue to rise with a corresponding increase 
in motor vehicle accident cost exceeding the aforementioned cost calculated 
on 100 million vehicle miles of travel basis. 

Arundel Expressway (Alternate 2) a fully controlled divided highway, 
should not exceed an accident rate of 179. 27 accidents per 100 million ve- 
hicle miles of travel, according to state-wide studies.    This safer type high- 
way will reduce the accident cost to $408, 343 per 100 million miles.    The 
new savings to the motorist by the construction of the proposed facility would 
be $307, 704 brought about by a reduction of 173. 64 accidents for each 100 
million vehicle miles of travel; however, there would be no change in the 
accident rate on Ritchie Highway because there is no change in traffic vol- 
ume. 

More important than the monetary savings to be realized by con- 
struction of the proposed highway is the corresponding anticipated decrease 
in the loss of life and human misery brought about by the reduction in acci- 
dents. 

The accident costs, as indicated, include present worth of future 
earnings of persons killed or permanently disabled, as well as monetary 
losses resulting from injury and property damage accidents.    The unit costs 
utilized in the above computations were based on actual cost values obtained 
from three independent accident cost studies conducted in Washington, D. C., 
Illinois and the California Division of Highways and were updated to 1969 
prices. 
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4.      Public Facilities and Services - 

Three schools are located in close proximity to the proposed proj- 
ect (Alternate 2),  as shown on Drawing No.   12.    The Marley Junior High 
School is located on the northwest corner of Md.  Route 648 and Marley Sta- 
tion Road and east of the proposed Expressway.    The Marley Elementary 
School and Marley Special School are situated on the same property between 
Marley Station Road and Scott Avenue,  midway between Maryland Route 648 
and Maryland Route 2 and also east of the proposed Expressway. 

One of the access routes for buses to the Marley Special School 
would be affected by the project, which requires the removal of Cooper Road 
from Marley Station Road to Scott Avenue.    A replacement street for Cooper 
Road will be constructed as part of the project from Marley Station Road to 
Scott Avenue on the east side of the School property.    Vehicular access to 
the other schools would not be affected because of the proposed bridge struc- 
ture, which will carry Marley Station Road over the Expressway. 

Pedestrian access to the Marley Special School is provided via Re- 
located Cooper Road;      however,  this is a regional school for retarded 
children and,  according to school authorities,  all of these children are 
transported to school by bus.    Normal pedestrian access to the Marley El- 
ementary School is via Marley Station Road, and access to the Marley Junior 
High School is via Maryland Route 648 and Marley Station Road.    Pedestrian 
access to these schools will be maintained continuously during the construc- 
tion of this project on a sidewalk along the proposed detour road for Marley 
Station Road.  The President of the Gerard Plaza Community Association 
stated at the Public Hearing that some students living in the Phelps and Nor- 
man Avenue areas of Gerard Plaza, walk across the proposed Arundel Ex- 
pressway right-of-way to go to the Marley Junior High School, and request- 
ed that a pedestrian access be investigated at this location.    In response to 
this request,  the following study was made. Refer toDwg. No. 12 for orientation. 

The location studied for the pedestrian access begins on the east 
side of Phelps Avenue,  opposite Dixon Drive, and extends easterly to cross 
over the Arundel Expressway via a bridge.    East of the Expressway two al- 
ternate locations were studied to connect this access to existing streets. 
One alternate proposed to use an existing 15 foot wide right-of-way between 
two houses in Section IV of the Gerard Plaza subdivision and connect the 
pedestrian access to Gerard Drive.    The second alternate proposed that the 
access be constructed southerly along the east right-of-way line of the Ex- 
pressway and through the Gerard Plaza Recreation Club property to connect 
to Marley Station Road opposite Marley Elementary School.    The proposed 
typical section of the pedestrian access is a 10-foot wide paved walkway on a 
14-foot wide graded area with a 10-foot wide bridge over the north and south- 
bound roadways of the Arundel Expressway.    The cost of providing this 
pedestrian access,  exclusive of right-of-way, is estimated to be approximately 
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$270,000.    The proposed access was reviewed with representatives of the 
Anne Arundel County Public Schools and the results of this review are con- 
tained in a letter dated July 22,  1977 from the Supervisor of Transportation. 
A copy of this letter is included in Section K of this Final Statement.    All 
pupils in the Gerard Plaza Community live within the maximum walking 
distance limits of one (1) mile to elementary schools and one and one-half 
(I7) miles to junior high schools.    Based on the current enrollment of 19 
pupils, it is not considered feasible to construct this pedestrian access at 
a cost of over one quarter of a million dollars ($270, 000) as a convenience 
to reduce the walking distance between the schools and the Gerard Plaza 
Community. 

The Marley Special School and Marley Elementary School are in 
close proximity to the highways proposed with this project and at these lo- 
cations the principal concern is for the safety of the children.    Chain-link 
fences will be erected along the Expressway right-of-way and along the 
west side of Relocated Cooper Road through the school property for the pro- 
tection of children and animals who might stray onto the roadway. 

Right-of-way will be required from all three schools for the con- 
struction of the project.    The location of the right-of-way and its relation- 
ship to the schools1 recreational facilities are shown on the site plans as 
Drawings No.  19 and 20.    Right-of-way required by the recommended alter- 
nate from the three schools adjacent to the project is not used for school or 
public recreational purposes.    The decision by Anne Arundel County to use 
the monies provided by the highway for non 4-f right-of-way requirements, 
to either improve or re-align the present ballfields, is an action over which 
the SHA has no control.   Anne Aruhdel County has no commitment to im- 
prove the ballfields at the present time. 

Public services requiring the use of fire equipment, police protec- 
tion, and other emergency services, will be improved by the proposed proj- 
ect. A safer highway will be available to these emergency vehicles with the 
added benefit of reduced travel time. 

Public utility services,  such as water lines,  sanitary sewers, gas 
lines and electrical and telephone service, will not be affected by the proj- 
ect.    Where the proposed construction is in conflict with a utility,  the neces- 
sary relocations will be made in order to maintain service.    Care will be 
exercised during the construction period to protect other utilities that are 
not directly affected by the project. 

C-8 



NOTE: 

THE SCHOOL BUILDINGS 
ARE LOCATED 500 FEET EAST 
OF THE SCHOOL PROPERTY LINE. 

ftoMfcaa 
Diamond 

S«a.tt»»oo t« t«»*oo 
CMKr««« Mrm Ditch With 
lwr»a Oiatipating feittar] 

School 
Yard © 

MARLEY 
HIGH 

Ms. t63«50t 
iaM.«K'lntatlnS<iii«> 
101 L.F M-RCP 
ISM. Sn4 Section 

JSta 140* to t43«00 
|Coitcr«r«9i* Oilcli 

k^ 

•lid Sodding B»IIII Ditch] 

Woods ,-Right Of Wt* Line 

Woods 

Ll* 
V^ 

^lP 

49.9 410 
*—r*^—crTop orct stop* 

4*1 ^t» 41.7 4li 

-6* •^ •"" —LOT  HOS. 104 THMU 

EXFRtSSWi^ 
I0»   ARC  UNDCVELOPED 
LOTS 

y 
^ 

140^ 

|Sto tCUSO M 271 •JO 
id 4 Mulch Aurfa 

lOrain Ditch/ ^ht Of wVtine Of Thr^gh Hi9t 

If^STof vJl Line- 

& 

WOCOC / 

TOTAL ACREAGE-SCHOOL PROPERTY = 3 5 Ac.t 
TOTAL RIGHT OF WAY REQUIRED ALTERNATE 2 -0.2 Act 
RECREATIONAL LAND REQIU£ED ; 0.0 Ac. 

SCALE-l"-100' 



V£° 
R/W 
LINE \ 

\ 

•Oik 0.-.qir>,      i     '~3'~2/$*••*(•, 

\      *'-*• -toes*-  • 

J^C';T \ R-ght Of wiu Line e--"'1' 
i E4i«ttn3 P.^htCf way L«n< 

*o"o o. 

o! ••- 

1 |a   O       , 

(« 

vtt 

^  m  ^ 
c= o  i— 

4 ^"wr...^,. • 

.^r 

-C 

^ ** MARLEY SPECIAL ^ % \ 
S    '    r^-n^nl SCHOOL     <   ij   ' 

I    w-^-wt |L.__.     .        .  _ .,1    " 

»'.'*-ocVno- 
** -3*-ocr-otr   • 

h, 

°   Ou-v. 
"'"2a "^-N 

o   o   o 

I» © 

r^- 
® 

»«^ 
®~ 

61) n^ 4 

(2): 
JV 

5*»"/<«< 



10 
5.      Community Cohesion - 

The existing character of neighborhoods in urban and suburban 
areas is generally established by actions of the local government,   such as 
zoning regulations,  permitted and planned land usage,  and available public 
services.    Between Old Annapolis Road (Md.   Route 648) in Glen Burnie 
and Marley Station Raod,  the project passes through undeveloped land east 
of Harundale and Martindale,  and to the west of Sumac Fields and Foxwell. 
The project does not divide these established subdivisions which have their 
access oriented to either Ritchie Highway,  Old Annapolis Road,  or Marley 
Station Road. 

The Arundel Expressway would be located east of the main part of 
the Gerard Plaza Community and does not effect its access to Ritchie High- 
way via Phelps Avenue and Sands bury Avenue,  or to Marley Station Road 
via Allan Avenue and Leroy Road.    The Expressway separates this part of 
Gerard Plaza from its recreation club and Section IV of Gerard Plaza, which 
contains 19 homes,  all with access onto Marley Station Road.    At the present 
time,  the 19 homes and the recreation club for Gerard Plaza are separated 
from the main part of the community by approximately 600 feet of woods. 
Marley Station Road is the only connecting link between the two sections. 
A bridge is proposed to carry Marley Station Road over the Expressway, 
and access between the two sections of Gerard Plaza will remain the same 
as exists today; i. e. ,  via Marley Station Road. 

South of Marley Station Road,  the project is located in an area re- 
served for the proposed Expressway between the Americana Apartments, 
the St. George's Gate Apartments.,  and the Pinewood Apartment develop- 
ment for the elderly, and then passes to the east of the Southdale Shopping 
Center on Mountain Road. 

To the south of Mountain Road,  the land in the vicinity of the proj- 
ect alignment is largely undeveloped,  except for the commercial develop- 
ment on Mountain Road and the Woodholme subdivision on Jumpers Hole 
Road.    The project passes to the east of this development, with no effect on 
community cohesion. 

There should be no significant change in the character or zoning 
make-up of adjacent communities (that is commercial and residential de- 
velopment and population density change).    Property values should not change 
since zoning already reflects the highest and best use.    Some properties in 
close proximity to the project, whose access is not improved,   can be sub- 
ject to adverse visual and acoustical impacts, and also suffer losses in value 
and in consumer's surplus (the psychological values a resident places on his 
property over and above what he could receive in a market sale).    The ma- 
jority of the property owners (residences) displaced would benefit in terms 
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of being relocated in a residence of greater value than their previous resi- 
dence. 

The initial loss of assessable land and buildings required by the 
project right-of-way would ultimately be replaced by the inevitable increase 
in property development in the vicinity of the proposed improvement and 
help to broaden the County tax base in the corridor. 

• 
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6.     Displacement of People,   Businesses and Farms - 

The following information was provided by the Maryland State High- 
way Administration,   Bureau of Relocation Assistance for Alternate 2. 

The community affected by this alternate is almost entirely resi- 
dential,  with a combination of single-family units and apartment building 
complexes adjacent to the alignment.    For the most part,  the actual Express- 
way Corridor has been left undeveloped. 

The project will require the displacement of four families,   consist- 
ing of an estimated 16 persons.    Two of these families are located on the 
southwest side of Cooper Road,  Rt.  of Sta. 294+,  and 2 are on the south side 
of Mountain Road,  Rt.  of Sta. 335+.    Two of these families are owner-occu- 
pants, and two are tenant-occupants.    Two additional owner-occupant fam- 
ilies may be displaced;   the location of their wells and septic systems will 
be the controlling factor.    There are no businesses, farm operations or 
non-profit organizations that will have to relocate due to this alternate. 

There is no adverse impact by Alternate 2 on particular groups, 
such as the elderly or the handicapped,  and all community facilities and 
services will remain unaffected.    The community affected by this alternate 
is racially mixed.    There is one minority family which consists of approxi- 
mately 4 persons who will be displaced by this alternate.    The income level 
of this family is low and they are living in substandard housing.    This con^ 
dition could necessitate the application of "last resort housing",  as described 
in Appendix B,  to accomplish the rehousing. 

Since  there has always been a large  turnover in the housing market 
in northern Anne Arundel County (Election Districts 3 and 5),  there should 
be sufficient housing to meet the relocation needs of all Federal, State and 
County programs.    A reconnaissance of available housing was conducted by 
the Maryland State Highway Administration,  Bureau of Relocation Assist- 
ance in March,  1975.    A total of 42 dwellings were for sale in the immediate 
vicinity of the Arundel Expressway corridor.    Seven of these dwellings ranged 
in price from $0 to $20, 000;  twenty dwellings were priced between $20, 000 
and $40, 000,  and the remaining fifteen dwellings were priced above $40, 000. 
The majority of these dwellings were between 11 and 30 years old.   All of 
the dwellings were detached, with the exception of one rowhouse. 

. The lead time normally expected for relocations of this type is six 
months to a year.    The successful relocation of those displaced by this alter- 
nate can be accomplished in accordance with the requirements of the "Uni- 
form Relocation Assistance and Land Acquisition Policies Act of 1970". * 
Copies of the "Preliminary Relocation Study",  as prepared by the Bureau 
of Relocation Assistance in March,  1978; and "Summary of the Relocation 
Assistance Program of the State Highway Administration of Maryland" are 
included as Appendix B in this Final Statement. 
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7.     Summary of Equal Employment Opportunity Program - 

It is the policy of the Maryland State Highway Administration to in- 
sure compliance with the   provisions of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 
1964 and related civil rights laws and regulations which prohibit discrimina- 
tion on the grounds of race,   color,   religion,  national origin,  physical or 
mental handicap in all State Highway program projects funded in whole or 
in part by the Federal Highway Administration.    The State Highway Admin- 
istration will not discriminate in highway planning,   highway design,  highway 
construction,  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 be given to 
the social,  economic,  and environmental effects of all highway projects. 
Alleged discrimination actions should be addressed to the State Higway Ad- 
ministration for investigation. 

# 
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8.     Aesthetics - 

The major portion of the corridor is occupied by residential and 
commercial development along with the necessary support systems,  such 
as utility and power lines,   streets,  etc.    From Maryland Route 648 to Moun- 
tain Road,  the project passes through a suburban setting of individual homes, 
apartments,  and schools,  and would be seen as a typical modern Expressway. 
The project passes through undeveloped land or farming operations south of 
Mountain Road,   except for communities along intersecting roads. 

Aesthetics is an abstract issue which encompasses many aspects of 
the natural and man-made environment in addition to the inter-relationship 
of these features to each other and to the facility design.    This discussion 
will focus on the intrinsic visual characteristics of the facility,  and the visual 
aesthetic impact of the facility on adjacent areas. 

From the northern project limit to Marley Station Road,  the terrain 
rises rather abruptly from Marley Creek.    The proposed alignment extends 
from the completed section of the Arundel Expressway,  crossing the Mar- 
ley Creek arefa approximately twenty feet above the natural terrain.    Through 
this area the proposed roadway will intrude on the Marley Creek wetlands 
and require the removal of forest vegetation which borders these areas.    The 
roadway will reduce the vista from the residences along Shana Road which is 
presently dominated by forest vegetation and water.    The wetland restoration/ 
replacement measures, included as part of the project proposal, will mitigate 
the impacts to the wetland area.   After crossing Marley Creek,  the alignment 
is located predominantly in a cut section, which will act as a shield for adja- 
cent communities and schools. 

South of Marley Station Road to the vicinity of Mountain Road,  the 
proposed roadway grade results in shallow cut or embankment sections and 
can generally be considered at-grade with adjacent development, which con- 
sists of schools,  residential subdivisions and apartment developments.    The 
proximity of development adjacent to the corridor limits the extent to which 
the roadway can be designed to blend with the existing landscape.    This fac- 
tor is further complicated by the removal of the vegetation which presently 
acts as a natural division between developed areas. 

The Maryland State Highway Administration is presently consider- 
ing the'construction of noise barriers adjacent to the northbound roadways. 
These barriers vary between fifteen and twenty feet in height and will act as 
a buffer to shield the residential areas and schools along the east side of the 
project from the visual effects of the highway improvement. 

From the area just north of Mountain Road to the project terminus 
in the south,  the Arundel Expressway, its connector ramps and improve- 
ments to the local roadways, can be considered compatible with the existing 
environment which is dominated by highways and highway-related development. 
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9.     General Ecolopry and Conservation 

The construction of the proposed Arundel Expressway (Alternate 2) 
would require the acquisition of the following areas within its right-of-way: 

Forest Land - Approximately 45 acres would be re- 
quired for the construction of the entire project. 

Open Land - Approximately 30 acres of fields or 
pasture land would be required for the construction 
of the entire project. 

Wetlands - Approximately 2. 4 acres in the vicinity of 
Marley Creek would be required for the construction 
of the project. 

It is within these areas that the impacts on the terrestrial and 
aquatic environment will be most significant. 

The environmental impacts caused by the removal of forest lands 
within the project area, which has already been extensively developed by 
man, are perhaps more severe than in other less-developed areas.   Al- 
though the land areas that would be acquired are relatively small, they do Hi 
provxde many beneficial aspects to this developed area in the form of places W 

to picmc and observe wildlife in a natural surrounding.    Other more subtle 
factors affecting the natural ecosystems would also be lost with the removal 
of these lands. 

Because of the high density of dwellings in the project area, wild- 
hfe species xn forest tracts and old-field habitats are probably restricted 
to those types more tolerant to these conditions.    The proposed construc- 

££J^ H "M6    } •b0ttld
1.
aot have any »•*>* impact on wildlife and their 

di.tnbuttoa throughout the area.    Limiting factors such as existing roads 
and residential developments will continue to restrict the numbers of wild- 
life m the project area. 

No rare or endangered species are likely to be encountered in the 
terrestrial ecosystems in the proposed corridor. 

TW •. If1
i
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l
Creek Serves man,s environment in several different ways. 

Unfortunately, the construction of a highway will disrupt some of the normal 
ecological functions that help to serve man's environment. 
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First,  and probably most important, will be the loss of wildlife hab- 
itat for songbirds,   shore birds and water fowl.    The construction of a high- 
way across the creek will physically take some of the wooded,   shrub and 
grass marshland.    The loss of this wildlife habitat will, of course,  degrade 
the aesthetic and recreation-educational value of this portion of the Marley 
Creek Basin.    The basin offers nearby residents of surrounding develop- 
ments an opportunity to enjoy the natural setting and the wildlife found there. 

Filling the marsh areas creates the potential for the movement of 
mud,  sediment and decayed organic materials to other areas of the stream. 
By the use of sandbag levees and turbidity barriers during the life of the 
proposed construction,  it is anticipated that movement of silt will be con- 
trolled and not become a significant problem. 

Construction in the Marley Creek area would cause some loss of 
shallow water zone, which is commonly used as a spawning site for resident 
and anadromous fish.    This loss would reduce the number of young produced 
by fish species that spawn in Marley Creek.    Although not economically im- 
portant,  their contribution as an energy source in the food chain should not 
be overlooked. 

Like most wetlands,  the marshes of Marley Creek can act as a bar- 
rier between the unsanitary wastes of man.    The marshes contain both an 
aerobic and anerobic environment which can absorb nitrates and phosphates 
while replacing dissolved oxygen to the water.    The pollution barrier concept 
may be very important to maintaining sanitary conditions due to the surround- 
ing developments which are possibly contributing polluted surface water to 
the basin.    The pollutants may include nitrates and phosphates from lawn 
fertilizers washed from the lawns during heavy rains or may contain effluent 
from on-site sewage.    The loss of this pollution barrier may result from the 
actual construction of the highway or by indirect impacts associated with in- 
creased sedimentation.   By replacing the wetlands taken by construction of 
the highway,  the pollution barrier will continue to intercept sediments and 
nutrients flowing off of the roadways and existing shorelines. 

The value of Maryland's wetlands and the concern for their preser- 
vation is reflected in the Wetlands Act of 1970    which provides for the regu- 
lation of dredging and filling in tidal wetlands.    The act seeks to maintain 
the integrity of the wetlands to the greatest possible extent. 

Annotated Code of Maryland, Acts of 1970, Article 66C, Section 718, Chapter 241 
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Only one alignment was considered for this project because the lo- 
cation has generally been kept free of new construction since I960 with the 
cooperation of the Anne Arundel County Planning and Zoning Commission. 
Considering an alignment shift in either direction at Marley Creek, it was 
determined that the project would still cross the wetlands and, at the same 
time, would adversely impact existing residential and apartment commun- 
ities and/or the several schools in the area, as shown on Dwg. No. 4.    Be- 
cause only one feasible alignment is available,  the State Highway Adminis- 
tration authorized additional studies of the Marley Creek crossing to insure 
that the proposed project would cause a minimum of damage to the wetland 
environment. 

A report was prepared incorporating a number of designs including 
viaduct construction across the entire Marley Creek basin and various com- 
binations of embankment design with bridges over the Marley Creek channel. 
The viaduct alternative was not recommended since it would cost approxi- 
mately $6, 000, 000 more than the embankment construction, and would have 
no significant advantage over the embankment in terms of preserving the 
wetlands.    Restoration of marsh and swamp areas beneath the viaducts would 
be impracticable due to lack of sufficient height and direct sunlight.   Alter- 
native designs for embankment construction that were considered included a 
reduction in median width; a reduction in width of safety grading with 2:1 
slopes; arid a reduction in width of safety grading with vertical slopes.    The 
third scheme resulted in a maximum reduction in existing wetland area of 
approximately 0. 6 acre required for highway construction, but only by com- 
promising desirable safety features such as the 30-foot graded safety re- 
covery area.    It was not considered desirable to reduce the embankment cross- 
section,  since am equivalent area of new wetlands can be constructed to re- 
place the required acreage as described below.    The report is available for 
review at the State Highway Administration, a copy of which was sent to the 
U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 

The following is a summary of the recommendations from this re- 
port for the measures to mitigate adverse impacts of the expressway con- 
struction on the Marley Creek Wetlands.    These measures will also be in- 
cluded in the design and construction of recommended Alternate 2 (see Draw- 
ings No. 21 and 22). 

a.    Reconstruct the existing wetlands that would be dis- 
turbed by bridge construction (Area A), and restore 
its usefulness in trapping sediments from Marley 
Creek headwaters.    0. 3 acre 
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b.    Construct new wetlands in what is now open water in 
in the Marley Creek basin (Areas B and C) which will 
intercept sediments and nutrients flowing off of the 
expressway and from eroding shorelines.    2.4 acres 

c    Retain the existing wetlands outside the limits of em- 
bankment construction (Areas D and E).    Additional 
field survey in the design phase will indicate if it is 
feasible to improve the quality of these existing wet- 
lands.    1. 4 acres 

d.    The wooded island left of expressway Stations 248+ to 
254+ will remain in its natural state,  except for the 
western portion within the limits of embankment con- 
struction.    The remaining portion of the island will 
be improved in appearance by removal of dumped 
trash and debris and selective tree thinning. 

The Arundel Expressway project and,  more specifically,  its' cross- 
ing of Marley Creek,  has been coordinated with the following agencies and 
their comments and suggestions have been incorporated into this Final State- 
ment. 

U. S.  Coast Guard - Refer to page 1-5 
U. S. Dept. of the Interior - Refer to page 1-18 
U. S.  Fish & Wildlife Service       - Refer to Section K 
Md. Dept. of Natural Resources - Refer to page 1-34 

A bridge permit from the U. S.   Coast Guard and a Section 404 permit from 
the U. S. Army Corps of Engineers will be required for this project. 

Upstream from the Arundel Expressway crossing to Ritchie Highway 
the Marley Creek floodplain ranges from 500 to 1000 feet in width with rela- 
tively steep slopes on both sides.    See Dwg.  No.   12.    Residential development 
lines both sides of the floodplain with houses located at an elevation of 10. 0 
or above.    Anne Arundel County operates a pumping station on the south bank 
of Marley Creek at an elevation of 6. 0.    At the expressway crossing, Marley 
Creek splits into two channels,  separated by an island wetland,  much of which 
is affected by tidal fluctuations.    The 100-year storm has been used to evalu- 
ate the flood hazard at this location and will produce a runoff of 3634 cfs. 
Hydraulic computations indicate that the runoff of 3634 cfs will cause the" 
water surface elevation to rise to El. 4.28, with an average V = 2.6'/sec. in 
the existing floodplain.   Assuming the embankments and bridges proposed 
with Alternate 2 are in place,  the computations show that the 100-year flood 
will flow through the bridges with a V = 3. O'/sec.    Upstream of the bridges, 
the water surface elevation would rise to El. 4. 30.    The minor increase in 
elevation of the water surface during a 100-year storm is a result of the wide 
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bridge opening of 280'.    There will be no adverse effects on the floodplain 
or adjacent development as a result of constructing the expressway across 
the floodplain.    The water surface elevation of the flood of record is El.  8. 0, 
which occurred in 1933.    This was caused by hurricane winds, which blew 
water into the upper reaches of the Chesapeake Bay causing abnormally high 
tides, at the same time as the storm water runoff from the hurricane was at 
its peak. 

