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FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION
FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
FOR

MARYLAND ROUTE 5 RELOCATED (MD 205), FROM MD 5 TO US 301/MD 5 AND
THE INTERCHANGE AT US 301/MD 5, CHARLES COUNTY, MARYLAND

The FHWA has determined that Alternate 6 (Segment I), Alternate
5/6 (Segments II and III), and Option A (Interchange) from
Maryland Route 5 to US Route 301/Maryland Route 5 including the
Interchange at US Route 301/ Maryland Route 5, will have no
significant impact on the human environment. This Finding of No
Significant Impact (FONSI) is based on the Environmental
Assessment and the attached documentation which summarizes the
assessment and documents the selection of the selected alternate.
This FONSI has been independently evaluated by the FHWA and
determined to adequately and accurately discuss the neeqd,
environmental issues, and impacts of the proposed project and
appropriate mitigation measures. It provides sufficient evidence
and analysis for determining that an Environmental Impact
Statement is not required. The FHWA takes full responsibility
for the accuracy, scope, and content of the Environmental
Assessment and attached documentation.
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O. James Lighthizer %

Maryland Department of Transportation o
State Highway Administration ', Acministrator

MEMORANDUM

TO: Mr. William I. Slacum, Secretary
State Roads Commission

FROM: Neil J. Pedersen, Director g,/ 9 R&hqu

Office of Planning and
Preliminary Engineering

DATE: September 12, 1991

SUBJECT: Contract No. CH 566-151-571
Proposed MD 5 Relocated (MD 205)
Mattawoman-Beantown Road
PDMS No. 082039

The Project Planning Division is pr:paring a Finding of No
Significant Impact (FONSI) for the subject project. It is
anticipated that the Federal Highway Administration will approve
the document and grant Location Approval in November of 1991.

. The decision was made to proceed with the FONSI recommending the
following:
. Segment I: Alternate 6, with bridges across the

tributaries of Jordan Swamp extended if
necessary to span the entire wetland
width. An interim solution will be the
improvement of existing MD 205 to
provide four lanes.

. Segment II: Alternate 5/6 Modified
. Segment III: Alternate 5/6
. Sub-Station Road: The development approval process will be

used to encourage the extension of
Pinefield Road to Sub-Station Road.

. Interchange: Option A

. Access Control: Develop access control management
strategy with Charles County for all
undeveloped properties along MD 205

The selection was made by Administrator Hal Kassoff at team
. meetings held on November 21, 1990 and July 17, 1991. A summary
of the meetings and the Project Team Recommendation are enclosed.

333-1110
My telephone number is

Teletypewriter for Impaired Hearing or Speech
383-7555 Baltimore Metro - 565-0451 D.C. Metro - 1-800-492-5062 Statewide Toll Free
707 North Calvert St., Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717



Mr: William I. Slacum
Page Two

(S

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

I concur with the above recommendation.

W /% ' ' 9 //s//CZ/

Hal Kaebkoff, Administrator ' Date

Enclosures

cc: Mr. Robert Douglass
Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr.
Ms. Elizabeth Homer
Mr. Edward Meehan
Mr. C. Robert Olsen )
Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson
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O. James Lighthizer

‘s

N w% Maryland Department of Transportation | e
) State Highway Administration | Administrator
MEMORANDUM
TO: Mr. Hal Kassoff
Administrator
FROM: Neil J. Pedersen, Directof . wArdu
Office of Planning