10.     Solid Waste Disposal and Borrow Area - 

The majority of waste materials resulting from a highway construc- 
tion project can gene rally be attributed to two item*; the removal of buildings 
and clearing and grubbing operations.   Building removal results inwaste mate- 
rials such as wood, glass, piping, plaster, metal ducts, appliances, etc. , and 
clearing operations create materials such as brush, trees and stumps. 

The removal and disposal of these waste materials can be confined 
within the construction limits for large expressway projects as proposed 
with Alternate 2.    Small limbs and brush would be shredded and stockpiled 
for future use as mulch material.    Other miscellaneous materials,  includ- 
ing lumber,  glass,  piping, appliances and stumps could be deposited and 
buried in designated non-bearing fills,  such as the interior of interchange 
ramps,  when specified in the construction contract.    Where on-site areas 
are not available, the current construction specifications of the State High- 
way Administration require the Contractor to make all necessary arrange- 
ments for obtaining suitable borrow pits and disposal areas. 

In accordance with the provisions and requirements of Chapter 245 
of the Acts of 1970 for the State of Maryland, it is also necessary for the 
Contractor to obtain permits and/or approvals from the appropriate County 
agency for any off-site work, which includes off-site borrow pits, waste 
areas,  and the treatment of these during and after the completion of the 
project.    The County agency will refer the plan for such areas to the Soil 
Conservation District for review and approval of the erosion and sediment 
control provisions.    A copy of the permits and/or approvals must be fur- 
nished to the Engineer prior to starting any work covering the said permits 
and /or approvals.    Under the provisions of the Contractor's Erosion and 
Sediment Control permits and/or approvals for work outside the right-of- 
way,  temporary pollution control shall be inspected by the Commission's 
Project Engineer.    Any deviation from or non-compliance with the provi- 
sions of the permits and/or approvals shall be reported to the appropriate 
agency to enforce compliance.    The erosion control features installed by 
the Contractor shall be acceptably maintained by the Contractor for the dur- 
ation of the contract. 
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11.     Water Quality - 

The major potential impact on water quality resulting from highway 
construction and maintenance is that of sediment deposited in streams and 
lakes.    Sediment resulting from soil erosion is a significant problem during 
construction unless proper control measures are taken. 

Measures to minimize the effects of sedimentation resulting from 
construction are applicable to all surface waters throughout the project; how- 
ever,  the stream of major concern in this area is Marley Creek.    Due to the 
very erodible character of the sandy,   silty soil,   erosion control could be a 
significant problem during the construction of the Arundel Expressway in 
the vicinity of Marley Creek.    Gross sediment yields for uncontrolled con- 
struction activities could be as high as 200 tons/acre/yr.    However,  erosion 
control measures will be required on the project so actual yields should be 
quite low in virtually all instances.    The currently used methods of control 
of both erosion and other potential pollutants would reduce significantly the 
potential impact of these pollutants. 

Embankment stabilization within the Marley Creek basin will re- 
quire the removal of 1 to 4 feet of unsuitable foundation material within wet- 
land and shallow water areas.    Select borrow material will be utilized as 
backfill to provide a stable foundation for the highway embankment.    The 
unsuitable foundation material will be removed from approximately 2. 1 
acres of wetland and 1. 3 acres of shallow water areas.    The volume of mate- 
rial to be removed is approximately 35, 000 cubic yards.    Based on the re- 
sults of a soils analysis and survey, which will be made during the design 
phase of the project,  the material unsuitable for embankment foundations in 
its present state may possibly be used for new wetland construction or dried 
out for use in embankments.    The remainder will be transferred to an ap- 
proved location.    Tops oil,  seed and mulch will be placed on all unpaved em- 
bankment surfaces within the limits of construction as soon as practicable. 
This will include the median,  shoulder areas and embankment slopes,  ex- 
cept where paved slope protection is required. 

To minimize the impacts of construction on the water quality in 
Marley Creek, all planned construction in the Marley Creek basin will be 
done at the same time under the responsibility of one Contractor.    In addi- 
tion, levees and/or turbidity barriers will be installed and maintained around 
all proposed construction, including the stabilization of embankment founda- 
tions, proposed new wetlands,  retained existing wetlands and proposed 
bridges over Marley Creek as shown on Drawings No.  21 and 22. 
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- Sediment and Erosion Controls - 

The Maryland State Highway Administration has worked closely 
with the Maryland Water Resources Administration and the U. S. Depart- 
ment of Agriculture, Soil Conservation Service over the past several years 
to establish guidelines and procedures for the prevention of erosion and 
sedimentation, as well as material spillaga into channels.    The adopted 
standards and specifications as stated in the "Sediment and Erosion Control 
Program",  adopted September 3,  1970,  set forth   the procedures and con- 
trols over construction measures to be used on all highway contracts, in ac- 
cordance with Federal Highway Administration requirements.    The stand- 
ards and construction measures, adopted in 1970 for use on all highway con- 
tracts for the prevention of erosion and sedimentation,  have proven success- 
ful on other highway projects and include the following: 

a. The proper staging of construction activities to per- 
manently stabilize ditches at the top of cuts and at 
the foot of slopes prior to excavation and formation 
of embankments. 

b. The amount of land cleared and left barren at any 
time will be limited,  and slopes will be seeded or 
sodded, or otherwise stabilized as soon as practi- 
cable. 

c. The well-timed placement of sediment traps,tempor- 
ary slope drains and pther control measures. 

Bridges, drainage culverts, ditches,  channel changes,  sediment 
traps, level spreaders and protective linings will be carefully located and 
designed so as to cause minimum disruption to waterways and to reflect con- 
cern for preservation of aquatic life.    The locations and details concerning 
drainage structures and appurtenances will be contained on the contract 
plans and are reviewed during the staff level technical reviews at prescribed 
intervals of 30% and 90% plan completion. 

The State Highway Administration is required by state law to submit 
a sediment control plan and make application for Waterway Construction Per- 
mits from the Water Resources Administration for all stream crossings in- 
volved in the project.    No work can begin on any individual contract until said 
permits have been obtained and detailed schedules and methods of operations, 
known as an "Erosion and Sediment Control Plan", have been developed by the 
Contractor and approved by the State Highway Administration.   Also,  Con- 
tractors are required by Chapter 245 of the Acts of 1970 to obtain permits 
from the appropriate County Agency in cooperation with the local soil conser- 
vation district for any off-site work, including borrow pits, waste areas,  etc. 
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The State Highway Administration, the Water Resources Adminis- 

tration, and on the County level, the Soil Conservation District and the De- 
partment of Inspection and Permits, exercise authority over the carrying 
out of these measures, both in the review of plans during design and by in- 
spection during construction, thus assuring minimum adverse impact from 
erosion and sedimentation during construction. 

Subsequent to construction,  the State has regular maintenance pro- 
grams to keep the roadway, drainage systems and landscaping in proper con- 
dition.    These normal and regular maintenance procedures will effectively 
control any erosion that may occur during the operational phase of the proj- 
ect.    During the operational phase, water pollution may result from salting 
operations; however,  this situation is limited to heavy snowstorms during 
the winter months.    Salt stockpiles are maintained in special buildings, 
which are constructed throughout the State,  none of which are located along 
the Arundel Expressway. 
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12.   Noise Impacts - 

The standards which stipulate specific design noise levels applic- 
able to highways are contained in the Federal Highway Administration's 
Federal-Aid Highway Program Manual, Volume 7,  Chapter 7, Section 3 
(FHPM 7-7-3).    This document establishes maximum noise levels allowable 
for various types of land uses.    (See Table A for a summary of these noise 
criteria. )   The existing land uses in the areas adjacent to the planned Arun- 
del Expressway are a mixture of moderate density residential neighborhoods, 
institutional and commercial sites.    Because of the existing character of 
areas adjacent to the planned roadway,  the applicable FHPM 7-7-3 land use 
category generally is "B", for which the maximum (LIQ) exterior noise level 
is 70 dBA.    In those cases where abutting properties are commercial or in- 
dustrial,  the appropriate category is "C" (75 dBA). 

A highway noise impact occurs when the predicted L10 noise levels 
with the highway improvement exceed Federal design noise levels and/or 
when the predicted LIQ noise levels with the highway improvement are sig- 
nificantly higher than the existing noise levels.    These impacts are classi- 
fied as follows: 

Negligible 
_JlPJBILct-"   occurs when the predicted LIQ noise levels with the highway 

improvement do not exceed existing noise levels by more 
than 5 dBA; 

Minor 
__Jinpact_-   occurs when the predicted LIQ noise levels with the highway 

improvement exceed existing noise levels by 6 to 10 dBA; 

Moderate 
 kSPS.SJL-   occurs when the predicted L^Q noise levels with the highway 

improvement exceed existing noise levels by 11 to 15 dBA; 

Severe 
_J5y?iLCt_ "   occurs when the predicted LJQ noise levels with the highway 

improvement exceeds existing noise levels by more than 15 
dBA. 

Where it is predicted that a noise impact will occur,  either by ex- 
ceeding the Federal design noise level for the specified land use, and/or 
where a "moderate" or "severe" impact occurs with respect to existing 
noise, an evaluation of possible attenuation measures must be conducted. 
If the evaluation of these measures shows that attenuation is not expected to 
reduce the predicted Li0 noise level to below the design noise levels, an ex- 
ception to Federal design noise levels must be justified for approval by the 
Federal Highway Administration before a project can be approved for con- 
struction. 
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TA_BLE_A 

DESIGN NOISE T.KVELS AND LAND USE RELATIONSHIPS 
SPECIFIED IN FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY PROGRAM MANUAL 

(FHPM) 7-7-3 

Land Use Design Noise 
Category Level - Lio Description of Land Use Category 

A 60 dBA Tracts of lands in which serenity and quiet 
(Exterior) are of extraordinary significance and serve 

an important public need,  and where the 
preservation of those qualities is essential 
if the area is to continue to serve its in- 
tended purpose.    Such areas could include 
amphitheaters,  particular parks or por- 
tions of parks,  or open spaces which are 
dedicated or recognized by appropriate 
local officials for activities requiring 
special qualities of serenity and quiet. 

B 70 dBA Residences, motels,  hotels,  public meet- 
(Exterior) ing rooms,  schools,  churches,  libraries, 

hospitals, picnic areas,  recreation areas, 
playgrounds, active sports areas, and parks, 
which are not included in Category A. 

C 75 dBA Developed lands,  properties or activities 
(Exterior) not included in categories A and B above. 

D   For requirements on undeveloped lands, see 
paragraphs 11a and c, FHPM 7-7-3. 

E 55 dBA Residences, motels, hotels,  public meet- 
(Interior) ing rooms,  schools,  churches,  libraries. 

hospitals,  and auditoriums. 
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- Existing Noise Levels - 

In order to determine the noise characteristics existing in the pro- 
posed roadway corridor, measurement samples of A-weighted noise levels 
were taken at locations throughout the study area.    In addition, interior noise 
levels were recorded for critical noise sensitive locations so that the sound 
reduction capabilities of the various structures involved could be more ac- 
curately determined.    These facilities include Calvary Baptist Church, Mar- 
ley Junior High School, Marley Elementary School, Marley Special School, 
Americana HarundaleApartments and St. George's Gate Apartments.    The 
measurements were conducted during peak hours and off-peak hours on May 
7,   8,   21 and 22,   1974, which were Wednesdays and Thursdays. 

Table B gives the ambient measurement recorded at each location 
and the time period along with a brief description of each measurement lo- 
cation.    These noise sensitive locations are shown on Drawing No.  23 which 
also shows existing and proposed roadways and the predicted LIQ noise con- 
tours. 

Results of the ambient measurements at the observer locations 
chosen indicate a variety of contributing sources to the local noise environ- 
ment.    These include birds chirping,  rustling leaves, dogs barking, lawn 
mowers,  children playing,  jet and small airplane flyovers, in addition to 
traffic-related noise.    Except for a few isolated locations, it can generally 
be stated that airplane flyovers and traffic-generated sound levels had the 
greatest influence on the ambient measurements throughout the study area. 
Similarly,  the Governor Ritchie Highway (Maryland Route 2), Old Annapolis 
Road (Maryland Route 648),  Mountain Road (Maryland Route 177), and Mary- 
land Route 100 were the main traffic arteries influencing the noise environ- 
ment.    Marley Station Road and Jumpers Hole Road, in addition to the local 
street network for the numerous residential developments within the study 
area,  have considerable influence on their respective communities,  but very 
little significance on the total noise environment. 

- Predicted Noise Levels - 

Predicted Lio noise levels (exterior) were developed for this proj- 
ect by using the DOT-TSC-FHWA 72-1 Traffic Noise Prediction Model (TSC). 

Noise levels for this project were predicted using the lesser of the 
1996 design hourly volume (DHV) or the maximum volume which can be ac- 
commodated under Level of Service "C" operating conditions.    The average 
daily traffic during design year 1996 is predicted to be 87, 520 ADT north of 
Mountain Road.    This traffic volume was selected to evaluate a worst case 
potential future condition.    This condition would be present if the Expressway 
were to be improved to six lanes and further improvements made in the Rit- 
chie Highway corridor south of Maryland Route 100 as a result of the BATC 
Study. 
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# 
TA_BJLE_B 

AMBIENT (EXISTING) NOISE MEASUREMENTS 

Location Peak Hour Off-Peak Hour Description of 
Number Readings (dBA) Readings (dBA) Measurement Site 

L10                L50 L10                L50 

at 

at 

1 61.9 54.0 Harundale (End of Shana Rd. ) 
2 57.5 53.1 Holloway Rd. (450'+   W.  of Old 

Annapolis Rd.) 
3A 45.8 40.5       Marley Jr. High School (rear inside) 
3B 58.5 55.0       Marley Jr. HighSchool (rear outside) 
4 48.7 43.7 Harundale (End of Goodwood Rd. ) 
5 48.6 44.4 Gerard Plaza (Norman Ave.   & 

Phelps Ave.) 
6 46.0 43.4 Gerard Plaza (E. side Phelps Ave. 

1100'+ N. of Allan Dr.) 
7 63.0 50.7 Gerard Plaza (Phelps Ave. 

Allan Dr.) 
8 57.9 52.3 Gerard Plaza (Phelps Ave. 

Leroy Rd.) 
9 63.5 59.0 Gerard Plaza (Phelps Ave.  150' + 

E.  of Ritchie Highway) 
10A 43.0 36.3       Marley Elem. School (Inside) 
10B 61.0 51.5       Marley Elem. School (Outside) 
HA 63.0 54.0      Marley Special School (Inside) 
11B 58.5 56.0       Marley Special School (Outside) 
12A 31.6 29.6 Calvary Baptist Church (Inside) 
12B 58.5 50.1 Calvary Baptist Church (Outside) 
13 56.9 46.5       Martindale (Between Martindale 

& Americana Apts.) 
14 68.0 62.8      Martindale (Between Martindale 

& Southdale Shopping Center) 
15 65.8 61.7       Benny Goodman's Restaurant 

(E. Parking Lot) 
16A 42.6 40.3 St.George's Gate Apts.  (100' + 

E. of Prop. Expwy, Inside) 
16B 54.3 50.5 * St.George's Gate Apts.  (100' + 

E. of Prop. Expwy, Outside) 
17 57.3 52.5 St.George's Gate Apts.  (Apt. 

#132, Outside) 
18A 54.4 51.3       Americana Harundale Apts. 

(Apt. #7896, Outside) 
18B 53.8 42.5      Americana Harundale Apts. 

(Apt. #7896, Inside) 
19 68.5 60.7 Sun Valley (Cedarcliff Dr.) 
20 55.5 49.7       Woodholme (Perth Rd.) 
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Noise level contours of LIQ = 70 dBA based upon predicted exterior 
noise levels at receptor locations were established along the project align- 
ment from Maryland Route 648 to Maryland Route 100 (see Drawing No.  23). 
These contours indicate the limits of areas adjacent to the project roadways 
inside of which the 70 dBA FHWA design noise level will be exceeded (i. e., 
between the 70 dBA contours).    Noise contours reflect the exterior noise en- 
vironment at a height of ten feet above the existing ground level (approxi- 
mately first story elevation) for the type of land use that exists in the project 
study area (Category "B",  see Table A for description). 

Predicted interior noise levels were established at certain noise 
sensitive receptors in the project study area by applying actual measured 
structural noise reduction factors in public buildings.    Structural noise re- 
duction factors,  taking into consideration open or closed sash conditions, 
were measured at the following locations: 

a. Marley Junior High School - 
13 dBA reduction,  open sash condition 

b. Marley Elementary School - 
18 dBA reduction,  closed sash condition 

c. Marley Special School - 
no reduction due to interior noise environment; 
i. e. ,  shouts of children playing or children crying 

d. Calvary Baptist Church - 
27 dBA reduction,  closed sash condition 

- Noise Impact Assessment - 

Predicted traffic noise impacts to existing land areas adjacent to 
C 8£!OJeCt selected noise sensitive receptors are summarized in Table 

•    The assessment of adverse noise impacts are based on the following con- 

a. 

b. 

Land areas and sensitive receptors located between 
the 70 dBA exterior noise contours (without noise bar- 
riers) as shown on Drawing No.  23, will be adversely 
impacted by highway noise,  since the 70 dBA FHWA 
design noise level (exterior) will be exceeded. 

Where predicted Ll0 noise levels with the highway im- 
provement are significantly higher than ambient 
(existing) noise levels,  the sensitive receptors located 
outside or within the 70 dBA contours will be adversely 
impacted by highway noise. 

C-26 



• 

NOISE !MPACT ASSESSMENT 
RECOMMENDED ALTERNATE 2 

TABLE C 
SHEET ! OF 3 

SENSITIVE RECEPTOR^ 
1974 1 

LiO ;'BA 
MEASURED 
AMBIENT 
NOISE 
LEVEL 

•§96 i 
Li0 .IBA 

PREDICTED 
WITH 

EXPWY & 
NO BARRIERS 

1996 i 

L;0l:BA 

PREDICTED 
WITH 

EXPWY & 
RECOMMENDED 
BARRIERS 

FEDERAL ' 
DESIGN 

CRITERIA 

L-3 JBA 

IMPACTS                  | 

NU
M

BE
R 

SE
E 

DU
G 

  
 2

3 

DESCRIPTION 

EXCEEDS 
FEDERAL 

DESIGN 
CRITERIA 

IMPACTS   2 

WITHOUT 
BARRIER 

EXCEEDS 
FEDERAL 
DESIGN 

CRITERIA 

IMPACTS   2 

WITH RECOMMENUED 

BARRIER 
iDWG. 24- 

1 END OF SHANA RD 
61.9 75 75 70 YES MODERATE YES MOOERATt 

2 HOLLOWAY HO 
57.5 68 .< 65 70 NO MODERATE NO MINOR 

3 
MARLEY JR HIGH 
SCHOOL HUILOING 

58.5 <65 

52 * 

<65 

52 * 

70 NO MINOR NO MINOR 

45.8* 55 * NO * MINOR * NO * MINOR * 

4 END OF GOOONOOO RD. 
48.7 <65 <65 70 NO SEVERE NO SEVERE 

5 
END OF NORMAN AVE 
AT PHELPS AVE. 

46 6 65 65 70 NO SEVERE NO . • SEVERE 

6 PHELPS AVE 
46.0. 75 75 70 YES SEVERE YES SEVERE 

7 
ALLAN DRIVE AT 

PHELPS AVE. 

63.0 65 65 70 NO NEGLIGIBLE NO NEGLIGIBLE 

GENERAL NOTES 

1 ALL L|0 NOISE LEVELS AND NOISE IMPACTS PRESENTED IN THIS TABLE RELATE TO THE EXTERIOR NOISE ENVIRONMENT UNLESS NOTED BY *. 

*      INDICATES L,o NOISE LEVELS AND NOISE IMPACTS FOR INTERIOR ENVIRONMENT. 
2 NOISE IMPACTS ARE BASED ON THE COMPARISON OF EXISTING NOISE LEVELS AND PREDICTED NOISE LEVELS AT THE SAME LOCATION. 

SEE PAGE C 31 OF TEXT FOR EXPLANATION. 

** PREDICTED NOISE LEVELS AT THESE LOCATIONS ARE INFLUENCED BY ROADWAYS OUTSIDE OF THE STUDY AREA. 
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NOISE IMPACT ASSESSMENT                             TABLE C 
RECOMMENDED ALTERNATE 2                             SHEET 2 OF 3 

|     SENSITIVE RECEPTOR :374 i 

L:c, uBA 

MEASURED 
AMBIENT 
NOISE 
LEVEL 

.355 1 

L!3 .iBA 

PREDICTED 
WITH 

EXPWY 8, 
NO BARRIERS 

1996 I 
L|0:)BA 

PREDICTED 
WITH 

EXPWV & 
RECOMMENDED 
BARRIERS 

FEDERAL1 

DESIGN 
CRITERIA 

L,0 .:JBA 

IMPACTS                    1 

NU
MB

ER
 

SE
E 

DW
G 

  
 2

3 

DESCRIPTION 

EXCEEDS 
FEDERAL 

DESIGN 
CRITERIA 

IMPACTS   2 

WITHOUT 

BARRIER 

EXCEEDS 

FEDERAL 
DESIGN 
CRITERIA 

IMPACTS   2 

WITH RECOMMENDED 
BARRIER 

.OWG 24/ 

8 
LEROY RO. AT 
PHELPS AVE. 

57.9 <60 <60 10 NO NEGLIGIBLE NO NEGLIGIBLE 

9 
PHELPS AVE. AT ENTRANCE 
TO GERARD PLAZA 

63.5 *•• 

•. ' 

70 

to 
GERARD PLAZA & 
RECREATION CLUB 

61.0 72 72 70 YES MODERATE YES MODERATE 

10 
MARLEY ELEMENTARY 

SCHOOL BUILDING 

61.0 73.0 

55 * 

71.0 

53 * 

70 YES MODERATE YES MINOR 

43 * 55 * NO* MINOR * NO * MINOR * 

II MARLEY SPECIAL     © 
SCHOOL BUILDING 

5B.5 

63 * 

67 <65 70 NO MINOR NO MINOR 

57 • < 55 :: 55 * YES * NEGLIGIBLE* NO * NEGLIGIBLE * 

!2 CALVARY BAPTIST CHURCH 
58.5 73 73 

46 * 

70 YES MODERATE YES MODERATE 

32 * 46* 55* NO * MODERATE * NO* MODERATE * 

13 END OF WRENWAY ROAD 
56.9 <65 <65 70 NO MINOR NO MINOR 

NOTE: SEE TABLE A. SHEET J_ OF 3 FOR GENERAL NOTES 

11 EXISTING INTERIOR NOISE LEVELS AT THIS LOCATION ARE HIGH DUE TO THE SPECIAL NATURE OF THE SCHOOL I.E. CHILDREN CRYING. 
SHOUTING. ETC. PREDICTED INTERIOR HIGHWAY NOISE IMPACTS ARE NEGLIGIBLE AT THIS LOCATION BASED ON AN AVERAGE lOdBA 
STRUCTURAL REDUCTION. OPEN SASH CONDITIONS. 
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NOISE IMPACT ASSESSMENT 
RECOMMENDED ALTERNATE 2 

TABLE C 
SHEET 3 OF 3 

|    SENSITIVE RECEPTOR 
1974  i 

LiD dBA 

MEASURED 
AMBIENT 
NOISE 
LEVEL 

'.996 i 
LI0 m 

PREDICTED 
WITH . 

EXPWY I 
NO BARRIERS 

1996 i 

L |o dBA 

PREDICTED 
WITH 

EXPWY & 
RECOMMENDED 
BARRIERS 

FEDERAL 
DESIGN 

CRITERIA 

L,o JBA 

IMPACTS                   | 

NU
M

BE
R 

SE
E 

DW
G 

  
 2

3 

DESCRIPTION 

EXCEEDS 
FEDERAL 
DESIGN 
CRITERIA 

IMPACTS   2 

WITHOUT 
BARRIER 

EXCEEDS 
FEDERAL 
DESIGN 
CRITERIA 

IMPACTS   2 

WITH RECOMMENDED 
BARRIER 

iDWG 2/!) 

14 
ENTRANCE TO 
APARTMENT COMPLEX 

68.0 ** ** 70 :.:• . 

15 
BENNY GOODMAN'S 

RESTAURANT 

65.8 ** ** 75 

16 
ST. GEORGE GATE 
PINENOOD APARTMENTS 

54.3 75 68 70 YES SEVERE NO MODERATE 

16 
COOPER RD. AT 

SCOTT UE. 

54.3 75 68 70 YES SEVERE NO MODER.UE 

17 
ST. GEORGE GATE 

APARTMENT 

57.3 65 <65 70 NO MINOR NO NEGLIGIBLE 

18 
AMERICANA HARUNDALE 
APARTMENTS 

54.4 74 74 70 YES SEVERE YES SEVERE 

19 CEDAR CLIFF DRIVE 
68.5 * <.* »* 70 

20 PERTH RD 
55.5 70 70 70 NO MODERATE NO MODERATE 

NOTE: SEE TABLE A. SHEET J^ OF 3 FOR GENERAL NOTES. 

16 PREDICTED NOISE LEVELS AT THE SECOND STORY OF APARTMENTS AND ABOVE CANNOT BE EFFECTIVELY ATTENUATED BY NOISE BARRIERS. 
IMPACTS AT SUCH LOCATIONS ARE CONSIDERED WITHOUT NOISf. BARRIERS FOR PURPOSES OF THIS IMPACT ASSESSMENT. 
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All noise impacts summarized in this Statement were predicted 
based upon the projected traffic volumes potentially present if further im- 
provements were made south to U. S.  Route 50/301 at some time in the 
future.    This would require the ultimate construction of the Arundel Ex- 
pressway to six lanes north of Maryland Route 100.    This basis for evalua- 
tion of potential noise impacts is,  therefore,  considered to provide a "worst 
case" analysis.    As previously stated, the potential further improvements 
to serve the Ritchie Highway corridor southward will be fully evaluated in a 
separate study for the Baltimore-Annapolis Transportation Corridor. 

project: 

- Noise Abatement Measures - 

The following noise abatement measures were investigated for the 

- the installation of noise barriers within the highway 
right-of-way adjacent to noise sensitive receptors; and 

- the acquisition of property for providing buffer zones 
or for the installation of noise barriers (typically earth 
berms). 

Of these noise abatement measures,  the installation of noise barriers within 
the highway right-of-way was determined to be the more feasible noise 
abatement measure for this project.    The acquisition of right-of-way for 
providing buffer zones,  or for the installation of earth berm noise barriers 
is not feasible due to severe impacts to adjacent properties, which would 
have to be acquired outside of the proposed highway right-of-way. 

A maximum noise barrier system was developed to attenuate noise 
levels at all sensitive receptors to levels below the 55 dBA interior and 70 
dBA exterior Federal design noise levels such that the noise impacts could 
be effectively mitigated (with the exception of the upper stories of apartment 
complexes).    As shown on Drawing No.  23,  the maximum noise barrier sys- 
tem consists of barriers on both sides of the roadway for virtually the entire 
length of the project.    A preliminary weighting of noise barrier effectiveness 
(typically reductions of 5 to 15 dBA) versus barrier and property acquisition 
costs indicates that the maximum noise barrier system may not be a cost- 
effective solution for noise abatement.    As a result of this preliminary 
weighting,  a "recommended" or reduced scope noise barrier system has 
been developed. 

$ 
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- Recommended Noise Barrier System and Exceptions - 

The recommended noise barrier system and corresponding 70 dBA 
contour developed for this project are shown on Drawing No. 24. This sys- 
tem is located only on the east side of the proposed highway within the right- 
of way, and typically at the top of cut slopes or the edge of the 30-foot ve- 
hicle recovery area at the top of fill slopes. Barriers range in height from 
15 feet to 20 feet. The recommended noise barrier system will provide ef- 
fective noise abatement at the following noise sensitive areas: 

Marley Junior High School and vicinity 
Marley Elementary & Special Schools and vicinities 
St.  George's Gate Apartments and vicinity 
Pinewood Apartments and vicinity 

It should be noted that noise barriers will only be partially effective in the 
vicinity of apartment complexes,   since only the first story can be shielded. 
The extreme height of noise barriers required to provide protection for up- 
per stories is financially,  technically and aesthetically undesirable. 

The recommended noise barrier system was developed based on a 
preliminary weighting of expected noise abatement benefits and the economic 
reasonableness of providing noise barriers.    Additional evaluations and pub- 
lic meetings which address community acceptance,  aesthetics,  and highway 
safety will be undertaken during the design phase of the project.    Upon com- 
pletion of these final evaluations, including public reviews and comments,  a 
noise barrier system,  consistent with overall public interest, will be designed. 
This resulting noise barrier system any,  therefore,  be somewhat different 
than the tentatively recommended barrier system shown on Drawing No.  24. 

Exceptions to the design noise levels to be considered with the rec- 
ommended noise barrier system include those residences,  public buildings 
and recreation areas within the 70 dBA contours, where reasonable and ef- 
fective noise abatement measures cannot be provided to meet the 70 dBA de- 
sign noise level.    Potential exceptions to the 70 dBA exterior design noise 
levels with the recommended noise barrier system are indicated on Drawing 
No.  24.    These exceptions are tentative and subject to revision after finaliz- 
ing the noise barrier system during the design phase of this project.    Final 
exceptions will be considered by the Federal Highway Administration on a 
case-by-case basis.    The results of the BATC Study will directly influence 
the scheduling of abatement measures and/or the need for exceptions. 

The construction of this project shall comply with all Federal, State 
and Local noise control rules,  regulations and ordinances, as well as the 
provisions of the Occupational Safety and Health Act of 1970.    Noise-quieted 
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equxpment and hmitations on working hours will be required on construction" 
operations in residential areas.    The erection of noise barriers at an early 
stage of construction can also serve as a mitigating factor for construction 
noise.    All construction noise abatement measures developed prior to con- 
struction wxll be adhered to. 

e. .   TT.  f" 3eparate Noise Report is available for review at the offices of the 
State Highway Administration. 
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13.   Air Quality - 

-Summary- 

The air quality impact; of building and of not building the extension 
of the Arundel Expressway was analyzed by modeling vehicle emissions of 
carbon monoxide.    Two project alternatives are considered in this air 
quality assessment:   (1) the no-build alternative, Alternate 3,   and (2) the 
recommended construction alternative,  Alternate 2. 

The maximum vehicle emission concentrations during the 1975 to 
2000 study period occurred in 1975.    The Federal Motor Vehicle Emission 
Control Program will result in sharp reductions of emissions in the study 
area in the years from. 1975 to 1980,   reaching a minimum about 1988.    From 
1988 to 2000, emissions will rise slowly as traffic volumes increase. 

Both the no-build alternate and recommended build Alternate 2 
would result in vehicle emission levels below the National Ambient Air Qual- 
ity Standards^ from the estimated time of completion of the recommended 
alternative  (1980) through the design year of 2000.    Alternate 2, which is 
proposed as a limited access facility,  would reduce vehicle emissions 
through more efficient vehicle operation.    This would permit the expressway 
to accommodate more traffic growth than the existing highways,  while main- 
taining acceptable concentrations of emissions in the atmosphere. 

The complete technical air quality analysis is available at the State 
Highway Administration for review. 

Standards established pursuant to 42 U.S.C.  1857. 
(Section 107 of the Clean Air Act of 1970) 
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-Study Approach- 

This air quality impact study was conducted at the microscale 
level .    The initial step in the microscale analysis is to determine the mag- 
nitude of the highway contribution to air pollution within its corridor using 
Carbon Monoxide (CO) as an indicator.    Consideration was given to existing 
and projected land use,  location of sensitive receptors and topographical 
conditions. 

Historical air quality and meterological data obtained from the local 
agency air monitoring station in Glen Burnie and the Baltimore-Washington 
International Airport was utilized in the analysis.    A line source air pollution 
diffusion model was then used to compute concentrations caused by the project 
under study,  at receptors within the corridor during the worst and most 
probable meteorological conditions.    These concentrations were then added to 
the background values in order to obtain total concentrations. 

Future air quality determinations for the construction alternative 
(Alternate 2) were made for the estimated time of completion (ETC) of the 
proposed project (1980) and the ETC + 20 years (2000).    Estimates of CO 
concentrations for the no-build alternative (Alternate 3) were also made 
for 1975 in addition to the analysis years mentioned above. i^m 

The air quality resulting from each alternative was then assessed 
in terms of the goals of the 1970 Clean Air Act, the goals of the State Im- 
plementation Plan and a direct comparison of the pollutant levels for each 
alternative with the national Ambient Air Quality Standards. 

The California Line Source Model was used to predict concentrations 
of Carbon Monoxide at points 100 feet from Alternates 2 and 3.    The results 
of modeling show that total concentrations of carbon monoxide at these points 
do not violate applicable standards for carbon monoxide in 1980 and the years 
through 2000.    Since the sensitive receptors in the study area are greater than 
100 feet from each alternate,  the total concentrations of carbon monoxide 
at each receptor will also be less than the ambient standard. 

This analysis is limited to that area near the existing or proposed highway 
which is directly affected by the highway. 

C-34 



l&> 

-Sensitive Receptors- 

The existing sensitive receptors within the project sutdy area have 
been identified and are indicated on Drawing No.  25. 

The receptors are listed below and site numbers correspond to those 
on Drawing Number 25. 

Schools 

1. Marley Junior High School 
2. Marley Elementary School 
3. Marley Special School 

Housing for the Elderly 

4. Pinewood Apartments , 

Outdoor Recreation Areas 

1. Marley Junior High School 
2. Marley Elementary School 
3. Marley Special School 
5. Gerard Plaza Recreation Club 
6. Americana Harundale Reef eational Area 

-Existing Air Quality- 

The Bureau of Air Quality Control recommended that the Glen Burnie 
AIRMON station data be utilized as background for this project.    The Glen 
Burnie station is located at 300 Baltimore-Annapolis Boulevard,  in an area 
that can be best described as being low density residential and commercial 
with regard to land use.    Five atmospheric constituents, which are consider- 
ed to be transportation related have been monitored at the Glen Burnie sta- 
tion.    These were carbon monoxide, nitrogen dioxide,   reactive hydrocarbons, 
ozone and suspended particulates.    The measured concentrations of those at- 
mospheric constituents can be compared to the Ambient Air Quality Standards. 
The most recent data from the Glen Burnie station, which appeared in "The 
Maryland State Yearly Air Quality Data Report - 1973",  was used as an in- 
dicator of air quality in the study area. 
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The Environmental Protection Agency has categorized the transpor- 
tation related pollutants into three priority classifications.    Projects located 
within Anne Arundel County are located in the Priority I Region.    Priority 
I Regions are so designated because at the present time the ambient air 
pollutant levels exceed established National Ambient Air Quality Standards. 
Anne Arundel County is located in the Region known as the Metropolitan 
Baltimore Intrastate Region. 

The Environmental Protection Agency's Priority Classification for 
each pollutant in the Metropolitan Baltimore Intrastate Region are: 

Carbon Monoxide -    Priority I 
Nitrogen Dioxide -   Priority III 
Hydrocarbons -   Priority I 
Photochemical Oxidants -   Priority I 
Particulate Matter -   Priority I 

The Priority III Classification indicates that the pollutants do not 
violate the National Ambient Air Quality Standards. 

-Air Quality Impact of the Construction Alternative - Alternate 2- 

Having determined the existing ambient air quality,  emission model- 
ing was used to assess the effect that,the recommended alternative (Alternate 
2) will have on future air quality.    Thfe background used is specified under the 
analysis at each alternate.    Carbon monoxide was used in this assessment, 
because it is emitted directly from vehicles and does not react appreciably in 
the atmosphere.    These properties make it the most suitable vehicle emission 
for modeling atmosphere concentrations.    Future air quality was determined 
by modeling carbon monoxide for worst case meteorological conditions and 
most probable meteorological conditions in both 1980 and 2000. 

Carbon monoxide emission factors were used for the predicted 
traffic composition.    This composition included the percentage of heavy duty 
vehicles,  vehicle age distribution and average route speed.    From this in- 
formation, the model was used to predict the downwind concentrations. 

The meteorological parameters that have the most significant affect 
on air quality are wind speed and stability.    Worst case meteorological 
conditions are the simultaneous occurence of an extremely stable atmosphere 
and in the case of the subject project,  a very light crosswind relative to 
the highway. 
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The worst case meteorological conditions during the peak hourly 
volume are represented by crosswinds 22.5 degrees relative to the highway, 
with the winds from the northwest at a speed of 1 meter/secondduring Sta- 
bility Class F. 

During the highest consecutive eight-hour volume, the worst case 
conditions are defined as follows: 

12 Noon - 5 P.M.,  Stability Class D,  Winds 2 meters/second 
5 P.M.   - 12 Midnight, Stability Class F,  Winds 1 meter/second 
Winds are from the northwest under each condition. 

Tables 1 and 2 show the future concentrations of carbon monoxide 
in the study area resulting from vehicle emissions under worst case meteor- 
ological conditions in 1980 and 2000.    Concentrations of carbon monoxide in 
the intermediate years will steadily decline because even though traffic vol- 
umes will increase,  the emissions per vehicle will be decreased by the Fed- 
eral Motor Vehicle Emission Control Program (FMVECP).    It is the FMVECP 
that causes the highway originated carbon monoxide concentrations to be less 
in 2000 than in 1980. 

In order to obtain a more accurate portrayal of future concentra- 
tions of carbon monoxide, the amount of carbon monoxide attributable to the 
proposed highway must be added to the amount already existing in the area 
(background).    The following background data have been utilized and are in- 
cluded in the concentrations indicated for Alternate 2. 

Background (ppm) 

One Hour     Eight Hour 
1980 7.8 5.0 
2000 6.3 4.1 

If the maximum observed existing concentration of carbon monoxide 
is added to the maximum modeled concentration during the peak hourly 
volume,  the result is still within the 35 ppm National and State of Maryland 
Ambient Air Quality Standard.    Therefore,  it is concluded that Alternate 2 
will not exceed the Ambient Air Quality Standard for a one-hour maximum 
concentration of carbon monoxide.    This is reflected below in Table 1. 
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TABLE I 

One Hour Carbon Monoxide Average 
Concentration,  100 feet from the Highway 

Under Worst Case Meteorological Conditions (ppm) 

1980 2000 

Alternate 2 10.1-12.2 7.7-8.7 

Future carbon monoxide concentrations were also computed for 
comparison with the Federal and State of Maryland Ambient Air Quality 
Standard for an eight-hour average of carbon monoxide (9ppm).    This was 
done by using highest eight consecutive traffic volume hours and averaging 
the CO concentrations during the eight-hour period.    The range of eight- 
hour concentrations are indicated in Table 2. 

TABLE 2 

Eight Hour Carbon Monoxide Average 
Concentration,  100 feet from the Highway 

Under Worst Case Meteorological Conditions (ppm) 

1980 2000 

Alternate 2 5.9 - 6.4 4.6 - 5.4 

As indicated above, the maximum eight-hour concentrations in both 
1980 and 2000 are below the 9 ppm eight-hour standard. 

Future concentrations of carbon monoxide under most probable 
meteorological conditions will be substantially less than under the worst case 
just discussed.    Most probable meteorological conditions for the study area 
are neutral atmospheric stability (Stability Class D) occurring 47.8 percent 
of the time and a 45 degree crosswind from the west at 3.59 - 5.38 meters/ 
second.    This windspeed class occurs 11.8 percent of the time.    This 
information was used in the emission model,  along with the same traffic data 
and emission factors used to predict the worst case concentrations. 

Table 3 indicates that Alternate 2 will not be in violation of the 35 
ppm one-hour standard during the most probable meteorological conditions. 
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TABLE 3 

One Hour Carbon Monoxide Average 
Concentration,  100 feet from the Highway 

Under Most Probable Meteorological Conditions (ppm) 

1980  ' 2000 

Alternate 2 7.9-8.1 6.4-6.5 

Future carbon monoxide concentrations under most probable con- 
ditions were also computed for camparison with the eight-hour carbon mon- 
oxide standard.    The range of concentrations, which are presented in Table 
4, were all well within the 9 ppm eight-hour standard. 

TABLE 4 

Eight Hour Carbon Monoxide Average 
Concentration,  100 feet from the Highway 

Under Most Probable Meteorological Conditions (ppm) 

1980 2000 

Alternate 2 5.1 4.2 

Carbon monoxide emission modeling indicates that atmospheric 
concentrations of vehicle emissions will remain within the Ambient Air 
Quality Standards,  even under the most unfavorable meteorological influ- 
ences.    Under prevailing weather conditions, the concentrations will be 
even lower. 

- The No-Build Alternative - Alternate 3- 

If Alternate 2 is not constructed,  existing highways would have to 
continue to serve the transportation needs of the study area.    Traffic vol- 
umes are projected to increase in the future on these existing highways, 
and will probably continue to increase until the transportation demand is 
satisfied or the highway system becomes saturated and reaches its possible 
capacity.    When highways systems become saturated, vehicles cannot oper- 
ate at peak efficiency and increased emissions result.   Therefore, it is 
necessary to consider the future air quality implications of the no-build 
alternative. 
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Carbon monoxide emission modeling was used to evaluate the im- 
pact of the no-build alternative in the same manner that it was applied to 
Alternate 2.    The meteorological assumptions for the worst and most prob- 
able case are also common with those used for the construction alternative. 

Traffic volumes and emissions per vehicle for the no-build alter- 
native were different from those used in the analysis of Alternate 2.    The 
traffic volumes utilized were those that would result on the existing high- 
ways if the construction alternative was not provided.    As such, they re- 
flect increasing congestion on the existing roads,  but only to the point 
where operating speed and maneuverability are controlled by the volume of 
traffic.    Beyond this point, when traffic becomes stop-and-go, the modeling 
is inadequate to determine total vehicle emissions because of the varying 
operating conditions of each vehicle.    As a result, modeling of the no-build 
alternative may underestimate the total atmospheric concentrations of vehi- 
cle emissions. 

Tables 5 and 6 indicate the future concentrations of carbon monox- 
ide in the area adjacent to existing Maryland Route 2 that are expected to re- 
sult from vehicle emissions under worst case meteorological conditions in 
1975,  1980 and 2000.    Concentrations in the years after 1975 reflect de- 
creased levels as a result of the FMVECP reduction in emissions per vehi- 
cle. 

The model predictions of highway generated carbon monoxide 
should be added to existing ambient levels in order to determine actual fu- 
ture concentrations.    The following background data has been utilized and 
is included in the concentrations indicated for Alternate 3. 

Background (ppm) 

One Hour       Eight Hour 
1975 12.9 7.9 
1980 7.8 5.0 

As discussed previously, existing ambient levels of carbon monox- 
ide in the.study area are largely attributable to existing highways.    The 
background levels were closely simulated by the model for both the one-hour 
and eight-hour concentrations under the most probable meteorological con- 
ditions. 

• 

C-40 



b1 

m 

TABLE 5 

One Hour Carbon Monoxide Average 
Concentration,  100 feet from Maryland Route 2 

Under Worst Case Meteorological Conditions (ppm) 

1975 1980 2000 

Alternates 20.2-24.0       11.9-13.7 8.5 
(No Build Alternative) 

Table 5 indicates that the National Ambient Air Quality Standard of 
3 5 ppm is not exceeded during the analysis years.    Therefore,  it is concluded 
that maintaining the existing highway system without modification will be in 
agreement with the ambient air quality standard for a one-hour maximum con- 
centration of carbon monoxide. 

Future carbon monoxide concentrations were also computed for com- 
parison with the ambient air quality standard for a maximum eight-hour 
average concentration of carbon monoxide (9ppm).    The range of eight-hour 
concentrations,  100 feet from existing Maryland Route 2 are shown in 
Table 6. 

TABLE 6 

Eight Hour Carbon Monoxide Average 
Concentration,  100 feet from Maryland Route 2 

Under Worst Case Meteorological Conditions (ppm) 

1975 1980 2000 

Alternates 10.7-12.1       6.5-7.3 5.7 
(No-Build Alternative) 

The maximum vehicle emission concentrations occur during 1975 
and do exceed the air quality standard by 1. 7 - 3.1 ppm.   Assuming that the 
Federal Motor Vehicle Emission Control Program (FMVECP) continues to 
be implemented,  concentrations will steadily decrease from 1975 until about 
1988.    After 1988,  emissions will rise slightly as traffic volumes increase. 

Future concentrations of carbon monoxide under the most probable 
meteorological conditions will be substantially less than those for the worst 
case conditions just discussed.    The results of the modeling for the most 
probable conditions are indicated in the following tables. 
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TABLE 7 

One Hour Carbon Monoxide Average 
Concentration,  100 feet from Maryland Route 2 

Under Most Probable Meterological Conditions (ppm) 

1975 1980 2000 

Alternates 13.1-13.6        8.3-8.5 6.5 
(No - Build Alternative) 

During the analysis years,  the highest one-hour downwind concen- 
trations will occur adjacent to Maryland Route 2 in the area south of the 
interchange with Maryland Route 100.    However, the projected levels are 
well within the 3 5 ppm ambient air quality standard for one-hour maximum 
carbon monoxide concentrations. 

Future carbon monoxide concentrations under most likely condi- 
tions were also computed for comparison with the eight-hour carbon monox- 
ide standard.    The range of concentrations,  which are presented in Table 8, 
are within the 9 ppm eight-hour standard. 

TABLE 8 

Eight Hour Carbon Monoxide Average 
Concentration, 100 feet from Maryland Route 2 

Under Most Probable Meteorological Conditions (ppm) 

1975 1980 2000 

Alternates 8.4-8.7       5.3-5.5 4.4 
(No-Build Alternative) 

No serious impact on future air quality will result with the adoption 
of the No-Build Alternative.    This assessment is predicated,   and this must 
be strongly emphasized,  on the continued enforcement of the Federal Emis- 
sion Control Program.    Carbon monoxide emission modeling inidcates that 
atmospheric concentrations of vehicle emissions will remain below the Fed- 
eral Standards after 1975 under the most unfavorable meteorological influ- 
ences.    Under prevailing weather conditions, the concentrations will be even 
more favorable. 
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Mesoscale Analysis 

A mesoscale analysis of the quantities of carbon monoxide and 
photochemical oxidant precursor pollutants (hydrocarbons and nitrogen oxides) 
was conducted to determine the impact of the project on regional air quality. 
The analysis considered the highway network effected by the project (see 
Drawing No. 26) and utilized AP 42-Supplement 5 as revised in March,  1978 
to generate motor vehicle emission factors. 

The results of this analysis are shown in Table 9.    In all cases the 
pollutant loadings with the "Build" Alternate 2 are lower than those with the 
"No-Build" Alternate 3 due to the increased vehicle speeds associated with the 
"Build" case.    Levels for both alternates are lower in the design year (2000) 
than in the completion year (1983) due to the FMVECP. 

TABLE 9 

Pollutant Burden 
Kg/Day 

1983 2000 

Carbon Monoxide 

Hydrocarbons 

Nitrogen Oxides 

Build No-Build Build No-Build 
Alt. 2 Alt.  3 Alt. 2 Alt.  3 

26335 28519 17888 18989 

2929 3174 1853 1977 

5268 5566 .4772 4975 
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Consistency With State Implementation Plan 

As the subject project is located within the Metropolitan Baltimore 
Intrastate AQCR, it is necessary to evaluate three characteristics of the 
proposed facility when determining consistency with the State Implementation 
Plan:   micro-scale carbon monoxide levels,  construction impact,  and the 
effect on regional air quality. 

The project Air Quality Analysis assessed the micro-scale carbon 
monoxide impact of the facility.    This analysis determined that no violation 
of State or Federal Ambient Air Quality Standards for carbon monoxide will 
occur adjacent to the project during the completion and design years.    As a 
result of this conclusion,  the project may be considered consistent with this 
aspect of the State Implementation Plan. 

The consistency of the project in relation to construction activities 
was addressed thru consultation with the Maryland Bureau of Air Quality 
and Noise Control.    The State Highway Administration has established Speci- 
fications for Materials,  Highways,   Bridges,  and Incidental Structures which 
specify procedures to be followed by contractors involved in State work.    The 
Maryland Bureau of Air Quality and Noise Control has reviewed these ^^ 
Specifications and has found them consistent with the Regulations Governing ^v 
the Control of Air Pollution in the State of Maryland. 

The impact of the project on regional air quality must be evaluated 
as parts of the AQCR are designated nonattainment areas for carbon monoxide 
and photochemical oxidants.    As the pollutant burden analysis determined that 
emissions from the roadway network in the vicinity of the project would be 
less with the "Build" alternative than with the "No Build" alternative, the 
project is considered consistent with the objectives of the State Implementation 
Plan. 
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D.     ALTERNATIVES: 

The following alternates are described in this Final Environmental 
Statement and were presented for consideration at the Combined Location/ 
Design Public Hearing on June 3,  1976. 

Alternate 2 . (Selected Alternative) 

The proposed   completion of the Arundel Expressway from 
Old Annapolis Road (Maryland Route 648) to Maryland Route 
100.    Ramp connections are proposed to an improved Moun- 
tain Road and to Maryland Route 100.    The connection to Rit- 
chie Highway is provided by an expansion of the interchange 
between the proposed Expressway,  Maryland Route 100 and 
Ritchie Highway. 

Alternate 3 - 

The "Do-Nothing" alternative.    The Arundel Expressway 
would be terminated at Old Annapolis Road (Maryland Route 
648). 

Alternate 4 - 

The completion of the Arundel Expressway from Old Annap- 
olis Road (Maryland Route 648) to Maryland Route 100.    Ramp 
connections are proposed to Maryland Route 100 and to an im- 
proved Mountain Road.    A direct connection to Ritchie Highway 
is not proposed with this alternative. 

- Alternate 2 - 

The major design features and physical location proposed for Alter- 
nate 2 is described in detail on page A-28 of this Final Statement.    Follow- 
ing the verbal description in Section A is Drawing No.  12 showing the plan 
and profile of Alternate 2 and Drawing No.   13 showing the proposed typical 
sections of improvement. 

The highway transportation service offered by the project is excel- 
lent.    It provides a safe and efficient traffic facility for thousands of resi- 
dents in northeast Anne Arundel County and, acting as a bypass of Glen 
Burnie, provides a much needed supplement to Ritchie Highway and Old 
Annapolis Road.    The proposed extension will tie the Arundel Expressway 
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into the State's principal arterial highway system,  making it a usable facil- 
ity for National Defense and other emergencies.   Alternate 2 will result in 
a reduction of 1983 traffic volumes on Old Annapolis Road, Mountain Road 
and Maryland Route 100, and thereby improve driving conditions for shop- 
pers and for those driving to work and schools in this area.    Traffic volumes 
on Ritchie Highway, north and south of Maryland Route 100, would not be 
substantially changed. 

The impact of the project on water, air, noise and other factors 
are covered in detail under Section C of this Statement.    ' 

The project, as proposed with Alternate 2, will require the acqui- 
sition of approximately 3 residences not previously acquired by the State 
Highway Administration.   Approximately 4 families,  consisting of 16 people, 
will be displaced.    Of those being displaced,  1 family,  consisting of 4 per- 
sons, is of a minority group.    There are no businesses, farm operations 
or non-profit organizations that will have to be relocated due to this alter- 
nate.   All persons to be relocated will be provided with the benefits of the 
"Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies 
Act of 1970". 

The approximate costs of the highway proposed described as Alter- 
nate 2 are as follows.    These costs are based on 1977 prices. 

Highway Construction $25,700,000.  * 
Right-of-Way Costs 8,300,000. 

Initial Project Cost ....    $34, 000, 000. 

* Includes $750, 000 for tentative noise abatement 
recommendations. 

Additional funds will be required to widen the mainline roadway to 
6 lanes, the need for which will be determined by the Baltimore-Annapolis 
Transportation Corridor Study. 

Alternate 2 will not require property from any public park or rec- 
reation land falling within the intent of Section 138 of 23 U.S. C. ; however, 
the project is involved with one site of archeological significance just south 
of Marley Creek.   Section H in this Final Statement describes the recom- 
mendations resulting from intensive test excavations performed at this site. 

\ 
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-   Decision   -   Alternate   2   - 

Alternate 2 is the recommended alternative selected by the State 
Highway Administration because it will result in definite transportation, 
social and economic benefits to the community as a whole,  and make the 
Arundel Expressway a usable facility from the Baltimore Beltway (1-695) 
and the Outer Harbor Crossing on the north to Maryland Route 100 and 
Ritchie Highway (Md.  Route 2) on the south.    The direct connection to 
Ritchie Highway proposed with Alternate 2 will permit the exchange of traf- 
fic with the Expressway to be made on the major roads in the area,   rather 
than on the local road system.    Tentative measures have been developed to 
reduce,  where feasible,  the impact resulting from increased noise levels; 
and to mitigate the impact on the Marley Creek wetlands.   Archeological 
Sites 18 AN178A and 18 AN178B have been thoroughly test excavated and it 
has been recommended that no further archeological work need be perform- 
ed within the right-of-way limits of the proposed highway. 

Listed below are some of the specific benefits that would accrue to 
the residents of this area as a result of Alternate 2: 

Better accessibility to employment and resi- 
dential areas; 

- Support commercial and industrial develop- 
ment with increased employment opportunities; 

Reduce highway users1 costs; 

- Reduce travel time of emergency vehicles; 

- Reduce accident rates and accident costs. 

A chart, comparing the design features and expected environmental 
impacts of Alternates 2,  3 and 4, is shown on page D-7. 

- Alternate 3 - 

Alternate 3 is the "Do-Nothing" alternate.    This means that the 
Arundel Expressway would be terminated at Old Annapolis Road (Md.  Route 
648) in Glen Burnie, and no improvements would be made to existing Ritchie 
Highway or Old Annapolis Road.    The concept of building nothing does not 
conform to local, regional or state planning for this corridor. 
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Existing Ritchie Highway,  as seen today, is a 4-lane divided high- 
way,  with a 42-foot depressed median in a 150-foot right-of-way.    Old An- 
napolis Road is a two-lane undivided roadway with curbs or narrow shoulders. 
Additional lanes have been added in some urban and commercial areas.   A 
large number of businesses of all types and sizes interspersed with private 
homes and apartments line both roadways.    Detailed descriptions of these 
existing roads are included on page A-4 of this Statement. 

Traffic on the existing roads will continue to increase with the con- 
struction of residential and commercial development even in the absence of 
the proposed Expressway.    Additional traffic signals will be required as 
traffic increases, operating speeds will be reduced and stoppages will occur 
for longer periods of time.    Projected average daily traffic volumes for 1983 
are shown on page C-5 for Alternate 3, which assumes  that the Arundel 
Expressway will not be extended to Maryland Route 100.    Based on the fig- 
ures,  traffic volumes will have exceeded the theoretical capacity, as defined 
by the Highway Capacity Manual - 1965,  of both Ritchie Highway,  south of 
Maryland Route 100,  and Maryland Route 100, west of Ritchie Highway,  by 
1983.    The "Do-Nothing" alternate would leave the Ritchie Highway corridor 
with inadequate transportation facilities. 

Inadequate cranapoxtanuir ien_j.iitica wixx mnibit the planned residen- 
tial and commercial growth in the area, with a resultant adverse effect on 
the County tax base and employment opportunities.    To do nothing will accel- 
erate the deterioration of the presently unsafe traffic condition,  and could in- 
itiate a downward trend in the value of properties in the community.    It will 
not require the dislocation of any people,  businesses or residences. 

Public utility services,  such as waterlines and sanitary sewers, 
etc. will not be affected by Alternate 3; however, public transit buses, 
school buses, fire equipment and other emergency services would be ad- 
versely affected by increases required in travel time. 

Alternate 3 will have no affect on any public park or recreation land; 
historic site; fish, waterfowl or wildlife refuge or other lands falling within 
the intent of Section 138 of 23 U.S. C. 

If no construction is undertaken, there can be no impact on physical 
environment factors such as water quality, or the loss of open space due to 
new transportation facilities. 
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The air quality study shows that no adverse effects on air quality 
would develop between 1980 and 2000 for either the build or no-build alter- 
native. 

Without the proposed Expressway,  noise levels would continue to 
rise as a result of continued development and increased traffic so that resi- 
dences located within 300 to 350 feet of existing roadways would experience 
noise levels in excess of the FHWA design noise level of 70 dBA. 

With no improvement proposed for transportation in the corridor, 
there would be no requirement for funds to design or build highways as plan- 
ned under Alternate 2.    The capacity,  safety and efficiency of the existing 
road would continue to deteriorate with additional traffic,  resulting in in- 
creased operating costs for both private and publically-owned vehicles along 
with the intangible cost of manhours lost due to increased travel time. 

"   Decision   -   Alte rnate   3   - 

The adverse impact Alternate 3 would have on transportation serv- 
ice and socio-economic factors are the major reasons for not recommending 
this alternate for adoption. The concept of building nothing does not conform 
to local or regional planning for this corridor. Other factors contributing to 
this decision include the adverse effect on planned growth, the tax base, em- 
ployment opportunities and highway safety. 

- Alternate 4 - 

The design features and location proposed for the Arundel Express- 
way with Alternate 4 are identical to Alternate 2 from Maryland Route 648 
to Maryland Route 100, including the ramp connections to Mountain Road 
and Maryland Route 100 to the east.    The major difference with Alternate 
4 occurs in the vicinity of the proposed interchange with Maryland Route 
100 where no provisions are made for a direct ramp connection to Ritchie 
Highway.    The directional ramps between the Arundel Expressway and 
Maryland Route 100 to the west are not included in this proposal; however, 
provisions were made for their future construction.    Drawing No.  6 shows 
the location and interchange ramps proposed with Alternate 4. 

Transportation service provided by Alternate 4 is similar to Alter- 
nate 2, except for the exchange of traffic between the Ritchie Highway and 
the proposed Arundel Expressway.    This would be accomplished by utilizing 
the existing road systems; i.e.. Mountain Road and Jumpers Hole Road. 
Acting as a bypass of Glen Burnie, Alternate 4 would provide a much need- 
ed supplement to Ritchie Highway and Old Annapolis Road.    The proposed 
extension will tie the Expressway into the State's principal arterial highway 
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system,  making it a usable facility and result in improved driving conditions 
for shoppers and those driving to work and schools in this area. 

The impact of Alternate 4 on water,  air, noise and other social 
and environmental factors are the same as described for Alternate 2 in 
Section C of this Final Statement. 

The project,  as proposed with Alternate 4, will require the acqui- 
sition of approximately 3 residences not previously acquired by the State 
Highway Administration.    Approximately 4 families,  consisting of 16 people, 
will be displaced.    Of those being displaced,   one family,  consisting of 4 
persons, are of a minority group.  There are no businesses, farm operations 
or non-profit organizations that will have to be relocated due to this alter- 
nate.   All persons to be relocated will be provided with the benefits of the 
"Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act 
of 1970". 

The approximate costs of the highway proposal described as Alter- 
nate 4 are as follows.    These costs are based on 1977 prices. 

Highway Construction $23,425,000.  * 
Right-of-Way Costs 7,525,000. 

Initial Project Cost $30,950,000. 

* Includes $750, OOO-for tentative noise abatement 
recommendations. 

An additional $3.1 million will be required to construct the future 
ramps proposed in the Arundel Expressway - Maryland Route 100 Inter- 
change and to widen the mainline to a 6-lane freeway. 

Alternate 4 will not require property fromany public park or recre- 
ation land falling within the intent of Section 138 of 23 U.S. C. ; however.the 
project will impact Archeological Site 18AN178 just south of Marley Creek 
to the same degree as Alternate 2.   SectionHdescribes the recommendations 
resulting from test excavations performed at this site. 

-   Deci sion   -   Alternate   4   - 

Alternate 4 was not recommended for adoption primarily because 
it would require all traffic exchange  between the Ritchie Highway and the 
proposed Arundel Expressway to occur on the existing local road system; 
Mountain Road and Jumpers Hole Road.    This would result in increased 
traffic and noise impacts through the Southdale Shopping area and the Wood- 
holme residential community. 
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COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES 

CATEGORY 
ALTERNATE 

NO.  2 
ALTERNATE 

NO.  3 

ALTERNATE 
NO.  4 

LAND USAGE 
IN ACCORDANCE WITH 

ADOPTED LAND-USE PLANS YES NO YES 

TRANSPORTATION EFFECTIVENESS 
(1983 Level of Service) 

Arundel Expressway 
Md.  Route. 2     - South of Md.   100 
Md. Route 100    - West of Md. 2 
Md.  Route 6118    - North of Md.   177 
Md. Route 177   - East of Md. 2 

B 
F 
D 
D 
D 

F 
F 
F 
F 

B 
F 
D 
D 
E 

SAFETY 
ACCIDENT RATE/100 MVM 
ACCIDENT COST/100 MVM 

197.27 
$408,303 

352.91 
$716,047 

197.27 
$408,303 

ACRES OF 
VEGETATION 
DISTURBED 

Wl 
EROSION 

ENVIROWENT 

FOREST 
-   OPEN-LAND (FIELDS) 

WETLANDS 
LDLIFE IMPACT 

AND SEDIMENTATION 

45 
30 
2.4 

SOME 
TEMPORARY 

0 
0 
0 

NONE 
NONE 

40 
30 
2.4 
SOME 

TEMPORARY 

RELOCATION 
Homes to be Acquired 
Families to be Relocated 
Persons to be Displaced 

3 
4 

16 

0 
0 
0 

3 
4 

16 

COST 
CONSTRUCTION COST 
RIGHT OF WAY COST 

INITIAL PROJECT COST 

$25,700,000 
8,300,000 

$34,000,000 

0 
0 

0 

$23,425,000 
7,525,000 

$30,950,000 
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E.     UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS: 

The implementation of the project will have certain adverse effects on 
the environment, which cannot be reduced by the use of reasonable^abate- 
ment measures. 

1«     Conversion of open land to highway purposes - 

The area proposed for the project is now being used 
as a habitat for small birds and animals.    This area con- 
sists of approximately 2.4 acres of wetlands,  45 acres of 
forest land and 30 acres of open fields.    The land not al- 
ready developed through this area has been basically re- 
served for the proposed Arundel Expressway and, if the 
project is not built,  this open space - except for the wet- 
lands - would ultimately be converted to residential or 
commercial uses.    Measures planned to mitigate adverse 
impacts on the wetlands are listed on page C- 15. 

2. Adverse visual impact on adjacent communities - 

Normally,  the State Highway Administration will pro- 
vide suitable landscaping to minimize the visual impact of 
the highway on adjacent communities.    Some dwellings and 
apartment complexes, however, will be so close to the 
project that landscaping proposals may not be effective. 

3. Increase in noise levels - 

Exceptions to FHWA design noise levels may be 
necessary at certain sensitive receptors in the vicinity 
of the project.    Exceptions to Federal design (exterior) 
noise levels will be considered at the locations shown on 
Drawing No.  24. 
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F.    RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SHORT-TERM USE OF ENVIRONMENT 

AND LONG-TERM PRODUCTIVITY: 

The short-term uses of the environment required by this project con- 
sist of the demolition of residential properties,  relocation of traffic where 
detours are required,  and the erosion,  dust and noise associated with high- 
way construction.    The relocation of traffic,  utility interruptions,  and ad- 
verse construction impacts will be local in nature with their duration,  de- 
pending on the type of construction operation.    The State Highway Adminis- 
tration,  on a continuing basis,  will incorporate the latest technology in 
order to reduce any adverse effects during the construction period.    Every 
effort will be made to minimize encroachment upon man-made and natural 
features. 

The proposed Expressway extension will Complete a needed and safe 
highway facility from the Beltway on the north to Maryland Route 100 and 
Ritchie Highway on the south.    The project must certainly be classified as 
a long-term productive facility as it fulfills the need for improved trans- 
portation service, is compatible with proposed land use for the area and 
is required for planned future development.   In essence,  the project will 
enhance the long-term productivity of man's social and economic environ- 
ment in this area as envisioned by local,  regional and state plans. 
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G.        IRREVERSIBLE/IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENT OF RESOURCES: 

The construction of the Arundel Expressway does represent an 
irreversible commitment of land and water areas within the right-of-way 
for use as a transportation corridor.    Other resource commitments in- 
clude the manpower, building materials and energy required for its con- 
struction. 

In economic terms,  the project represents the utilization of an 
estimated 34 million dollars in public funds to construct the Expressway. 
This investment reinforces the State's commitment to the General Develop- 
ment Plan for the Baltimore Region and to the need for an efficient primary 
transportation network. 

Although the project does irretrievably commit some natural and 
human resources, the reason for their use is justifiable resulting in signifi- 
cant social and economic benefits to the entire community. 
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H.     PROPERTIES & SITES OF HISTORIC k CULTURAL SIGNIFICANCE; 

Four sites of historic significance were identified in the general area 
of the project by the Maryland Historical Trust in a letter to the State High- 
way Administration,  dated January 23,   1975.    A copy of this letter is in- 
cluded in Section K. 

The Duvall House (AA-349) and the J.  L.   Benefield House (AA-357) are 
located on Jumpers Hole Road, west of Ritchie Highway,  and more than 
3, 000 feet west of the proposed Expressway (see Drawing No. 4).    The 
Robinson House (AA-347) and Williams Farmstead (AA-353) are located 
east of Old Annapolis Road,  approximately three miles south of the project. 
Of particular significance is the Robinson House, which is a fine example 
of early Maryland domestic architecture,  having been built in the early 
ITOO's of field-stone, with a gambrel roof. 

The Maryland Historical Trust,  in the previously referenced letter 
stated that none of the proposed alternates would adversely effect these 
properties.    The SHA and FHWA concur thatAlternate 2 will have no effect 
on any historic sites in the area. 

An archeological and paleontological reconnaissance survey of the proj- 
ect study area was conducted by Dr. William M. Gardner, Associate Pro- 
fessor and Chairman,  Department of Anthropology - The Catholic University 
of America.    This report is available for review at the State Highway Admin- 
istration,  300 West Preston Street,  Baltimore, Maryland    The following is 
a brief summary of the findings ift this report. 

One site of archeological significance (designated 18AN178) was iden- 
tified in the survey area.   A portion of this site, which is located in an area 
west of the Marley Junior High School and south of Marley Creek, lies with- 
in the right-of-way proposed for Alternate 2.    Historic occupation of this 
site all seems to be post-1820, with the bulk of it being closer to present 
day.    Prehistoric occupation of this site has been determined to be cultural- 
ly significant on both a local and areal level.    The bulk of the prehistoric 
occupation lies to the west of the right-of-way and is not directly impacted 
by the proposed construction.    Prehistoric artifacts in lesser amounts were 
found within the proposed right-of-way limits.    The results also indicate 
that this same area has been cultivated, and the bulk of the prehistoric oc- 
cupation lies within the plow zone.    The report recommended that test ex- 
cavations be conducted in the area west of the Marley Junior High School 
that lies between the south bank of Marley Creek and the north bank of an 
unnamed intermittent stream,  both within and adjacent to the proposed right- 
of-way of the Arundel Expressway. 
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Intensive test excavations were undertaken at two separate sites by 
Dr.  William M.  Gardner in March,  1977 in the area between the south bank 
of Marley Creek and a second order stream.    Both of these sites are located 
within the proposed Arundel Expressway right-of-way and for identification 
purposes have been designated 18 AN 178A and 18 AN 178B.    The results of 
the excavations are included in a report, which is available for review at the 
State Highway Administration,  300 West Preston Street, Baltimore, Mary- 
land.    The following is a brief summary of findings and conclusions in this 
report. 

The earliest components were located along the north bank of the sec- 
ond order stream and are marked by side notched points with ground bases, 
a few quartzite flakes,  a single hearth and little else.    The points had been 
considerably resharpened, used as knives and discarded during the brief 
period the hearth was used around the year 3000 B. C.    Immediately above 
these side notched points and unassociated with the hearth, was a single 
straight stemmed point dated at approximately 2000 B. C.    Sometime during 
this period there was a local vegetation change in response to a more wide- 
ly felt climatic shift that resulted in the hearth being buried under wind 
blown soil deposits.    Possibly due to the changed ecological conditions,  the 
latter occupation appear on the banks near Marley Creek and are associated 
with springs seeping out of the bank.    The earliest components at these 
sites date to sometime during the late Late Archaic and Early Woodland 
periods.    There is a strong preference for rhyolite during this time.    Dur- 
ing the Middle and Late Woodland periods, use of the Marley Creek area 
increases in intensity,  but is still best interpreted as sporadic.    By this 
time,  the people were manufacturing pottery and using predominantly quartz 
which, unlike rhyolite, is available locally in pebble form.    The Marley 
Creek area would appear to have been used for short term forays in which 
hunting played a major part. 

Dr. Gardner recommends no further archeological work be performed 
within the right-of-way limits of the proposed Arundel Expressway.   A suf- 
ficient sample of artifacts have been recovered to provide information on 
chronology, activity, and inter site distribution.    The State Historic Preser- 
vation Officer concurs with Dr. Gardner's recommendations as indicated 
in the enclosed letter dated December 12,  1977 (see page H-4). 

In consideration of the findings and recommendations made by Dr. Will- 
iam M. Gardner,  the archeologist, and concurrence from the State Historic 
Preservation Officer,  the Section 4(f) discussion originally in the Draft EIS 
has not been included in this Final Statement as the area of archeological 
significance has been determined to lie outside of the highway right-of-way. 
Both right-of-way lines will be clearly marked in the field through this area 
and all construction will be contained within the right-of-way limits. 

\ 
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An archeologist will be on call for immediate examination of currently- 
unknown archeological findings (including unusual soil deposits or other 
stratigraphic features, as well as structural or artifactual remains) un- 
covered and/or threatened by the process of construction.   Should unex- 
pected archeological salvage become necessary, it will be accomplished 
in accordance with approved FHWA and SHA procedures in consultation 
with the appropriate agencies. 
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Maryland Historical Trust 

December 12,   1977 

Mr. Eugene T. Camponeschi/ Chief 
Bureau of Project Planning , 
Maryland Department of Trasnportation 
P. 0. Box 717 
300 West Preston Street 
Baltimore/ Maryland 21203 

, RE: Arundel Expressway Archeology 

Dear Mr. Camponeschi: 

Since the archeologist, William Gardner, after 
extensive test excavations and survey, recommended no 
further work in the right-of-way of this project, we 
concur.  The work done is adequate for research needs. 
Gardner feels any further work would be redundant and 
we concur. 

Sincerely yours, 

xTohn N. Pearce 
//State Historic 
'Preservation Officer 

JNP:LG:nuns 

cc:  Mr. Brice M. Clagett 
Mr. Richard McClelland 
Mrs. Mary McHenry 
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Maryland Historical Trust 

0L3 Mr. Eugene T. Camponeschi, Chief .   ... . 
Bureau of Project Planning ALUK, 
Maryland Department of Transportation 5— 
State Highway Administration f*" I CmlZ 
300 West Preston Street 1 •> ^ "», 
P.O. Box 717 ' (O-Z* 
Baltimore, Maryland 21203 April 13, 1977 

RE.:  Contract No.  AA-572-000-571 
Arundel Expressway Maryland Route 
648 to 100 
Archaeological Coordination 

Dear Mr. Camponeschi: 

The Maryland Historical Trust archaeologist has 
received your letter and attachments concerning 
archaeology in the corridor. 

As SHPO I would concur that preservation compliance 
for archaeological resources has been completed. 

Sincerely, 

^24^- 
in N. vearce 

State Historic Preservation 
Officer 

JNP:bjn 
cc: Mrs. Mary McHenry 

Mr. Leland Gilsen 

^ Flli 

"*""T."- :-.'.? 1.1 WII.I.IAVSHN '^J 

••..... 

.c-.-v 
APR 26 1977 
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I.      COMMENTS RECEIVED ON DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL STATEMENT: 

The Draft Environmental Statement/Section 4(f) Statement (FHWA-MD- 
EIS-75-04-D) for the Arundel Expressway (Md.  Route 10) from Maryland 
Route 648 to Maryland Route 100, was circulated on April 30,  1976 to Fed- 
eral, State and Local agencies for review and comment. 

All comments received by the State Highway Administration on the 
Draft Statement, along with those received at the Public Hearing, have been 
considered in determining the location and design proposed for this trans- 
portation facility.    Written comments on the Draft Environmental Statement 
were received from the following agencies on the dates noted and are includ- 
ed in this section of the Final Environmental Statement along with appropriate 
responses.    Comments received at the Public Hearing are included in Sec- 
tion J of this Final Statement. 

Index of Letter Comments Received on 
Draft Environmental Statement 

(FHWA-MD-EIS-75-04-D) 

1*1 

Date of 
Letter 

6/16/76 

6/21/76 

5/10/76 

7/ 8/76 

7/ 1/76 

5/14/76 

4/19/77 

6/16/76 

6/15/76 

5/12/76 

6/ 1/76 

6/18/76 

5/  5/76 

Agency Page 

U. S. Dept. of Agriculture - Forest Service I- 2 

U. S. Dept. of Agriculture - Soil Conservation Service I- 3 

U. S.  Coast Guard - Environmental Protection Branch    I- 4 

U. S.  Coast Guard - Aids to Navigation Branch I-   5 

U. S. Department of Transportation I-  7 

U. S. Environmental Protection Agency 1-12 

U. S. Environmental Protection Agency 1-16 

U. S.  Department of the Interior 1-18 

Maryland Department of State Planning 1-26 

Maryland Department of Health & Mental Hygiene 1-29 

Maryland Department of Natural Resources 1-32 

Regional Planning Council 1-37 

Baltimore City Department of Planning 1-38 
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UNITED STATES   DEPARTMENT or AGRICULTURE 

FOREST SERVICC 

NORTHEASTERN AREA. STATE AND PRIVATE FORESTRY 

6816 MARKET STREET. UPPER OABBY. PA. 19082 

(215) 596-1671 
8400 
June 16, 1976 

Mr. Robert J. Hajzyk, Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 
300 West Preston Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21201 

Refer to: Draft Environmental 
Statement, Arundel Expressway MD 
Rte 648 to MD Route 100, Contract 
No. AA 572-000-571 

Dear Mr. Hajzyk: 

Construction of the highway described in the above state- 
ment appears to have a minor effect on forested land. 
Improvement of existing roads, however, might relieve much 
of the present traffic congestion with less effect on 
wetlands and woodland. 

Thank you for the opportunity to review this Draft Statement. 

Sin</er^±y, 

7 DALE O.   VAttDENBURG— 
Staff Director 
Environmental Quality Evaluation 

Response to Comment - 

Improvement of the existing road system would relieve 
present traffic congestion; however, this project has 
been designed to accommodate both present and future 
traffic volumes based on the projected growth in this 
area.   An improved existing road system is not adequate 
for these future projections. 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE   -  4321 Hartwick Pel.,   Fan.   5 22 
Colloqn Park,  Maryland    20740 

Mr.  Eugene T.   Canponeschi,  Chief 
Bureau of Project Planning 
State Highway Administration 
300 West Preston Street 
Baltimore, Maryland    21201 

Dear Mr.   Canponeschi: 

We have reviewed the draft environmental statement for your contract 
No.   AA 572-000-571 and offer the following comments. 

The sediment and erosion control section is well prepared and ade- 
quately covers the situation.    We have no suggestions for improvement. 
If we can be of assistance in inplementing the plan, please let us know. 

There is one matter that needs your further attention.     In the  last 
paragraph of page C-22,   "the Soil Conservation Service",  should read 
"the Soil Conservation District."    While the Soil Conservation Service 
does have a function here it is more specifically done through the- local 
Soil Conservation District in providing technical assistance.    As you 
know, the Soil Conservation District has assigned responsibility in the 
Maryland Sediment Control  Law.    The agency interchange is certainly 
understandable and we hope this correction can be made in the final 
publication. 

We appreciate the opportunity to review this statement and trust our 
comments are helpful. 

_^— Response to Comment - 

f/f/(IS vd-^^i J***"? The change in agency name from 
%    ,.      •,    «    JTIT TV Soil Conservation Service to Soil Graham T. Munkittrick 
State Conservationist Conservation District has been 

made in the Final Statementi 
cc:    R. M. Davis, Administrator See page C-20. 

Office of the Coordinator 
Council on Environmental Quality   (5 copies) LN'*-'. • ,- 

y. 

 CA.V.^N£SCHI__   CATHgRI^AN HOPKJNS 

 HUTZLSR   "' 
^'^  GRAN0Y        JANATA 

SCrt.Nr.DE*       HELW.-G KOLLER 
UHL HOFFMAN    WILLIAMSON 

AC"rl0N_^nNF0 c iL£ 

• r— 

!.. • 

v- • .• •". 

1 " 

JUN S5 1976 

fVLMARKS. 

RSHMEL, Hetai A K£3L 4 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

UNITED STATES COAST GUARD 
Uncp) 

MAILING AOOB^ 
COMMANDER 
FIFTH COAST GUARD OlSTntcT 
FEDERAL OUILDINO 
«3I CRAWFORD STREET 
PORTSMOUTH. VIRGINIA    UWB 
PHOKE. (ec4» »».9»n   Ext#    3^ 

\f 

U. S. Deportment of Transportation 
Fodcral Highway Adminiatration 
711 W. 40th Street 
Baltimore, MD 21211 

5922 
10 May 1976 

Re: Maryland - Draft ElS/Section 4(f) 
FHWA-MD-EIS-75-04-D 
Arundel Expressway 
Anne Arundel County 
Project U-903-l(7) , 

Guntlemen: 

Th< Fifth Coast Guard District has no comment to make concerning the 
Draft Environmental Statement for Arundel Expressway from Maryland 
•Route 648 to Maryland Route 100. We note that the Fifth District 
(Bridge Section) has been contacted regarding the proposed crossing 
over Marley Creek.  No other areas of Coast Guard jurisdiction by 
law or special expertise are expected to be significantly affected 

by this project. 

The opportunity to review this environmental statement is appre- 
ciated. 

Sincerely, 

AM\I 
<RANK^O. VDMRSEN 
Capthin, y.   S. Coast Guard 
Chi#r7-Environmental Protection Branch 
By direction of the Coamander 
Fifth Coast Guard District 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

UNITED STATES COAST GUARD 

1-5 

MAILING AOti^ESS    . 

• FITTM COABT GUARD DISTRICT 
FZOEttAL BUIUOlNG 
431 CRAWFOHO STREET 
PORTSMOUTH. VIRGINIA    23701 

'3271 
8 July 1976 

.Mr. Eugene T. Camponeschi    ^ ••-•-'•', 
Chief, Bureau of Project Ptatmivg _'/,•;•)'.«/» • • 
State Highway Administration -"••••••u 

'300 West Preston Street 
Baltimore, MD    21201 

Dear Mr. Camponeschi: ..   -- .•'"». 

The draft ElS/Section 4(f) Statement for the Arundel  Expressway^from 
dryland Route 648 to Maryland Route 100 has been reviewed by members- 
of ajy staff. 

Inasmuch as the Federal Highway Administration is the lead agency for 
purposes of the National  Environmental  Policy Act and the proposed 
bridge is only a minor portion of the total project. Coast Guard 
jurisdiction is limited to the bridge portion of the project crossing 
Marley Creek, a portion of the navigable waters of the United States. 

The draft EIS adequately assesses the possibility of significant impacts 
of the bridge structure on the Parley Creek basin. It is requested that 
further detail and information, if available, be provided concerning the 
proposed bridge in the FEIS. Such detail should include that information 
normally provided in an application for a bridge permit. It is realized 
that such information, including construction techniques may not, as yet, 
be available if the project has not reached the design phase. 

Please be advised that six copies of the final  EIS will  be required at 
such tine as the State Highway Administration makes application for a 
bridge permit. 

V* 

CAVPOlU.-r  ,^WDOfVrSCH. 
 >-0»ST H' ZmZFUM Hns 

 DC^SEy         H0P«»NS 
 GSANoy        .~1U ••?;-£* 

 ACTION    ^f^Z!^ 1*** 
K^VAAKS:*        —=^-'^0^ T^ w'-U/lMS0N 

>-*NSILIEI? 

Sincer 

R: ROBILLARD 
Captain, U.  S. Coast Guard 
Chief, Aids to 
By directior 
Fifth Coasl 

w 

nrztt 

Vi! 
JUL   15   ii76 

umi, L&& i JLAvfl 
T-S 
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Response to Comments by the 
U.  S.   Coast Guard - Aids to Navigation 

Comment No.  1 - Basic span lengths and clearances for the proposed 

dual Arundel Expressway bridges over Marley Creek 

are included in this Final Statement on page A-20. 

Other information required in the application for a 

bridge permit will be developed during the design 

phase and be submitted to your office for approval. 

1-6 



# 

^o'-m DOT r UZCI (I-t7) 

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
* QfUCt Of THE StCnTA«Y 

Memorandnm 
!^aryland/..Anne_Arundel::Expressway, Ann 0AJ£! " — W'& 

Arundel County.^- Draft"^"Environmental -Impact,, s»,y 
SUBJEO: Statement/Section ".4'tf )• Determxnatiori '•'•' •»• 

FHVa-MD-EIS-7 5-0 4-Di"-~ > • • '""":'" 

FROM : Assistant Secretary for Environment, 
Safety, and Consumer Affairs 

TO  : Federal Highway Administrator 

We have reviewed the subject draft EIS and offer the 
following comments: 

Alternatives 

1. PageA-1 of the draft EIS indicates that the Regional 
Planning Council and the County Office of Planning and 
Zoning requested that the project be delayed until_specific 
data is available to support a decision on the ultimate 
location of the Anne Arundel Expressway south of Maryland      » 
Route 100.  However, instead of including this two-mile (jp****"* 
section in the study of the Anne Arundel Expressway       .J^ | 
corridor study south of Route 100, the State Highway 
Administration (SHA) asserted that Alternatives 1 and 2, 
which the planning agencies objected to, were eliminated. 
However, the State has proposed a new alternate, virtually 
identical to #2, and named it Alternate 4.  The EIS should 
explain how Alternate 4 resolves the planning agencies' 
concerns with #1 and $2. 

2. In Anne Arundel County's letter of July 19, 1974,    KJQCW**' 
three alternatives were suggested.  An analysis of the        ,- 
three alternatives should be contained in the final EIS.   JvJ0 • 

Ketlands 

T'ne EIS reports that five acres of wetlands will be 
filled for this project.  It is DOT policy to protect. 
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preserve and enhance wetlands and avoid filling, drainage 
and other interference with them, to the maximum extent /I^JUA/I 
feasible.  The EIS should discuss methods of avoiding th 
detrimental effects of this project on the Karley Creek 
wetlands, including alignments which avoid or minimize 
wetland use, and construction alternatives to minimize 
filling of the wetlands. 

Social Impacts 

6^* The statement (page C-9) indicates there may be some    ^ 
rehousing problems for low income, displaced families.    v]© A" 
These problems and their proposed solutions should be 
discussed in the final EIS. 

Section 4(f) and Historic Preservation 

f<it 1.  Lake Waterford Park is discussed in a letter from the 
Maryland DOT-SHA to the Anne Arundel County Department of   . p.. 
Recreation and Parks.  Although this project is not expected NO '.• 
to impact the park, the location of this section of the 
expressway could be the determining factor as to whether 
or not alternatives south of Route 100 will avoid the use 
of parkland. 

2.  The final EIS must contain evidence that the 
section 106 procedures have been complied with for 
Archaeological Site No. 18 AN 178. 

Segmentation 

As discussed above, it appears that this small highway      ^S$ 
section is integrally related to the proposals for the   V^^^i 
Anne Arundel Expressway south of Route 100.  It also      ^6. i 
appears that a decision on this short project could lead 
to a section 4(f) problem on the adjoining segment. 
Consequently, it appears that further consideration of 
this project should be made a part of the corridor study 
for the Expressway south of Route 100. 
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We appreciate the opportunity to review and corment on 
the draft statement.  We look forward to receiving a 
corjbined EIS for the overall Anne Arundel Expressway 
whan the corridor studies are completed. 

sudith T. Connor 

# 
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Responae to Comments by the 
U. S.  Department of Transportation 

Comment No.   1 - A discussion of the planning agencies concerns 
regarding Alternates 1 and 2 have been included 
on page A-l of this FEIS. 

Comment No.   2 - The three alternatives suggested in Anne Arundel County's 
letter of July 19,   1974 have not been included in this Final 
Statement.    These alternatives were carefully analyzed 
and were postponed from further study for the following 
reasons:   County Alternates No.   1A and 2A both propose 
the extension of the Arundel Expressway south of Mary- 
land Route 100 to a connection with Ritchie Highway and 
in order to avoid fixing the alignment, all locations pro- 
posed for the Expressway south of Maryland Route 100 
are being considered in the BATC Study.    County Alter- 
nate No.  2B is similar to SHA Alternate No.  2,  except 
for a direct southbound ramp connection to Ritchie High- 
way and the reconstruction of the northbound lane of 
Ritchie Highway.    Proper geometries applied to the 
County's line sketch indicate full access controls would 
be required on both sides of Ritchie Highway south to 
Jumpers Hole Road as a minimum.    This would result in 
severe right-of-way impacts on the business community 
in this area, which may not be necessary with the com- 
pletion of the BATC Study. 

Comment No.  3 - A study to minimize impacts on the Marley Creek wet- 
lands has been completed.    The results of this study are 
summarized on pageC-15 in this Final Statement. 

Comment No.  4 - A discussion of rehousing problems for the low income 
minority family and the proposed solution have been in- 
cluded in this Final Statement on page C- 11. 

Comment No.   5 - This project (extension of the Arundel Expressway from 
Maryland Route 648 to Maryland Route 100) has been pro- 
posed on its own merits in order to make the previously 
constructed portion of the expressway a usable facility. 
The construction of this project would not impose any de- 
termining factors regarding the location of the improve- 
ments south of Maryland Route 100, particularly with 
reference to possible future 4(f) problems at Lake Waterford 
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Park.    Feasible and prudent alignment alternatives to 
avoid Lake Waterford Park have been developed in the 
BATC Study and the alternate passing through the Park 
is no longer under consideration. 

Comment No.   6 - Based on the State Historic Preservation Officer's concur- 
rence with the recommendations from the intensive test ex- 
cavations performed at Archeological Sites 18AN178A & B that 
the work done is adequate for research needs and any fur- 
ther work would be redundant,   compliance with the Section 
106 procedures has been considered complete.    The bound- 
aries of the significant site lie outside the right-of-way and 
will not be affected by construction activities.    See Section 
H in this Final Statement. 

Comment No.  7 - Response to this comment has been discussed in response 
to Comments No.   1 and 5. 
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Kay 14, 1976 

Mr. Eug*h* T. Caaponaaehl 
Chtaf, Boraau of Projact Plaanlag 
Stata Hifhway Adulalatratlon 
300 Uaac Praaton Straat 
B*ltlj»ra, Md. 21201 

Bat Artndal Expraaoway froa Maryland Souta 648 to 
Maryland Souta 100 

Daar Mr. Caapooaachli 

Wa hava rarlawad tha draft anvlronaantal atataaaat for tha abora 
propoaad projact and hara elaaalflad It aa 11-2 la KPA'a lafaraaea 
Cacasory. Kadoaad yoo will find a copy of tha Daflnltlon of Codaa 
for tha Ga&aral Katora of SPA Coanaata to prorlda a aora data Had 
daaerlptlon of thla rating. Ala©, In aceordanca with our raaponalbllltiaa 

x    undar :8actloa 309 of tha Claaa Air Act to infora tha public of BPA'a 
x   Tlava on tha potential lapacta of Tadarally aaalatad aetiona, thla 

•. rating and ita data will ha publiahad In tha fadaral Bagiatar. 

Vhila tha draft atataaant ^raaanta tha projact in adaqoata datail, 
eauaa for eooeam haa baan found with raapaet to watar quality and noiae 
lapaeta. Mora inforaatioa la aaadad la tha final atataaaat in ordar 
for EPA to aora fully avaluata tha total lapaet of tha projact. Thaaa 
araaa ara outlined balow. 

Vlth raapaet to watar quality, KPA ia eoocaznad with tha filling of tha 
aarah area and tha poaalbla loaa of a pollution barrier. We wiah to 
coapllaant tha departaant of Highvays In their watlanda diacuaslon 
appearing oa pagea A-16 and A-17. However, wa queation tha eonelualooa 
drawn perulnlng to tha project'a watlanda lapaet. Although tha Highway 
Departaent aeknowladgaa that tha dlaruptlpa of aeveral aarah ecoayatema 
will have a algnifleant advarea affect on tha Cheaapeaka Bay, they 
contend that the lapaet of the propoaad project will be inaigzxificant 
aa it effecta only one aaall area of tha watlanda ayatea. Thla lapllea 
that there will be no future deatructlon of vatlaado aaaociated with the 
Cheaapeaka Bay. Slnea a guaranteed praaarwation of reaalning wetlanda 
la lafaaaibla, EPA comIdara tha filling of Marlay Creek Marah to be * 
algnif leant, ainca it contrlbutea to tha increaental loaa of aarah eco- 
ayateaa on an areawida acala. Tha filling of aarah araaa ia not la 

^\ 
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«gr«ea«nt with •lth«r IPA policy or DOT policy as wotland* *» found In 
DOT OTABT 3660.1, aad llkaly would roeolv* a rtammnAttian of denial 
aftat projaet xwrlov uadar Saetloa 404. Va tharafora auggaat tkkt  tha 
final IIS look Into tha peaalbllltlaa of croaalng both Marlay Craak and 
tha aaaoclatad votlanda on atrueturaa ahlch vlll nlnlmlea lapacta to 
water quality and local aquatic llfa. Alao, va ara intaraatad la 
kaovlng vhathar tha atablllaatlon of tha •nfeaakaaata will ba dona by 
paving or aoddad alopaa. It la auu*«tad that tha uaa of aoddad alopaa 
ba iBplvuntod whara practical la ordar to alnlalaa tb* affaet of watar 
run-off on Marlay Craak. Tho final EZ8 abould explain which natbod 
will ba used and tha reaaonlng behind It. Finally* the aaMnf oparatlona 

. ahouU ba further daaerlbad In the final BIS, I.e. aalt chealatry and 
maintenance of aalt atockpllaa. Hater quality latpacta vlll be further 
comented on when EPA rariawe tha peralt required for fUllnt In thin 
aaroh area. 

With raapect to nolaa lapaeta, SPA faala t^at tha raaulta of tha atudlea p v. 
to datermlaa the coat affectlrenaaa of decraaalng predicted exterior   Lerv*^*^*^ 
and Interior nolaa lavala through tha uaa of barrlara and/or aoundprooflng ^•'fi 
ahould ba Included la tha final BIS. EPA farther euggeata that theae 
Mthoda ba uaad whan tha nolaa larala exceed tha etaadarda, aapaclally 
at the Harlay KlMantary School (74.9 dBA), Calvary Baptlat Church         
(76.3 dBA), and tha laerlcan Haruadala Apartaaat* (83.5 dBA). EPA    ~^" 
would alao Ilka to aentlon that while nolae lapaeta are nlnlaal at the 
Marley Special School, tha calculatlona of tho Interior nolaa lavala 
•ay not ba correct unleaa tha peak hour occura at tlaea when tha echool 
la not In uaa. If thla la not tha caae. It la queatlonad how the Interior 
nolae will ba leaa than tha exist lag level, alnca tha interior nolaa  Ct^^^dC 
la generated to a large extent from Inalda the echool. KPA euggeata  ^fjt. 
that tha boura whan tha echool la in operation ba coapered to the peak   m^T 
hours of traffic, and if theae houra coincide to any extent, than nav 
calculatlona for interior nolaa be included In the final atatanent. 

Aa a final point, ZPA aotea that thla project la particular denonatrataa 
tha need for a directire to reduce aolaa Levels in private buildings through 
Taderal funding or other Bsana of aaaiataaca for aoundprooflng thsoa. 
Thla la aapaclally true at tha Plaawood Ap^rtnants (74.6 dBA) and tha 
Benny Goodaan laatanrant (84.8 dBA). 
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tf« hop* that this r«Ti«r will aaslat j*u in eh« praparation of tho Final 
EnTironoontal lapact ItatoMnt. If you hara any quaationa, or if «• 
can ba of furthar aaaiatanca, you may wiah to contact Mr. Saa Littla 
or Mr. Williaa Hoffaan of ay ataff at 215-597-7093. V* would appreciate 
tha racalpt of flva copies of tho final IIS at saeh tlao as it is filed 
vith tha Council on Emrlronaantal Quality. 

Slncoraly yours. 

Nicholas M. 
ChUf 

118 and Vatlands Raviaw Saction 
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Response to Comments by the 

Environmental Protection Agency 

Comment No.   1  - The Marley Creek crossing has been studied in detail in- 
cluding measures to minimize impacts on the wetlands in 
this area.    The results of this study are summarized on 
page C- 15     in this Final Statement. 

Comment No.   2 - A statement on embankment stabilization and salt stock- 
piles has been included in this Final Statement on pages 
C-18 and C-20,  respectively. 

Comment No.   3 Noise sensitive sites adjacent to this project have been 
analyzed to determine possible types and locations of 
barriers to mitigate noise.    The results of these studies 
are included in the "Noise Impact Section" of this Final 
Statement,  see page C-21. 

Comment No.  4 

• 

Comparison is requested for the hours when the Marley 
Special School is in operation to the peak hours of traffic 
volume.    If these hours coincide to any extent,  then the 
calculations of the interior noise levels may not be correct 
as presented in the Draft Statement. 
School Hours:   8:45 AM to 2:30 PM 

According to personnel at the School, these 
hours represent the time when the buses 
arrive in the morning until they leave in 
the evening. 

The diurnal traffic curve for the Arundel Expressway in- 
dicates that the peak hour traffic flow occurs as follows: 
AM Peak   -   7-8 AM   (8. 25% of ADT) 
PM Peak   -   5-6 PM   (9. 89% of ADT) 
Inasmuch as the peak hours of traffic do not coincide with 
the school hours,  the interior noise levels as indicated are 
not influenced by noise within the school. 
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I ^g?? ?       UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
StTj? REGION III 

6TH AND WALNUT STREETS 
PHILADELPHIA. PENNSYLVANIA    19106 

April 19, 19T7 

Mr. Charles R. Anderson, Chief 
Bureau of Landscape Architecture 
Maryland State Hichvay Administration 
2323 West Joppa Road 

i        Brooklandville, Maryland 21022 

— Re: .Air Analysis, Arundel Expressway 
Anne Arundel County, Maryland 

i 

Dear Mr. Anderson: 

' Thank you very much for sending us a copy of the air quality analysis 
!       'performed for the above proposed project. We understand that a final 

statement is currently being prepared, and that these comments will be 
I        considered in its preparation. We regret that our review of the draft EIS 
I       did not include these comments. 

1. We appreciate the effort made to update the analysis by using 
emission factors found in AP-U2 Supplement No. 5- However, we believe 
that the final EIS should show the results using these emission factors. 
This would make it easier for all reviewers to compare the updated CO 
concentrations to the national Aifibient Air Quality Standards. 

2. The increase in the HC and K0X burden resulting from the build 
' alternative (M should be discussed with respect to the Transportation 
Control Plan in the Baltimore Area. This is of special concern since 
pages 2U-26 of the analysis shows that the total hydrocarbon level has been 
recorded above standards on 52 days in 1973, while other stations m the 

j       area indicate that NO2 and photochemical oxidants standards are being exceeded. 

' This should also be discussed in light of the notice which appeared in 
I        the July 12, 1976 Federal Register calling for Maryland SIP revisions in 

order to attain and maintain CO, Oxidants and total suspended particulates. 
Specifically, the notice indicated the need for statewide HC control. 

Response to Comments; 

j        Comment No. 1 - The CO concentrations in this statement have been updated 
j — by using emission factors found in AP-42 Supplement No. 5. 

•        Comment No. 2 - The increase in HC and NOx burden resulting from this proj- 
ect is discussed on page C-43 of this Final Statement. 
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BnvIr^tal^lcJItT1"1'/11,1 a5SiSt yOU in *"?«*»« the final 
analysis as LO-2

?in EPI^'R!?'; 
V'C rT clGssi

T
ficd the supplemental 

or if ve can be of furtw " Categorir-    If ^ have any questions e 0t  further assistance, please contact us. 

Sincerely yours, 

/^ v Nicholas M. Ruha 
/      Chief 

EIS and Wetlands Review Section 

r"r*k•".•:•'•, »*•;%•: •••' K"» • \-" "t' ' 

Ml}; ^ 

C ft /vN-i-i'-O''*. 
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United States Department of the Interior  •uj:i i 8 1976 

<< sA <rt 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 
WASHINGTON, D.C.    20240 

III ::"„'.:>' BWCE OF 
PUNNINC & PiilUUIHAM [N5INEERIW 

In Reply Refer To: 
L7619-MQ 
(ER-76/383) 

JUN 1 6 1976 

Dear Mr. Ackroyd: 

This is in response to the request for the Department of the Interior's 
comments on the draft environmental/Section 4(f) statement for Arundel 
Expressway, Anne Arundel County, Maryland. 

SECTION 4(f) COMMENTS 

The statement mentions on page C-7 that "No property that is currently _     -jr 
being used by the schools for recreational purposes is required for any (jjnuvM^*^ 
alternate." However, the statement does not address whether or not    (J^ « \ 
those school lands required by the project are used by the public for 
recreation pursuits. 

If such public school lands are available to and used by the general 
public for recreation. Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation 
Act of 1966, as amended, would be applicable. The General Counsel of 
the D. S. Department of Transportation has determined that public school 
lands may fall within the purview of that statute depending upon the 
particular characteristics and circumstances of each case. 

Two documents appended to the statement contain information on the impacts 
to school lands and the recreational use thereof. A letter dated June 19, 
1975, from Mr. John Weinhold, Engineer, Anne Arundel County Public Schools, 
notes: 

"During the meeting of May 27, 1975, your office had a 
concern that if the recreation area of these schools would 
be disturbed due to the proposed construction additional 
environmental impact studies would be.required.  With this 
in mind, and provided the monies received for land acquisition 
plus damages are sufficient to do the necessary on-site con- 
struction, the Board of Education will release the State 
Highway Administration from their commitment within the recrea- 
tional area and have the work done in-house or by contract." 
(emphasis added) 

• 

•CA^'O* 

•'>>«. .olfe 
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A June 2, 1975 memorandum entitled "Minutes of Meeting" notes that "The 
Anne Arundel County Board of Education suggested that even though the 
ballfield is not physically affected at the north end of the recreation 
area, the field should be realigned in order to minimize foul balls 
landing in the roadway."  (emphasis added) i. 

Both statements strongly imply that the land required from the schools ^0 -^ 
affects a "recreational area", as part of the school grounds. 

We further understand that school lands in northern Anne Arundel County 
are heavily used by the public and organized groups for recreation dur- 
ing non-school hours and constitute important community recreation 

resources. 

From information supplied in the present statement, it is not possible 
to assess total project impacts on the school lands and the recreational 
use thereof. The acreage required from the schools is not provided nor  (!<»»«*"»> 
are there any maps and descriptive material on the school ground in-     ^3©.3 
eluding recreational facilities and use. The final statement should contain 

•l maps showing the school grounds and identifying the lands required for the 
highway. Impacts on pedestrian access to these lands should be discussed {^rvn-* • 
also. We note that the school and school grounds would be subject to noise Kj©.4f 
levels exceeding FHWA's standards. 

From the information provided, it appears that Section 4(f) is applicable to-^^ 
the use of the school recreation lands. Accordingly a 4(f) statement should^-T^, 
be prepared and circulated for comments dealing with Marley Junior High     VO.' 
School and Marley Elementary School. Alternatives to avoid these properties 
should be discussed. The maps show that the highway, from its northern 
terminus southward to Scott Avenue extended, involves a reverse curve which 
other highway departments have rejected to avoid a 4(f) involvement.  In   CpfT 
this case, removal of this reverse curve would greatly reduce the taking of  j^.C 
land from Marley Elementary School and would reduce wetland impacts.  In 
addition, elimination of the reverse curve, the use of which we are told 
requires special FHWA approval, would make for improved highway-user safety^. 
A response to the second provision of Section 4(f), all possible planning  ^ 
to minimize harm, should include, at a minimum, those measures mentioned in ^^ 
the June 19, 1975 letter from the Anne Arundel County Public Schools, to    Mo- 
be accomplished entirely as a cost of the highway project pursuant to FHWA 

Iransmittal #28. 

The Section 4(f) Statement for Archeological Site No. 18 AN 178 is 
generally adequate.  This Department concurs that there is no feasible 
and prudent alternative to the taking of land from this site, and that 
adequate measures are being planned to minimize harm. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL STATEMENT COMMENTS 

From information in the statement, it is obvious that locational alternatives 
for this project have been locked in by previous projects and by actions 
taken in the 1960's to protect from development the proposed project right- 
of-way.  Consideration of alternatives is not possible in this case. 

The proposed project, the Arundel Expressway, is ultimately planned to i^ 
extend further southward to U. S. 50-301, page A-l. The final statement  Gow^^T ; 
should contain some additional general information and a map of the corridor ^{o. $ 
being considered for the extension. This would enable reviewers to identify 
potential possible concerns, at this early stage, with the proposed extension. 

The plan and profile for Alternate 4 on Drawing No. 12 suggests that the        ± 
expressway would be constructed on fill from 15- to 25-feet thick for a  Pp******^ 
distance of about 1,400 feet in the vicinity of Marley Creek. However, we  KJ©.^ 
found no specific mention of the proposed source or type of fill material 
or of the impact of placement of fill on the floodplain, except that the 
construction would destroy five acres of wetlands. 

Although Item A, page A-16, presents a good description of the wetlands 
along Marley Creek, there is no mention of fishery values within the main  /l^-ju>^ 
stream segment.  A paragraph describing.the presence or absence of both finV-ey^o 
and shell fish in the project area sector should be addressed. The impacts  ^0* 
of the project on fishery resources, if any, in the project area should 
also be presented in the section entitled General Ecology and Conservation 
of the statement. Also, Section E, page E-l, should include a summary of 
the amount and types of wildlife habitat that will be unavoidable lost as a 
result of project construction. 

The statement shows that bridges will be required to carry the highway 
over Marley Creek located near the northern terminus of the project area 
and that certain wetlands will be filled.  However, the statement lacks an       . 
indication of other interrelated Federal actions as well as adequate infor-    -yl 
mation (site-specific location, design and measures to minimize harm) for Qj*****^ 
a full understanding and an evaluation of how the interrelated Federal      AQ  \\ 
actions may affect fish and wildlife resources. Accordingly, the comments   r3 

on this statement do not in any way preclude additional and separate 
evaluation and comments by the Fish and Wildlife Service, pursuant to the 
Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (16 U.S.C. 661, et. seq.), if project 
implementation requires a permit from the U.S. Coast Guard and/or the Corps 
of Engineers, U.S. Army (Section 9 & 10 of the Rivers and Harbor Act of 
1899 and Section 404 of P.L. 92-500). 

In review of the applications for such permits, the Fish and Wildlife 
Service may.concur, with or without stipulations, or object to the proposed 
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work depending on project effects which may be evident at that time on fish 
and wildlife resources. It would appear that the Fish and Wildlife service, 
as a minimum, will probably recommend that the Corps of Engineerj/U.s. toast 
Guard when issuing a permit, require (1) features ^f^J^^^f 
project construction, (2) the shoreline area be stabilized with P^ings H 
suitable for wildlife utilization. (3) sufficient bridging «?* '^"'f8 ^j. 
being incorporated into the proposal to preserve existing <'«^"df•"*    ^ 
a^d (4) such other measures as would be apparent and appropriate from the 

information available at that time. 

The final statement should evidence appropriate consultation not only with ^^ 
Se iTate  Historic Preservation Officer but also with the Advisory Council Cr^ 
on Mstoric Preservation pursuant to 36 CFR 800. Additionally, Professional ^ 
theological salvage should be provided for as work progresses. A des- 
Siptiw of such provision should be furnished in the final statement. 

SUMMARY COMMENTS 

Because of this Department's concern for the project's encroachment on 
^bl^ recreation land, and since there is no Section 4(f) statement for 
this Lvolv^ent, we «• assuming, at this time, a PJ!*"" »' ?WjJtio11 

to the project on environmental grounds [reference DOT ORDER 5610.IB- 
Item 9-C-(l)-(C)]. By copy of this letter, we are advising the Assistant 
leTret^y  for EniironLnt, Safety and Consumer Affairs, U.S. Department of 
Transportation, of this position, 

This Office would be willing to review and comment on any additional 
Action 4(f) information and statement you prepare and to reconsxder our 
position at that time. The field office assigned the responsibility for 
^ordiStion and technical assistance on this project is the Regional 
"• BurSu of Outdoor Recreation Federal Office Building, 600 Arch 
Street, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19106. (phone:FrS-597-7989). 

Sincerely yours, 

<Sgd) Stanley D. *<>•** 

Deputy Assistant secretary of the Interior 

Mr. Richard Ackroyd 
Division Administrator 
Federal Highway Administration 
Room 206 
Geo. H. Fallen Federal Building 
31 Hopkins Plaza 
Baltimore, Maryland 21201 

cc: Mr. Robert J. Hajayk    Mrs. Judith T. Connor 
Maryland DOT U.S. Department of Transportation 
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FNP:TCederstrom:PEP:JPromme:cdl:6/10/76 

bcc: Secretary's File Copy 
Secretary's Reading File (2) 
AS/PDB (2); PEP (2) 
FW   FWS   FOR   EGS 
Secretary's Special Assistant, Boston 
Regional Director, Mid-Atlantic Region 
Director's Reading File 
M-Reading File 
DOT (TES-70)  (Stop 330) 
M. Lash, FHWA, EV-1 (Stop 29c) 
General Counsel, DOT (TGC4) 
Council on Environmental Quality (5) 

BASIC RETAINED IR ROOM 1210 - MQ 
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Response to Comments by the 

U. S. Department of the Interior 

Comment No.  1 -"THA right-of-way required by the recommended alternate 
from the three schools adjacent to the project is not used 
for school or public recreational purposes.    The decision 
by Anne Arundel County to use the monies provided by the 
highway fornon 4(f) right-of-way requirements,   to either 
improve or re-align the present ballfields is an action over 
which the SHA has no control.    Anne Arundel County has no 
commitment to improve these ballfields at the present 
time. " 

Comment No.  2 - This comment refers to the recreational area in the north- 
eastern part of the Marley Elementary School property 
and the proposed relocation of Cooper Road.      This  loca- 
tion was planned in conjunction with the Anne Arundel 
County Board of Education so that there would be no effect 
on the recreational area.    See Section C4 in this Final 
Statement.    Drawing No.   20 shows the location of the 
recreational area and how the alignment of Relocated 
Cooper Road was established to avoid this area. 

Comment No.   3 - The relationship of the right-of-way required for this proj- 
ect to school properties and recreational facilities are 
shown on Drawings No.   19 and 20 in this Final Statement. 
Acreage of right-of-way required is also noted on these 
drawings. 

Comment No. 4 - A discussion of pedestrian access to these schools is in- 
cluded in this Final Statement on page C-7 .    Noise im- 
pacts on sensitive sites adjacent to this project are dis- 
cussed in this Final Statement beginning on page C-21. 

Comment No. 5 - The information supplied in this Final Statement as a re- 
sponse to D.O.I, comments No. 1, 2, 3 and 4 shows that 
Section 4(f) is not applicable. 
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Comment No.  6 -The alignment of the Arundel Expressway,  including the 
reverse curve between Maryland Route 648 and Scott Ave., 
was not planned to avoid 4(f) involvement with school rec- 
reational areas.    The alignment through this area was de- 
signed primarily to minimize the displacement of people 
and to avoid,  as far as possible,  adverse effects on the 
schools.    Removal of the reverse curve through this area 
would require the acquisition of approximately 9 homes 
on Shana Road and 17 homes along Phelps Avenue, and the 
reconstruction of an Anne Arundel County Pumping Station. 
It would reduce the impact on the Marley Creek wetland 
but have a more severe impact on Archeological Site No. 
18AN178.    There would be no right-of-way required from 
the Marley Junior High School;  however,  right-of-way 
required from the Marley Elementary School and Marley 
Special School would remain virtually the same as with 
the recommended location. 

Comment No.  7 -The State Highway Administration has agreed to the meas- 
ure stipulated in the June 19,   1975 letter from the Anne 
Arundel County Public Schools.    Regardless of 4(f) con- 
siderations,  these items would normally be considered 
part of the State's obligation either as a replacement of 
existing facilities or for the protection of the children. 

Comment No.  8 -A general discussion of alternatives for future improve- 
ments south of Maryland Route 100 in the Ritchie Highway 
Corridor, as proposed in the current Baltimore-Annapolis 
Transportation Corridor Study, is included in this Final 
Statement on page B-3. 

Comment No.  9 - The material specifications for the soil to be placed in the 
vicinity of Marley Creek will be determined by the State 
Highway Administration during the design phase of the 
project.    In the State of Maryland,  it is the contractor's 
responsibility to obtain all materials specified by the con- 
tract during the construction phase of the project.    Be- 
cause of the large waterway opening proposed with the 
bridge over Marley Creek,  there would be a negligible in- 
crease in the width and depth of the upstream floodplain. 

Comment No.   10 - Data on fish and other aquatic life in the project area, 
and the impact on these aquatic resources have been in- 
cluded in this Final Statement on pages A-14 and C-14. 
The amount and types of wildlife habitat that will be un- 
avoidably lost as a result of the project construction has 
been included on page E-l of this Statement. 
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Comment No.  11 - There are no known inter-related Federal actions,  either 
proposed or underway, in the vicinity of the proposed 
project. 

Comment No.   12 - The State Highway Administration will request a permit 
from the U. S.  Coast Guard for the crossing of Marley 
Creek and will comply with all recommendations made 
by the Fish and Wildlife Service in conjunction with issu- 
ing said permit. 

Comment No.   13 - The statement of concurrence by the State Historic Pres- 
ervation Officer  (that the intensive test excavations per- 
formed in the archeological site are adequate for research 
needs and any further work would be redundant) is the basis 
of determination that no further consultation is necessary 
pursuant to 36 CFR 800.    The boundaries of the significant 
site lie outside the right-of-way and will not be affected by 
construction activities.   See Section H in this Final State- 
ment. 

A description of the provisions for archeological salvage 
to be provided during construction of the project has also 
been included in the Final Statement in Section H. 
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MARYLAND 

DEPARTMENT    OF   STATE    PL A N N I N'^''^•;-' (j. \\\'.i&LM \u;,'n'-: 

•AVV'N   MANOCl 
VI-AOIMlK   A.   WAH!3e 

'•frRITABY   Or   '.TAll'   f*LAf.'«.NG 

M/'OrDMI   L. SCMUSTrk 

301   WrsT   PRCSTON   STREET 
OALTIMOHC,   MAnVUANO      21201    : 

I I  1  LI'IIONL :       (111    IK I 74M 

June 13, 1976 
Mr. Kohrrt Hajzyk, Director 
Office of Planning & Preliminary Engineering 
State Highway Adminletration 
300 West Preston Street .  • 
Baltimore, Maryland -"••'.' 

SUBJECT:  ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT REVIEW 

Applicant:  State Highway Administration 
•r • 

Project:  Draft EIS - Arundel Expressway from Md. Route 648 to Md. Kt. 100 

•  State Clearinghouse Control Number: -76-4-848 

State Clearinghouse Contact:  Warren D. Hodges  (383-2467) 

:4 

i 

• 

J 

4: 

Dear Mr. Hajzyk: 

he State Clearinghouse has reviewed the above Statement.  In accordance with the 
procedures established by the Office of Management and Budget Circular A-95, the 
State Clearinghouse received comments from the followtfig: 

"- 

Department of Agriculture and the Department of Economic and Community Development - 
noted that the Statement appears to adequately address the areas of interest to their 
agencies. 

Environmental Health Administration - reiterated (copy attached) their recommendation 
that the Arundel Expressway be postponed pending results from the Baltimore/Annapolis 
Corridor Transportation Study. The Administration also provided updated information 
on ambient air quality which ohould be incorporatedfin the draft Statement. 

Denartment of Natural Resources - has not responded to several inquiries as of this 
date;  however, if comments are received, they will be forwarded. 

i 

Our staff reviewed, the Statement and made the following points which •hould be considered 
and addressed in the continuing analysis of the project: « ±, 

-  Given the assumption that the proposed facility will improve transportation movement M».l 
in the corridor over the no-build alternative, it is not clear how future ADT figures 
on all area highways can be less with a facility which would increase capacity and 
onhance accessibility opportunities.  Explanation should be provided of how these 'huilH' 
VITPUS 'no-build1 ADT totals were obtained. 

.*- 
The nature of the connection of this facility with Md. Rte. 2 is a crucial point in ^ftft 
dotprminlng overall volumes, emissions, noise levels, traffic movements, etc.  The   A**^F 
EIS should include a more specific discussion of this connection's alternatives and 
their environmental impacts as they are being developed under the Baltimore-Annapolis 
Corridor Transportation Study. 
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Mr. Rob«rt Hajiyk 
- 2 - 

'June  15, T976 

C»+~<£ 
^i     i   •<««  increased conrmercial" 

^HU^ "- tt-. «» become -W.11, Inco^.tlbU. 
i  pAte Plnewooo and 

The fnclUtys visual and acoustic impact upon the St. ^orge B .  '    r8 to warrant   i 

^«<,u^« ««l n.«l. t. b. «urth.r .dOres.ed.  .    .   . ^ 

Sincerely, 

1 

Vladimir Wahbe 
:V..V. 

Enc. 
cc: Nndine Jones 

Young Hance 
Edward Symes 
Donald Noren 
Paul McKee 
Scrib Sheafor 
Lois Gilliam 

rg 
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Response to Comments by the 
Maryland Department of State Planning 

Comment No.  1 - The Arundel Expressway has been designed as a modern, 
safe, high-speed facility capable of handling large volumes 
of traffic.    Thru trips should be attracted to the express- 
way because signalized at-grade intersections and inter- 
ference from driveways have been eliminated.    The ex- 
pressway will siphon off some of the vehicular trips nor- 
mally made on existing local roadways resulting in lower 
ADT figures   Traffic volumes for this project were fur- 
nished by the State Highway Administration. 

Comment No.   2 - A general discussion of alternatives for the completion of 
the Arundel Expressway,   south of Maryland Route 100 to 
U.  S.  Route 50/301,  as proposed in the current Baltimore- 
Annapolis Transportation Corridor Study, is included in 
this Final Statement on Page B-3. 

Comment No.   3 - Decreased congestion on existing highways resulting in 
increased commercial activity can,  over time,  become 
mutually incompatible.    This condition is a much more 
desirable economic position than one resulting from a 
"No-Build" proposal, which would cause increased con- 
gestion and less commercial activity. 

Comment No. 4 

Comment No.  5 

Comment No.  6 

Existing tree cover will be retained beyond the construc- 
tion limits for the entire length of the project. 

A discussion of rehousing problems for low income, displaced 
families and the proposed solution have been included in 
this Final Statement on page C-ll. 

Wetlands removed by the Construction of this project will 
be replaced by constructing new wetlands.    Refer to page 
C- 15in this Final Statement for a summary of the measures 
to mitigate the effects of the proposed construction on the 
Marley Creek Wetlands. 

Comment No. 7 - Additional environmental information concerning the cross- 
ing of Marley Creek Wetlands has been included in a Report 
which is available at the State Highway Administration, 300 
West Preston Street,   Baltimore,  Maryland     21202. 
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NEIL.    SOLOWIM"      M   D. 
SECRI ' *»'v 

DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH  AND  MENTAL  HYGIENE 
ENVIRONMENTAL   HEALTH   ADMINISTRATION 

P.O.   BOX   13387 

201   WEST PRESTON STREET 
BALTIMORE. MARYLAND  21203 

PHONE  •  301-383-     27U0 

WAY 1 2 1976 

DiaCCi'w. UFflCt C» 
/lANinW; & PiilMNACT Si;8lKE[?.i 

DONALD    H.    NO I) EN 
DIRECTOR 

Mr. Robert J. Hajzyk, Director 
Office of Planning & Preliminary Engineering 
State Highway Administration 
300 West Preston Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21203 

Dear Mr. Hajzyk: 

RE: Arundel Expressway 
Contract No. AA 572-000-571 
P.A.P. No. U-903-l(7) 
From Md. Rte.  648 to Md. Rte.  100 

The Environmental Health Administration has the Draft EIS for Arundel Ex- 
pressway from Maryland Route 648 to Route 100 for review. 

The Administration would like to reiterate its position that the Arundel 
Expressway be postponed pending results from the Baltimore/Annapolis Corridor 
Transportation Study. We realize that only the portion of the expressway south 
of Maryland Route 100 is formally a part of the study. However, it would seem 
reasonable that the choice of an alternative for this project would be affected 

by the study findings. 

Concerning the actual EIS, the Administration has the following comments: 

1. The National Primary Ambient Air Quality Standards on pages C-U0 and C-45 
incorrectly lists the National particulate Matter Standard as 75 ug/fo-* 
(annual arithmetic mean).  It should be annual geometric mean. 

2. The State of Maryland Ambient Air Quality Standards are not listed or men- 
tioned and these are the standards to which the results of the analyse 
should be compared. 

3. The 1974 ambient air quality data from the Glen Burnie station should be 
considered to replace the 1973 data.  1974 data shows higher readings for 
carbon monoxide and suspended particulate as shown below. 

<W 

HA 

1 hour maximum 

8 hour maximum 

Carbon Monoxide (ppm) 

1973 

12.3 

7.9 

1974 

28.7 

14.8 
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Page 2 
Mr. Robert J. Hajzyk 

Suspended Particulate (ug/m ) 

1973 

Annual Average (Arith. Mean) 

Maximum 2U-hour 

77 

197 

197U 

82 

196 

Thus using 1974 CO data would increase background data and might result 
in Alternate U giving an eight-hour CO worst case condition greater than the 

National Standard of 9 ppm. 

We thank you for this opportunity to offer our comments, 

Sijfcerely yours, 

Donald H. Noren, Director 
Environmental Health Administration 

DHN:bac 

Attachment 

ce:    Mr.  Ferreri 
Mr. Clise 
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Response to Comments by the 

Maryland Department of Health & Mental Hygiene 

t 

Comment No.  1 - This project completion of the Arundel Expressway from 
Maryland Route 648 to Maryland Route 100 has been pro- 
posed on its own merits in order to make the previously 
constructed portion of the expressway a usable facility. 
The construction of this project would not impose any de- 
termining factors regarding the location of future improve- 
ments in the Ritchie Highway Corridor,  or limit the alter- 
natives under consideration in the Baltimore-Annapolis 
Transportation Corridor Study.   A general discussion of 
alternatives for the completion of the Arundel Expressway, 
south of Maryland Route 100 to U. S .  Route 50/301,  as 
proposed in the BATC Study, is included in this Final 
Statement on page B-3. 

Comment No. 2 - The references to 'annual geometric mean',  as noted in 
the comment, have been deleted in this statement. 

Comment No.  3 - The State of Maryland Ambient Air Quality Standards are 
compared with the results of the analysis on Page C-37 
and C-38. 

Comment No. 4 - The carbon monoxide readings recorded at the Glen Burnie 
station during the first six months of 1976 indicated a 
maximum eight-hour level of 6.1 ppm and a maximum 
one-hour average carbon monoxide reading of 16.6 ppm. 
Since neither value would change the results of the analysis, 
the 1976 data confirms the validity of the 1973 data used 
as background for CO evaluations. 
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•* 

301    WEST   PF*b-«.TON   STREET ;•(«;,••,   ( V^^DIM-B   *.^.^JJ 

MARVIN  MANDEL B A LTIMOR E.   M A H Y L A N D      21201 "^1*''..'    "^ .: ': 
OCvt-NOH TELePMOME:      101-383  2«5I VA„l.    •-    - 

June 24, 1976 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Robert Hajzyk, Director 
Office of Planning and Preliminary Engineering 

FROM: Warren D. Hodges OLJA***~ 'L>V4^y*»^^ 
Chief, State Clearinghouse 

RE: State Clearinghouse Control Number: 76-4-848 
Draft EIS - Arundel Expressway from Md. Rt. 648 

to Md. Rt. 100 

The State Clearinghouse has received further comments from 
the Department of Natural Resources subsequent to our close- 
out review letter on the reference project. These comments      M 
are forwarded for your information and use. • 

End. 
cc: Henry Silbermann - DNR 
sw 
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Maryland DeparUnent of State Planning 
State Office Building 
301 West Preston Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21201 June Date: 

SUBJECT:     ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT REVIEW 

Applicant: State Highway Administration 

Project: Draft EIS - Arundel Expressway from Md. Rt 

State Clearinghouse Control Number: 76-4-848 

We have reviewed the above draft environmental impact statement and our comments as 
to the adequacy of treatment of physical, ecological, and sociological effects of 

concern are shown below: 

Check (X) for each Item 

100 

None 

1. Additional specific effects which should 
be assessed: 

Additional alternatives which should be 
considered: 

Better or more appropriate measures and 
standards which should be used to evaluate 
environmental effects: 

Comment enclosed 

XX 

A. Additional control measures which should be 
applied to reduce adverse environmental effects 
or to avoid or minimize the irreversible or 
irretrievable conmitment of resources: 

5. Our assessment of how serious the environmental 
damage from this project might be, using the 
best alternative and control measures: 

6. We identi-fy issues which require further dis- 
cussion of resolution as shown: 

A.^ Signature  

Title     Chief, planr.ing'Si- 

Agency    WI-. , 

= i or 

(Sti W UjCt^. 
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STATE.OF MARYLAND 

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 

WATER RESOURCES ADMINISTRATION 

TAWES STATE OFFICE BUILDING 

ANNAPOLIS, MARYLAND   21401 

June 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

Joseph Knapp       ..i , 

Kenneth E. McElroy, Jr. 

SCH Project 76-4-848, Draft EIS 
from Md. Rt. 648 to Rt. 100 

- Arundel Expressway 

This project is consistent with the plans, programs and objectives 
of the Department of Natural Resources.  However, the additional 
comments are brought to the attention of the applicant for further 
consideration. 

The Draft EIS is deficient in that it does not mention effects 
the proposal's implementation upon fish and other aquatic life 
This oversight occurs despite the fact that section C-9 (impacts 
general ecology) states that approximately five acres of wetlands 
would be required for construction. 

Vf 
The draft statement also fails to investigate the effects upon water 
quality and subsequent effects upon the aquatic community which will 
be posed by the increasing area development.  This oversight occurs 
despite the presence of the correctly made conclusions (p. C-4, 
section C-2) as to the connections between the improvement of trans- 
portation capacity and increased population and employment. &*•£ 

»* 
The Draft EIS cites regional planning council growth projections 
for northern Anne Arundel County that range from 24 to 137% increases 
for different subsections (p. C-5).  On p. A-17, it is noted that 
"...the wetlands near the headwaters of the creek have been adversely 
affected by the surrounding developments.  These developments have 
contributed large amounts of sediment to the creek.  This sedir.e.-.z 
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Page   2 

has filled in the creek channel to the point where it is hardly 
navigable to the smallest of boats.  The sediment has also decradec 
the appearance of the creek.  The creek is usually very turbid.' 

The Draft EIS takes no cognizance of the relationship between its iJL 1 
proposed action and the logically foreseeable consequences of     ^ 
actions which tend to increase population density in the area. 
This is the primary deficiency, and the one which most detracts ^—• 
from its usefulness as a decision-making tool. 

Wetland Construction Permit should be obtained for crossing at fov** 
Marley Neck. |Jo 

Ongoing program between WRA and SHA provides for review and 
approval of this project for sediment control. %Jff (!*+r*i 

KEM/mm 
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Response to Comments by the 
Maryland Department of Natural Resources 

\\l^ 

Comment No.   1 - The effect of the project's implementation on fish and 
other aquatic life has been included in this Final State- 
ment on page C-.14. 

Comment No.   2 - The secondary impacts on water quality and aquatic life 
as a result of the anticipated increase in development is 
discussed on page C-2 in this Final Statement. 

Comment No.  3 - A 'wetland construction permit' will be obtained for the 
crossing at Marley Creek. 

Comment No. 4 - It is so noted that an ongoing program between WRA and 
SHA provides for the review and approval of this project 
for sediment control. 
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701 st. Paul Street 
Baltinore, M£.r:,-iar.d 21202 

R & P File No.   7ri-2fw 
B 4 P Ccnmittee.Jwn- 4,   H)76 

REVISW AlID EEFEREAL TSfflHA.^UI-! 

PROJECT IPEimFICASION 

Jurisdiction:     Anne Ar;:ndol  County r' 
Project iiaae:     Draft Hnviro::nental   Ircpact Statcnent  for Arunuel  Ilxprcs^v.ay 

from?!!.  Rt.  64 fi to ft'..  Rt.   100 
Applicarit: Mar/land Department of Iransrortation/r.tr.te Highw::y Aerunistrutiiin 

Cost:     S total,  C federal, % state,  S •\- 

Gr&nt Pro gran: 

CO!-3-E:TS 

«»•»/> •"'''tV; This project hes been reviewed and found to be not inconsistent vith local 
politan piaiis, paliciec and progra--s. ITJ interpoverrurental issues havt- btc-/: rf-Jted. 

This is a Draft I-nvimnnental Impact Statcnent ^or the tonstrrction o^ the Ann*--5 
F.x-nressway on a new. location from Old AnrapoJis Road C'd. th . f.4S) in Glen fcunr.c- 
soiit.her]y to Md. Rt. 100, a-clistanc-.- of apnroximtely 2.1 nilcs.  Tno project is 
proposed' as a four-lane dual exprcs>v;ay with eonplcte control of acce?.1 and a d.--- 

si{>n speed of 70 nile.-s per hour. 

The following irpr.ct? are noted: 
. The impacts would be ninor with reference to increased tr.-'.ffic en the Baltinore 

Beltway, Md. Rt. 100 and other County street p. 
. The project will r.eces.sitatc the di-snlaconcnt cf seven families, or an cstir.ati.-i; 

28 persons.- 
Vehicle emission levels resulting from the project would be hole-, rcdt-ral Ar.luent 

Air Quality standards. 
.  Noise, levels will be i.icreascd at developed areas a-.ljarcnt to the pro.iect. 
.  Suitable landscaping to minimi:e the visual impact oT the highway on adjacent 

conmunities will ro prv>veded wherv possible. 

CO 

.tr» 
.1U:H- isr 197b 

— -£. 

.uthorised ileyi-esentdtive oi 
Clearinrnoace 

.•i'r«;rt N.  Xo:s.r 
K3-:'utive Director 

MARS isra 
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FROM: Ilr. larrj liJich, 31icstor 
Dc;.>artr:cnt of I,ian:iin,~ 
222 E. Caititc.-ja Ctr'-jot 
2iiltiuorct :iu.~.'lind   ^1202 

B & P Kcetin-: «•.•--«: .".,  1.'7'^ 
R P C Kcctinc: "'^^ ''"*  1J7i' 

\ 
\S ^ 

SUBJECT:     KEF2PJIAL COOiDIKATOS IEVIEW SUTI^ITf 

Applicant: I-J^'loau r/oijarfcaeit of Rx^yxstatLaz/CtcfiQ Eldaf^r AtL-dnictr^ticn 

Project:  I^-^t Hivi^octaoatsl llr^ct Ctatozaat lor AnzicLcl IbDronfr.?^'" fm !'£l. lit, cl.O 
to !il, lit, I'JJ 

R & R File ifo.: " 7^-2C7 

Cocsents Should 3e Returned By:      ^j* ^-f  ^7" 

IThis project has tsen forwarded to  tho following local dcpartr.ents or asencic: 
(Check appropriate blarJ:s and c.ttach con-cnts fion the revitv/ing aroncies): 

Planning Public Vork: 

_Environr;er.tal Protection 

_0thers (specify)  

Euzian Relcitions 

JLyPiSDicTio::«3 cacsrrs 

Checl: Ono 

\S        This jurisdiction has no conL-enx?. on tMs particular project. 

v 

JThis project is consistent vith or contributes to the fulfillnsnt of local 
comprehensive ::l£;r.£,  g;ais or ocjectivoc. 

JTliis project raises problems concerning incompatibility v.'ith local plane,  o: 
intcrgovomr^ntal,  envirorc-ntal or civil rights issues and a meeting witli 
the applicant ic r-2c-33ted (attach ccrjixnts). 

JTiiis project is generally consistent vith local plans, but qualifying 
co^ncnts are necc-ssary (attach ccn-ents). /J , 

rr:riiKi TO: 
C^cidi^avor,  n-itropolit:'_n Clca-ir.jho: 
Rogiorn].  Plennins CcuriCil 
70i  St.  Paul Street    ^ 
lialtixore,  K&iylar.d    2' 

Z^i''^^^ 
Title 

uatc mm:: 
MARS 1818 
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J-      COMMENTS RECEIVED AT THE COMBINED LOCATION/DESIGN ' 
PUBLIC HEARING: 

The Public Hearing for the proposed extension of the Arundel Express- 
way (Md.  Route 10) from Maryland Route 648 (Old Annapolis Road) to Mary- 
land Route 100, was held at the Glen Burnie Senior High School on Thursday, 
June 3,   1976.    The Public Hearing was publicized on eight radio stations and 
in three local newspapers.    In keeping with Federal Law and Maryland De- 
partment of Transportation procedures,  a Public Notice announcing the date 
and subject of the Public Hearing was published in the News-American, 
Anne Arundel Times and Maryland Gazette,  a minimum of 30 days prior to 
the Hearing,  and a second time between 5 and 12 days prior to the Hearing. 

The agenda for the Public Hearing covered the following information: 

1. A description of the highway alternatives under consider- 
ation. 

2. A discussion of the land acquisition and relocation assist- 
ance programs. 

3. A presentation of the environmental considerations. 

4. A review of the State Highway Administration's non- 
discrimination and equal opportunity policies with respect 
to highway projects. 

5. Following these presentations, the public was invited to 
comment in accordance with hearing guidelines. 

All Public Hearing Testimony, including the official project presenta- 
tion and the testimony of each individual speaking at the hearings, was re- 
corded by public stenographer and tape recorder.    The testimony was tran- 
scribed and is available for inspection at the State Highway Administration 
(SHA) Baltimore Office,  300 W.  Preston St.,  Baltimore, Md.; SHA's Dis- 
trict #5 Right-of-Way Office, 2200 Sommerville Rd., Parole, Md.; SHA's 
Glen Burnie Maintenance Shop, Md.  Route 3, Glen Burnie, Md. ; and SHA's 
District #5 office, Md. Route 231 at the Benedict Bridge,  Calvert County, 
Md.    Written statements and other exhibits in lieu of, or in addition to, the 
oral testimony at the Public Hearing were received by the Director, Office 
of Planning & Preliminary Engineering until June 21,   1976 and incorporated 
into the official record. 

The Public Hearing testimony, both oral and written, has been careful- 
ly reviewed and, where necessary, additional studies were made to proper- 
ly evaluate the comments.    This section of the Final Environmental State- 
ment summarizes the major concerns expressed in the testimony along with 
a response to these concerns. 
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Comment .... 

Response 

Why was Alternate 2 reconsidered at the Public 
Hearing without advance public notice? 

Alternate 4 would require all traffic exchange 
between the Ritchie Highway and the proposed 
Arundel Expressway to occur on the local 
road system; i. e., Mountain Road and Jumpers 
Hole Road.    This would result in adverse traf- 
fic impacts in the Southdale Shopping are.a and 
the Woodholme residential community.    Alter- 
nate 2 was included for consideration at the 
Public Hearing in order to permit the exchange 
of traffic between the Ritchie Highway and the 
Arundel Expressway to occur on existing 
Maryland Route 100 and thereby avoid these 
adverse community impacts.    The decision to 
reconsider Alternate 2 at this Public Hearing 
was made after the Draft Environmental 
Statement had been circulated, and lack of 
time prevented advance public notice regard- 
ing its reconsideration.    Opportunity for com- 
ment on Alternate No.  2 was available to the 
public,  both orally at the Public Hearing, and 
in writing for the prescribed period following 
the Public Hearing. 

• 

Comment .... 

Response 

Residents of the area expressed concern over 
the present silted condition of Marley Creek 
and suggested that the State Highway Adminis- 
tration should have the Creek dredged out. 

This condition has occurred over a number of 
years and is due in part to sedimentation enter- 
ing the Creek as a result of subdivision con- 
struction in the upstream watershed, and from 
any sewage overflow from the treatment plant 
at the end of Holloway Road.    The SHA has no 
plans to dredge Marley Creek, and it was. sug- 
gested that the residents contact Anne Arundel 
County to see if they have the authority or any 
proposals to clean out the Creek. 

jje************ 
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Comment .... 

Response .... 

Can the right-of-way width be reduced, express- 
way be depressed, and trees be left to minimize 
impacts to adjacent neighborhoods? 

The right-of-way width cannot be reduced with- 
out adversely affecting the safety of this facility. 
Thirty-foot wide vehicle recovery areas to the 
right of each roadway are necessary to reduce 
the severity of accidents.    The ultimate 50-foot 
median width is less than current recommenda- 
tions for this type of facility,  but is the same as 
the median width of the completed expressway to 
the north. 

• 

Comment «... 

Response 

In setting grades,  both cost and visual impacts 
have been considered.    The project, as described 
in this report, is generally depressed or at-grade 
through residential areas, and is believed to be 
the best compromise between visual acceptability 
and cost. 

Trees within 30 feet of the roadways must be re- 
moved in order to provide an effective recovery 
area.   Any trees located in the right-of-way,  but 
beyond the limit of construction, will be saved. 

Arundel Expressway connections to Ritchie High- 
way south of Md.  100 were opposed because of the 
overcrowded traffic conditions on the existing 
road in the vicinity of Pasadena. 

Proposals for improving traffic conditions on 
Ritchie Highway through the Pasadena area and 
to the south are under consideration in the 
Baltimore-Annapolis Transportation Corridor 
Study. 
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Comment ....        Super highways kill land and people. 

Response .... The Arundel Expressway is consistent with all 
present and planned land usage in the study 
area,  and has been considered a necessary 
part of the County's transportation network 
since its first comprehensive planning report 
in 1968. 

Statistical studies have shown that accident 
rates on controlled access freeways,  such as 
the proposed Arundel Expressway,  are signif- 
icantly lower than on other highways, with 
only partial or no control of access. 

}'f   jjs   sjc   4:  s):  s'fi  #   sjc   *   ;}:  *  %   % 

Comment . . . Can a pedestrian crossing be constructed over 
the expressway to replace a dirt path presently 
connecting Gerard Plaza homes and the Marley 
Junior High School? 

Response ... A study was made for a pedestrian crossing be- 
ginning on the east side of Phelps Ave.,  oppo- 
site Dixon Drive, and extending easterly over 
the Expressway via a bridge.    East of the Ex- 
pressway,  two locations were studied to connect 
this access to existing streets.    At the present 
time, all pupils in the Gerard Plaza Community 
live within the maximum walking distance limits 
of 1 mile to elementary schools and lj miles to 
junior high schools.    Based on the current en- 
rollment of 19 pupils, it is not considered feas- 
ible to construct this pedestrian access at a 
cost of over one quarter of a million dollars 
($270, 000) as a convenience to reduce the walk- 
ing distance. 

$*$$$$$$$$$$$ 
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Comment .... 

Response .... 

10 
The decision for this section of Arundel Express- 
way should be made by the BATC Study. 

The extension of the Expressway to Md.   100 is 
needed to complete a usable highway facility be- 
tween the Baltimore Beltway on the north and 
Md.  Route 100 on the south.    As such,  the proj- 
ect stands on its own and has been considered on 
its own merits.    Improvements in the Ritchie 
Highway Corridor south of Md.   100 are being 
evaluated in the on-going BATC Study. 

* * # * * * * # * 

Comment .... 

Response .... 

* 

What happened to the right-of-way previously 
purchased for the Arundel Expressway? 

Right-of-way previously purchased for this proj- 
ect is still owned by the State and is available 
for construction of the Expressway.    The State 
Highway Administration never sells land pre- 
viously acquired for highway use until it is 
clearly demonstrated that the land is no longer 
required for highway or related purposes.    If 
this condition arises,  the SHA is required by 
law to first offer to resell the land back to the 
original owner. 

$$$$$$$$$$£$}:$ 
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Seven comments supporting the no-build alternative,  and three com- 
ments supporting the build alternative were given. 

Other comments, which have been discussed in this Statement, are 
listed below: 

- Location and type of noise abatement measures 
(see page C-21). 

- The relationship of this project to the BATC 
Study (see page B-3). 

- The wetlands along Marley Creek should be pre- 
served (see page C-14). 

- The project will divide the Gerard Plaza com- 
munity (see page C-9). 

- Right-of-way and construction schedule 
(see page A-9). 

90s 
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Anne Arundel. County Public Schools 

C 
O 

P 
Y 

June 20,   1974 

\ fr 

Mr.   Eugene T.   Camponeschi,  Chief 
Bureau of Project Planning 
Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 
6601  Ritchie Highway 
Glen Burnie,  Maryland 

Dear Sir: 

Mr.  Hartmann,   Transportation Specialist with the Maryland State Depart- 
ment of Education,  visited our office on June 19 relative to your letter of 
June 12 to Dr.   Jarnes Sensenbaugh.    He asked that we forward our comments 
to you. 

After reviewing the three proposed plans for the Arundel Expressway, we 
have only one concern with alternate plans 1 and 2.    That concern is how is 

^        the expressway extension going to affect the Marley Glen School for handicapped 
?   1%/     pupils?    Marley Glen is not   shown on the map,  however,  it is located im- 
fi0"'^   mediately to the rear of Marley Elementary School.    The driveways enter onto      J^ 

£/       Scott Avenue.    Cooper Road is our main access road to Scott Avenue and the "^^ 
school.    We need this access as it is close to Rt.  2. 

Assuming the new expressway is going to be elevated over Marley Station 
Road, what protection is going to be afforded pupils at either school site from 

fmO      objects being thrown from cars passing overhead?    There is a large play 
^*^/L   

area between both schools and it appears the northbound lanes will pass near 
fp^ *{) or over that play area. 

If alternate plan 3 is followed, we may experience an increase in the amount 
of traffic along Rt.   648 which could require more signalization and additional 
crossing guards especially in the area of Marley Junior High.   Also, in the 
area near Glen Burnie High School,  which is already congested traffic-wise 
may become a hazard for pedestrian and vehicular traffic alike. 

Shown on your map was the route for the Rapid Transit system.    We feel 
this is going to affect us more than the Arundel Expressway extension.    We 

fy&L  would appreciate any information available as to the plans and time table for 
-j^A , its- construction. 
\^\ 

Very truly yours, 

/signed/       William P.  Kerns 
WPKrrb Supervisor of Transportation 
cc:   Mr.   Bennie Hartmann 
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Mr. Eunone T. Canponeschi, Chief 
Bureau of Project Plannirv, 
MD. llopt. of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 
300 W. Preston Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21203 

rr,:. 
.Juju- 21 , .: '•)i-; 

RE: Contract No. M ri72-571 
Arund el Exprer,svr.y 
Maryland Utc. OAl! to M; v 
and Alternate Cur.iicctiori 
Rtc. 2 

.-.vl lite. 100 
-o Maryland 

Dear Mr. Camponeschi: 

Your letter of June 12, 1974, regarding the. Kubjo.ct c.;;- ract which v.-as 
sent to Dr. James A. Sensenbaugh,-;.Director of the State DCJ-.M t:>r.ent of Education, 
has been referred to the Interagency Committee for State iYV.Tj.c School Construc- 
tion for comment. 

After a staff review of the proposed project, \ic:  have excluded that wo 
would not be opposed to its construction. However, since 'cho  proposed roadway 
is indicated as passing immediately adjacent to tlie Marlcy Jv.nior High School, 
the Marley Glen Special Education School, and the rhrley Elc—sntary School we 
would encourage the inclusion with this project of y<lcfj'jr.t:c! screening and 
sound buffer in the vicinity of these three schools. 

We would also like to suggest, if you have not already uoac so, that you 
solicit comments from the Aune Arundnl County Board oZ  Edtu :i'c '•.on. 

Sincerely, 

Alfc/rd R. Carey, !lv. 
Executive nirector 

.1n ('K       11 

ARC/BF/jc 

CC: Dr. James A. Sensenbaugh 
Dr. Edward J. Anderson 

-C.i'':.-:CJCCT f.'r/U^AGER 
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DE.-PAfJTMENT OF HEALTH AND MENTAL HYGIENE 
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ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH  ADMINISTRATION 
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Mr. Fu^cttc T, Cam pones chi, Chief 
Hure.iu ot  Project   Plijiininfj 
State  Ihf.hw.iy Anminf.fitrnti.on 
Mfirylmul  Dcpart:mc«ni. of: Trunaportntiou 
300 West Frcston Street 
nnltimorc!, Maryland    2 1.20J 

Dear Mr. Cnmponcachi: 

c> i :• 

RE: Contract No. AA 572-571 Arundel 
Expressway from Md. Rto. 648 to 
Md. Rte. 100 

• 

hi. hnnn      J        /.     T      '  19      t0 D^•  Solomoa co»«»•in8 the Arundel Expressway 
has been  referred  to the Bureau of Air Quality Control  for comment.    As you know, 
wo are very uiterer.ted  in the Daltimorc-Annapolis corridor and particularly,  the 
Arundel  hxpressway.    wG hope to be actively  involved in the Bultimore-Annapolis 
Corridor Transportation Study. pwns 

^   i11 W'?S OUr undcrr'tnndin« that action on the Arundel Expressway would be post- 
poned  pcnduiB results  from the corridor study.    We realize that only the portion    &it 
of  the. expressway south of Maryland Route  100 is  formally a part of  the study. >*? 
However,   tt would  seem  reasonable  that  the choice  of  an alternate  for this  projact 'K 
would be atlccted by the  study iincltnRa.    For example,   if a transit option is 
chosen nouth of Maryland Route  100,  the. interchange design for the above proiect 
may need  to be modified. w^j^i. 

n .,nfn0    ^ co,,n,-t,firn"«n  ia Maryland Route  3.    The Maryland Department of Trans-    4»e. 
portation ha;,  requested dcsLr.nat.ioii of Maryland Route  3 as an  interstate route. 

J.*r?"J«n h! M   
rCCO,lftr"ctCd '',^  * •i*-lnnn MPWMwoy.    What  impact does this   ^fl  \i, 

\ o,H« , TTA n181"^ tr,nn:iC Pro>ctton3  f»r the Arundel Expressway.    Tnese^^tT 
q cstiona should b., addressed  in the Environmental Impact Statement  in addition to       T 

Vhe  iitr quality  impact assessment. 



c.  Eur,«i»« T. Gamponcr.chi - 2   - Juim 2F5,  197U 

rionsc keep thin oCfice  informed  of  the.  projjrens  of   the Rnvironmcntal   Impact 
Statrrront  and  public liuai-Ln^B.    Thank yon for  this opportunity to oflfcr our 
.•<v.\iucii.tn. 

.Smccroly yours, 

CK'-orfift f»  I'crrcri,  Dirnctor 
Bureau of Air Quality Control 

GfF:AMD:bnc 

cc:     Anne Arundel Co.  Health Dept. 

Response to Corrunent: 

The proposed interstate route between Baltimore and Annapolis 
will be located either in the Md.  Route 2 area or Md.  Route 3 area. 
This decision will be reached as a result of the BATC Study.    Until that 
decision has been reached, traffic projections for the Arundel Expressway- 
will vary with each alternative uijder consideration, and impacts will be 
addressed in the DEIS for the BATCS. 

'tAilwii'.til ' '''     '   .  II  Itf.   •'•   ".   'i •'' 
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IN  KKI'I.Y HKFUR TO: 

United States DcpartmeiU of tire Interior 
IHJKI-AU (>i: OUTDOOR RLCRJiATION 

NORTHIAST KF.GIONAL OMK.n 

IVilcial  |\tiiiJiii)! • Room   VilU 

.(-..too ARCH siinninl    n 

Philatlvlpliij, Pennsylvanlj  19IC6 

i! tlO'i 
\^ 

i- July 1, 197^ 
>U-X-  • . .;1i;iUilG 

Mr. Eugene T. Componef-.chi, Chief 
Bureau of Project Planning 
State Highway Administration 
300 West Preston Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21201 

Dear Mr. Camponeschi: 

This is in response to your request for technical assistance on the Arundel 
Expressway from Maryland Route 648 at Glen Burnie through Maryland Route 100 
with a connection to Maryland Route 2 north of Jumpers Hole Road. 

As you may know, section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of S*j> 
1968, as amended, has been found applicable to some school groundr, if the ^p*^ - 
grounds affected by the highway have recreation facilities open to the    * £* 
public.  If, in this case, such grounds are affected by the above project, 
then we suggest a 4(f) statement be prepared in addition to the environmental 
statement. 

If we may be of any further service in evaluating the impacts of this projeel 
on publicly owned recreation lands, please contact us. Our staff level contrj.;. 
for this project will bo Mr. Edward (Ted) Davis; he mf.y be reached at telephoi:-.i 
number 215/597-7383. 

The above is provided on a technical assistance basis and does not represent 
our views on an environmental and/or 4(f) statement. 

Sincerely yours. 

^CONSERVC 
tAMCHlCAS 

CNEROV 

Save Energy ami You Serve Amtriea! 

COPIES 
.PROJECT MAP;* ••'•' 
.EASTDUI KEG» • 
.AVESYEKN HE^-'-",' 

.lUUW 1. CAMPOi.i.v •:. 



rf) 
UNTTVP STATES 

DEPARTMENT OF  THE INTFPTOB 

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 

Post Office and Courthouse Building 
Boston, Massachusetts    02109 

W- 1 0 ilW 
Mr. Eugene T. Cainponeschi, Chief 

Bure.iu of Project Planning 
Maryland Deiiartment of Transportation 

P. 0. Box 717 
300 West Preston Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21203 

Dear Mr. Cainponeschi: 

Gi 

* 

This responds to your letter of June 12, 1974 soliciting the views of 

the Department of the Interior relative to a study of the Arundel Ex- 

pressway as outlined in the description of the project. 

The following comments reflect the views of the Fish and Wildlife 

Service only.  They are provided on a technical assistance basis and 

are not being made on a draft environmental statement. 

1.  Identify fish and wildlife species inhabiting the proposed 

alignment and/or all alternate alignments as well as the types of 

habitat for each species. 

2. Identify and list number of acres of aquatic and natural   ^e&.C* 

environments such as streams, farmlands, woodlots, and wetlands that Tp ^ \9 
will be destroyed or altered, either directly or indirectly as a     ^ 

result of road construction. 

3. Consideration should bn given to measures that would minimize ^T*^ ^y 

damage to natural environments during construction such as erosion,    J*  <fc 
sedimentation, contamination of public water supply systems and effects^jfe 

on ground water and flooding. 

4.  Include revegetation plans for project affected areas. 
5«Ji c. .& 

5.  U. S. Coast Guard and/or Corps of Engineers permits are re- 

quired on bridge construction over navigable waters.  Our Division of 

River Basin Studies will furnish comments on fish and wildlife values 

\3 



«t 
relattul to uny proposed modiflration.s oi   iiiitural wr>UanfI ecosystems 
assoriated wi Ui the ronstruction proposal. 

G.  Coordinate the proposed studies with the Miryland Department 
oi Natural .{osourccis. 

The opportunity to present our views on the sub/ject project is appreciated. 

Sincerely yours, 

KegionaJ Director | m 

# 

-2- 
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J3nnf Sininbcl (Countp 
(Dffitr of ftlnnnmg ^ Zoning 

SnniipolijB, iflnrplant) 21404 

1>L.C^ 

July 19, 197A 

Mr. Eugene T. Camponeschi, Chief 
Bureau of Project Planning Re:  Contract No. AA572-571 
Maryland State Highway Administration Arundel Expressway 
P.O. Box 717, 300 V/est Preston Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21203 

Dear Mr. Camponeschi: 

In response to your letter of June 12, and the consultant's presentation, we 
have reviewed the alternatives with respect to social, economic, and 
environmental aspects. 

We found Alternate No. 1 to be extremely disruptive to the Pasadena community 
by taking existing homes and businesses and by eliminating access to Pdtchie 
Highway on the west side for three quarters of a mile.  It also cuts off 
Hastings Lane (shown as Edwards Drive on your map) which is the only access 
road for approximately 80 homes since Maryland Avenue does not exist between 
Drum Avenue S. and Kent Avenue.  It is not clear whether or not a long strip 
of land would be left between this new southbound lane and Ritchie Highway 
or if it would be acquired. 

Alternate No. 1 also creates a land use problem by encircling and isolating 
about 240 acres between Md. Routes 2 and 100.  The route divides an area that 
is an established low density residential neighborhood, separating these homes 
in the Elvaton Road area from the potential stream valley park connection to 
Lake Waterford Park. The enclosure of this 240 acre cell containing a mixture 
of commercial, residential and considerable vacant land would generate pressures 
for further commercialization and destruction of residential character.  This 
would be contrary to the county's planning policies toward limiting strip 
commercial growth. 

We recognize the possible functional advantages of Alternate No. 1 in terms 
of traffic flow by its circumvention of the Jumpers Hole Road intersection 
where commercial activities conflict with through traffic movements. How- 
ever, for the reasons described above, we cannot support Alternate No. 1 as 
proposed. 

Alternate No. 2 would appear to be the least costly and would avoid most of 
the oblectionable features of Alternate Mo. 1 although it would affect several 
homes fronting on Ritchie Highway.  In terms of land use impact, this alternate 
is preferable to Alternate 1. This scheme does not appear to conform to 70 



\ !8» 
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mlles per hour design criteria as you state in your letter, but is more 
accurately described as a large ramp configuration. 

We suggest that possible consideration might be given to a modified Alternate 
No. 2.  One possible solution would be similar to the attached sketch map 
entitled Alternate 2A.  This scheme provides for a direct southbound movement 
and an improved ramp connection to Md. Route ICO. 

The obvious difference in this scheme is that the major emphasis is placed 
on the Arundel Freeway movement and not on Route 100. The reason for this 
emphasis is to accommodate the projected traffic which will flow principally 
between Md. Rt. 2 and the Arundel Freeway. According to the traffic figures 
presented by your consultant, this is the major movement while Rt. 100 traffic 
is not shown to be affected significantly. 

This scheme would be compatible with the upgrading of Route 2 from this point 
south in lieu of the further extension of the Arundel Freeway on new location. 
It would also decrease the amount of land affected in the Pinewood Village 
housing project, which ia now under design. 

From a traffic flow standpoint we believe that 2A offers a solution to the 
problem that the proposed Alternate 2 may present. An additional feature 
that it accomplishes is the improved flow from northbound Route 2 to west- 
bound Route 100. This is very important in coordinating a safe design in 
conjunction with the transit station access by eliminating the existing unsafe 
weaving and merging condition. 

In order to avoid traffic conflicts, left turns could be prohibited south- 
bound at Jumpers Hole Road and the movement accommodated by a right turn 
channelization loop around the gas station.  This should be a low spesd design 
and need not acquire the enclosed land nor restrict access to the gas station. 
This could help to incnase the southbound road capacity at this point where 
backups occur in the P.M. peak period. 

We recommend Alternate 2A as the most preferable for all of the reasons 
described above. We also considered a minor modified scheme 2-B which pro- 
vides the direct southbound movement but lacks all of the other advantages 
of 2-A. 

In the event that Alternates No. 2A and 2B are not feasible, we would suggest, 
as a third-opportunity, a modified Alternate No. 1-A. This scheme wotild 
minimize most of the objectionable features of the presently proposed Alternate 
No. 1.  By moving the ramp connections further north, we reduce the enclosed 
area to about 145 acres rather than 240. We also place the road between 
existing residenfial and commercial uses forming a buffer to preserve the 
residential character on the southeast side. 

Bringing the Arundel Freeway lanes into the center rather than the side; of 
Route 2 will avoid the taking of many existing homes and businesses and would 
permit continued accessibility through the Pasadena community. This design 
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plso provides for an adequate weaving distance along Md. Route 2 approaching 
Pasadena Road to accommodate left turn movements.  Route 2 could be widened 
to eight lanes in this area for easy transition.  The northbound lane of 
Route 2 would have to be relocated to accommodate the Arundel Freeway lanes 
within the median.  1-A is a shorter route and utilizes less right of way 
than the proposed Alternate No. 1, in addition to its less disruptive effects 
on the community. 

Another benefit of the 1-A plan is that it will allow southbound ramp 
connections to Route 100.  Even though projections may not indicate a heavy 
movement in this direction, we believe that it would be a serious error not 
to provide for it while the opportunity exists. 

We cannot seriously consider Alternate No. 3, the do-nothing alternate, as 
a viable choice.  The resulting traffic impact on the existing road network 
would result in severe congestion and necessitate many widening projects which 
would affect adjacent property owners along Md. Rt. 6A8 and other roads in the 
area.  Alt. 3 would also limit the effectiveness of that portion of the Arundel 
Freeway which is now built or under construction resulting in a waste of the 
public investment.  Heavy volumes of traffic on local roads would have an eroding 
effect on the residential desirability of adjacent neighborhoods. 

In Summary we submit that Alternates 1-A, 2-A and 2-B be considered in light 
of our environmental, social, and economic concerns as well as for their merits 
in design. If you would like to arrange a meeting to discuss any of the details, 
please do not hesitate to call. 

Sincerely yours, 

"Marion J. McCoy        / 
Planning and /oning Off^fier 

MJM-RD/bac 

cc: George Neimeyer 
Eugene Harvey 
Dan Tsaraouras 
Ray Streib 

Response to Anne Arundel County's concerns with Alternate Nos.  1 
and 2 are discussed on page A-l of this FEIS. 
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January 23, 1975,. 

Mr. Eugene T. Camponeschi, Chief 
Bureau of Project Planning 
Maryland State Highway Administration 
300 West Preston Street 
Baltimore, Maryland  21203 

RE:  AA 572-571 
Arundel Expressway 

Dear Mr. Camponeschi: 

Enclosed is a copy of a portion of your study for the 
Arundel Expressway from Maryland Route 648 to Maryland 
Route 100 in Anne Arundel County. The four sites shown 
are listed in our records as being significant historical 
sites.  It is felt that none of your proposals as shown 
would adversely affect these properties. 

However, the Robinson House, AA-347, is particularly 
significant of the group.  It is a fine example of early 
Maryland domestic architecture, having been built in the 
early 1700's of field-stone with a gambrel roof.  Of all 
the sites, this one is closest to the proposed expressway. 
The Trust requests that you give due consideration to this 
property, so that the proposed route will be placed away 
from it as far as possible. 

Thank you for your help. 

Sincerely, 

George J. Andreve 
Assistant Architectural 
Historian, 
Historic Sites Surveyor 

GJAtSh /^CAMPONESCHI HE'-Wift .i/>NM* 
___ D0RM.Y /   wf;ii,:.-v> *0'.:.C» 

Enclosure __  HCKHAMIT <       •.   _~ v ..-i. .».•'•. 

i-io-rfi ...-L.*cri0(i-U-'**•<•' t,"",w» 
*••. MARKS; 

i&U&r*ea/ ant/ ^u/b**/*S2/(&n*t%*6*»/<<m 



Maryland DepanmentofTransportation 
State Highway Administration 

Harry R. Hughes 
••craiary 

Bernard M. Evans 
AdmHtiitraior 

\ ̂  

April 5, 1977 

RE: Contract No. AA 572-000-571 
P. A. P. No. U 903-1 (7) 
Arundel Expressway - 
Maryland Route 648 to 
Maryland Route 100 

Mr. Bill Landry 
406 Norman Avenue 
Glen Burnie, MD 21061 

Dear Mr. Landry: 

This is in reference to your statement given at a 
public hearing held on June 3, 1976 requesting that the 
State Highway Administration consider a pedestrian bridge 
from Gerald Plaza to Marley Junior High School. 

Prior to determining the.-location of the pedestrian 
bridge we would like to meet with you for an on sight 
investigation to pin point the area most frequently used. 
This will enable the State Highway Administration to 
properly locate the pedestrian bridge for maximum use. 

It is requested that you contact .the writer, by phone 
and schedule a field review at your convenience. We would 
like to accomplish this on or before April 29, 1977. 

Your cooperation is appreciated and I want to thank 
you for your participation and representing your community 
association at the public hearing. 

»• 
Very truly yours, 

V Eugene T. Camponeschi, Chief 
Bureau of Project Planning 

Foster T. Hoffme 
Project Manager 

v Bureau of Project Planning 
383-4331 

ETC:FTH:ss • 

cc: Mr. Arnold L. Gardner 
Mr. John L. Bell- 
Mr. Reuben S. Thomas 

Kpraffl) 
APR 11 1977 

BIIMKELKlEfi-cr.iSS'jMIl 
.JBO-RAIJI? / anCiVat? Pr»tS.-.a.S!f««i Jtaltunnro Llwvianrt Saafia    
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Ma/yfand Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration July 12,   1977 

Hannonn K, Intvmonn 
S«cr«tofy 

B*m«r^ M.  Event 
A4m<ntf frotor 

RE: Contract No.  AA 572-000-571 
F.A.P. No.  U 903-1 (7) 
Arundel Expressway 
Maryland Route 64 8r;torrj/ 
Maryland Route 

Mr. William Kerns 
Supervisor of Transportation 
Anne Arundel County, Public Schools 
2644 Riva Road 
Annapolis, Maryland  21401 

Dear Mr. Kerns: 

JUL 14 1977 

Rli^ELKLEPPERBAHL 

As a result of our conference with you on June 29, 1977, 
we request your review and comments on the need for a pedestrian bridge 
over the Arundel Expressway to provide access to Marley Junior High 
School. ''••*. 

According to citizen testimony at the public hearing on 
June 3, 1976, the Arundel Expressway will cut off a walking path 
through the woods that children presently use going to and from Marley 

^    Junior High School; . ; 

The enclosed 50 scale plan shows the proposed construction 
of the Arundel Expressway project in the vicinity of Marley Station 
Road between Maryland Route 2 and Maryland Route 64 8.  The location 
for the pedestrian bridge shown on the plan is an extension of Dixon 
Drive easterly over the expressway to connect with Gerard Drive or 
Marley Station Road in the vicinity of Marley Elementary School.  The 
purpose of this bridge is to provide a means by which children living 
in the Gerard Plaza community could continue to walk to Marley Junior 
High School after the Arundel Expressway is built. 

The proposed construction of the Arunel Expressway project 
includes a portion of Marley Station Road to be.rebuilt over the 
freeway as a fifty (50) foot wide curbed street from Allan Avenue to 
Marley Elementary School. A four (4) foot wide sidewalk will be 
constructed on both sides of Marley Station Road for the entire length 
of the proposed relocation. 

If you have any questions concerning this request, please 
contact Mr. Foster T. Hoffman, Project Manager, telephone 383-4 331. 

[       We will appreciate your review and comments by letter at 
your earliest convenience. 

Very truly youx^s. 
ETC:FTH:mca 
Attachment 
cc:  Mr. J. WeinKold 

Mr. J. BellJ 

Mr. W. Lins, Jr. 
Eugene T. Camponeschi, Chief 
Bureau of Project Planning 



ANNE ARUNDEL COUNTY PUBLIC SCHOOLS 

TransnortatJon 
2644 Riva Road 
Annapolis, Maryland 21401 

Telephone: 301-224-0112 

July   22,   1977 

\ « 

D i vi = ioj 

::r. Lupene T. Carroneschi, Chief r.L:  Contract V.o,   AA 572-000-571 
..ureau of ^roiect riannin^ F.A.r. llo .   U 903-1 (7) 
State Kir'avay Adr.inis t r at ion Arundel Expressvav 
r.O. Lox 717 Maryland Route 645 to 
300 West Preston Street Marvland Route 100 
Baltirorc, Maryland  21203 

Jear Mr. Carponeschi: 

T..'e have reviewed the plans for the routinp- of the Arundel 
Lxpressway and uprradinp Varley Station Road as v.-ell as reviewed 
tiie need for a pedestrian bridge as indicated on those plans.  If 
the State follows throuph with its present proposed construction 
plans as outlined in paragraph 04 of your letter (July 12, 1977), 
we see no need for a pedestrian bridge to be constructed. 

It would aprear all pupils in the Gerard rlaza corairunity would 
Le within the one-rile valkinp distance of Marley Hlerentary School 
via Allan Avenue and Marley Station Road.  The sane would be true 
for pupils assirned to Marley Junior liich School who are required 
to walk a mile and a half to that facility. 

Current inforration indicates there are eifht pupils livii.r 
alonp ••.'ornan Drive, Dixon Drive and ^helps Drive east of Allan Avenue 
attending Marley Zlenentary school who r.ipht use the pedestrian bricce 
since it would be closer for ther.  There are 11 Marlev Junior Kitrh 
School nuni'.s livinp in the same area who would use the bridge w.ere it 
available.  The rerair.der of Gerard Tlaza pupil? v.-culd use Allar. .'.•.•-=•:•: 
and Marley Station Road to get to their respective schools.  We also 
understand there nay be additional developrent north of Gerard Plaza 
extending to the pumpinp station.  However, because this area is so 
small, it is doubtful the number of pupils woul<J even be doubled.  Ke 
find it hard to justify the cost of erecting a pedestrian bridge for 
so few a number of pupils, especially when they are within walking 
distance of their assigned schools.  This bridge would be strictly a 
convenience in reducing the walking distance for those pupils. 

If you have any ruestions relative to this information, please 
contact this office. 

Very truly yours, 

Williar r. i.ern s  \ 
VrKikr Supervisor of ". ransrortat ion 

B.'.AHO ."••••" I DUC AT ION i- :- :>rr4..-u-.:. C'-d-cts G. Tfii«"<". » ;*.; •. 
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APPENDIX   A 

ENVIRONMENTAL   ASSESSMENT   FORM 

The Environmental Assessment Form 
is a requirement of the 

Maryland Environmental Policy Act of July,  1974 

rfl 



ASrESSMT:.' C"  "T-'-TTT'--' EN VIK ON KEN'T AL. EFFECTS 

,-v in JnJ0   Wlng a-uestlons should be answered bv placxnc 
•^ttLh^..aPPf0priate column(s>.  If desirable, the "corr,: 
Sn answer .J

0^^,.0^ be checked by itself or in combination 
overcoml *   H-  0r "n0" t0 Provide additional information overcome an affirmative presumption. 

In anr.wering the questions, the significant beneficia] 
adverse, short and lonq term effects oi the proposed action 
..xe and off-sit.c ciur i ng construction and operation should be 
T^-'aereo. 

nc a 

Land Use Considerations 

1.  Will the action be within the 
100 year flood plain? 

2-  Will the action require a permit 
for construction or alteration 
within the 50 year flood plain? 

3.  Will the action require a permit 
for dredging, filling, draining 
or alteration of a wetland? 

Yes   No 
Comments 
Attached 

v 

y/ 
/ 

A. 

6. 

7. 

Will the action require a permit 
for the construction or operation 
of facilities for solid waste 
di r^posa] including dredge and 
excavation spoil? 

Will the action occur on slopes 
exceeding 15%? 

Will the action require a grading 
plan or a sediment control permit? 

-Will the action require a mining 
permit for deep or surface mining? 

Will the action require a permit 
for drilling a gas or oil wel]? 

Wil] the action require a permit 
for airport construction? 

v 

10.  Will the- action require a permit 
for the crossing of the Potomac 
River by conduits, cables or 
other like devices? 
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11. Will th( action aifeet the use 
of a public recreation area, park., 
forest, wildlife manaaement area, 
scenic river or wildland? 

12. Will the action affect the use of 
any natural or man-made features 
that are unique to the county, 
state or nation? 

13. Will the action affect the use of 
an archaeological or historical 
site or structure? 

Ye: No 
Comments 
Attachec 

y 

B.  Water Use Consideration: 

14. 

15. 

# 16. 

Will the action require a permit 
for the change of the course, 
current, or cross-section of a 
stream or other body of water? 

Will the action require the 
construction, alteration or 
removal of a dam, reservoir or 
waterway obstruction? 

Will the action change the over- 
land flow of storm water or 
reduce the absorption capacity of 
the ground? 

17. Will the action require a permit 
for the drilling of a water well? 

18. Will the action require a permit 
for water appropriation? 

19. Will the action require a permit 
for the construction and opera- 
tion of facilities for treatment 
or  distribution of water? 

20. Will the project require a permit 
for the construction and operation 
of facilities for sewage treatment 
and/or land disposal of liquid 
waste derivatives? 

21. Will the action result in any 
discharge into surface or sub- 
surface water? 

^ 

v 

/ 
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o,V 
Commer.r £ 

Yes   No    A-tachfcc 

22.  If so, will the discharge affect 
A:ater quality parameters amD] 

and/or require a discharge permi' • o 

C.  Air Use Consideration.1: 

23. Will the action result in any       y 
discharqe into the air?      

24. If so, will the discharge affect 
ambient air quality parameters       / 
or produce a disagreeable odor?     ^         

25. Will the action generate addi- 
tional noise which differs in 
character or level from present      ^ 
conditions? V     

26. Will the action preclude future / 
use of related air space?              i_ 

27. Will the action generate any 
radiological, electrical, >^ 
magnetic, or light influences?         ;•• 

Plants and Animals 

28.  Will the action cause the dis- 
turbance, reduction or loss of 
any rare, unique or valuable 
plant or animal? 

# 

29. 'Will the action result in the 
significant reduction or loss 
of any fish or wildlife habitats? 

30. Will the action require a permit 
for the use of pesticides, herbi- 
cides or other biological, chemi- 
cal or radiological control 
agents? 

Socio-Economic 

31.  Will the action result in a pre- 
emption or division of properties     / 
or imoair their economic use?       < S 
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Comments 
Ye.'-.   No   At tachec 

3:'.  Will the .ictjon cauoc i.-]ocaLion 
of act.i v i i. LGG , st.ruc Lure.", or 
result in a change in the populo-     > 
tion 'Jen:,ity or distribution?       'X 

33. Will the action alter land values?  ^ 

34. Will the action affect traffic       ^ 
flow and volume? '^ 

35. Will the action affect the pro- 
duction, extraction, harvest or 
potential use of n scarce or 
economically important resource?     

3<,.  Will the action require a 
license to construct a sawmill or 
other plant for the manufacture 
of forest products?   

37.' Is the action in accord with 
federal, stdte, regional and.local 
comprehensive or functional plans—   ,- 
including zoning? v^ 

38.  Will the action affect the employ- 
ment opportunities for persons in 
the area?        -  ^ 

3rJ. Will the action affect the ability 
of the area to attract new sources 
of tax revenue? Vx 

40. Will the action discourage present 
sources of tax revenue from remain- 
ing in the area, or affirmatively 
encourage thetn to relocate else- 
where?   

41. Will the action affect the ability 
of the area to attract tourism?      

Other Consideration- 

42.  Could the action endanger the pub- 
lic health,, safety or welfare? 

v/ 

/ 

43.  Could the action be eliminated 
without deleterious effects to the 
public health, safety, welfare or 
the natural environment?     ^ 



Comments 
Yes   No   Attached 

\ 

oj\ 

/I/I.  Will the action be of statewide      / 
significance? _^   

45.  Are there any other plans or 
actions (federal, state, county 
or private) that, in conjunction 
with the subject action could 
result in r\  cumulative or syner- 
gistic impact on the public health,        ^ 
safety, welfare or environment?        ^ 

AS.     Will the action require additional 
power generation or transmission    y 
capacity? y^    

G.  Conclusion 

41.     This agency will develop a com- 
plete environmental effects report 
on the proposed action.      v' 

m deg* &P/.ULJ fcA 7#/s /Or/.-.-.; 
% 
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APPENDIX   B 

Preliminary Relocation Study 

Summary of the Relocation Assistance Program of the 
State Highway Administration of Maryland 

• 
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"SUMMARY OF THE RELOCATTON ASSISTANCE PROGRAM OF THE 

STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION OF MARYLAND" 

All State Highway Administration projects must comply with 
the provision, of tha -Uniform Relocation Assistance and 
Real Property Acquiaitioa Policies Act of 1970" (Public 
Law 91-646) and/or the Annotated Code of Maryland, Article 
21, Sections 12-201 thru 12-209.  The Maryland Department 
of Transportation, State Highway Administration, Bureau of 
Relocation Assistance, administers the Relocation Assis- 
tance Program in the State of Maryland. 

The provisions of the Federal and State Law require the 
State Highway Administration to provide payments and services 
to persons displaced by a public project.  The payments that 
are provided include replacement housing payments and/or 
moving costs.  The maximum liaits of the replacement housing 
payments are $15,000 for owner-occupants and $4,000 for 
tenant-occupants.  In addition, but within the abQve limits, 
certain payments may be- made for increased mortgage interest 
costs and/or incidental expenses.  In order to receive these 
payments, the displaced person must occupy decent, safe and 
sanitary replacement housing,  in addition to the replace- 
ment housing payments described above, there are also 
moving cost payments to persons, businesses, farms and 
non-profit organizations.  Actual moving costs for residences 
include actual moving costs up to 50 miles or a schedule 
^te^0081 Pay•0*' including a dislocation allowance, up 
to $500. 

Th« moving cost payments to businesses are  oken dovn into 
several categories, which include actual rr.  na expenses 
and payments "in lieu of" actual waving exj -.ses. The owner 
of a displaced business is entitled to receive a payment for 
actual reasonable moving and related expenses in movina his 
business, or personal property; actual direct losses of 
tangible personal property; and actual reasonable expenses 
for searching for a replacement site. 

The actual reasonable moving expenses may be paid for a move 
by a commercial mover or for a self-move.  Generally, pay- 
ments for the actual reasonable moving expenses are limited 



. to a 50 mile radius.  In both cases, the expenses must be 
' fuPP°rted ^ receipted billa.  An inventory of the items 
to be moved must ba prepared, and estimates of the cost 
may be obtained.  The owner may be paid an amount equal 
£?»S\.lSW   .0r eotimate-  m some circumstances, the 
State may negotiate an amount not to exceed the lower of 
the two bids.  The allowable expenses of a self-move may 
include amounts paid for equipment hired, the cost of 
using the business's vehicles or equipment, wages paid to 
persons who physically participate in the move, and the 
cost of the actual supervicion of the move. 

When personal property of a displaced business is of low 
value and high bulk, and the estimated cost of moving 
would be disproportionate in relation to the value, the 
State nay negotiate for «n iix^ount not to exceed tho dif- 
ference between the cost of replacement and the amount 
that could be realized frosn the sale of the personal prop- 
erty . r    ^ 

In addition to the actual moving expenses mentioned above, 
the displaced business is entitled to receive a payment 
for the actual direct losses of tangible personal property 
that the business is entitled to relocate but elects not 
to move.  These payments may  only be made after an effort 
by the owner to sell the personal property involved.  The 
costs of the sale are also reimbursable moving expenses. 
If the business ic to be reestablished, and personal prop- 
erty is not moved but is replaced at the new location, the 
payment would be the lesser of the replacement costs minus 
the net proceeds of the sale or the estimated cost of moving 
the item.  If the business is being discontinued or the 
item is not to be replaced in the reestablished business, 
the payment will be the lesser of the difference between 
the value of the item for continued use in place and the net 
proceeds of the sale or the estimated cost of moving the item, 

If no offer is received for the personal property and the 
property is abandoned, the owner is entitled to receive the 
lesser of the value for continued use of the item in place 
or the estimated cost of moving the item and the reasonable ' 
expenses of the sale.  When personal property is abandoned 
without an effort by the owner to dispose of the property 
by sale, the owner will not be entitled to moving expenses, 
or losses for the item involved. 

The owner of a displaced business may be reimbursed for the 
actual reasonable expenses in searching for a replacement 
business up to $500.  All expenses must be supported by re- 
ceipted bills.  Time spent in the actual search may be reim- 
bursed on an hourly basis, but such rate may not exceed $10 
per hour. 

\ 
4 
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In lieu of the payments described above, the State may deter- 
mine that the owner of a displaced business is eligible to 
receive a payment equal to the average annual net earnings 
of the business.  Such payment shall not be less than S2.500 
nor more than $10,000.  m order to be entitled to this 
payment, the State must determine that the business cannot 
be relocated without a substantial loss of its existing 
patronage, the business is not part of a comraercial enter- 
prise having at least one other establishment in the same 
or similar business that is not being acquired, and the 
business contributes materially to the income of a dis- 
placed owner. 

Considerations in the State's determination of loss of 
existing patronage are the type of business conducted by 
the displaced business and the nature of the clientele. 
The relative importance of the present and proposed loca- 
tions to the displaced business, and the availability of 
suitable replacemant sites are also factors. 

In order to determine the amount of the "in lieu of" moving 
expenses payment, the average annual net earnings of the 
business is considered to be one-half of the net earnings 
before taxes, during the two taxable years immediately 
preceding the taxable year in which the business is reloca- 
ted.  If the two taxable years are not representative, the 
State, with approval of the Federal Highway Administration, 
may use another two-year period that would'be more repre- •* 
sentative.  Average annual net earnings include any compen- 
sation paid by the business to the owner, his spouse, or 
his dependents during the period.  Should a business be in 
operation less than two- years, but for twelve consecutive 
months during the two taxable years prior to the taxable 
year in which it is required to relocate, the owner of the 
business is eligible to receive the "in lieu of" payment. 
In all cases, the owner of the business must provide in- 
formation to support its net earnings, such as income tax 
returns, for the tax years in question. 

For displaced farms and non-profit organizations, actual 
reasonable moving costs generally up to 50 miles, actual 
direct losses of tangible personal property, and Searching 
costs are paid.  The "in lieu of" actual moving cost pay- 
ments provide that the State may determine that a displaced 
farm may be paid a minimum of $2,500 to a maximum of $10,000 
based upon the net income of the farm, provided that the 
farm has been discontinued or relocated.  In some cases, 
payments "in lieu of" actual moving costs may be made to 
farm operations that are affected by a partial acquisition. 
A non-profit organization is eligible to receive "in lieu 
Of" actual moving cost payments, in the amount of $2,500. 



Jv»?^h?rJi ?  eJPlanation of the benefits and payments 
non-^nf!t o,   PlaCed P^son8' businesses, farms,^nS 
churls  that win^'i0"3 i8 availa^e in Relocation Bro- 
for this llcZi  I  ^/"^ibuted at the public hearings 
S-VJiSieSKSy^ t^f'^ giVen - ^BpiaCed

9
per. 

aSlfL^hn, Z•**•*  replacement housing is not avail- 
Ihlt  avallabirr?^80n5 di8Placed by public projects or 
that available replacement housing is beyond their financial 
neans. replacement "housing as a last resort" win £ S2" 
be'comn?^^0^11^ the **»°•L»*-     Detailed stidies will 
bv 2SPi25;d ?yuthu' State ni*h•y  Administration and approved 
by the Federal Highway Administration before "housinq as a 
laS^r^0rt COUld ^ utili"d. "Housing as a last ?esor?" 
could be provided to displaced persons in several diligent 
ways although not linitod to the following:      ai"erent 

1. An inyroved property can be purchased or leased. 

2. Dwelling units can be rehabilitated and pur- 
chased or leased. K 

3. New dwelling units can be constructed. 

4. State acquired dwellings can be relocated, 
rehabilitated, and purchased or leased. 

Any of these methods could be utilized by the State Highway 
Administration and such housing would be made available to 
displaced persons.  In addition to the above procedure? in- 
Jio1^! "P^cement housing payments can be increased beyond 
the statutory limits in order to allow a displaced person to 
purchase or rent a dwelling unit that is within his financial 
means. 

The "Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisi- 
tion Policies Act of 1970" requires that the State Highway 
Administration shall not proceed with any phase of any pro- 
3ect which will cause the relocation of any person, or pro- 
ceed with any construction project until it has furnished 
satisfactory assurances that the above payments will be 
provided and that all displaced persons will be satisfactorily 
W^^K 

t0 ;oinParabl* decent, "*» and sanitary ho"Ing 
within the^r financial means or that such housing is in 
place and has been made available to the displaced person. 


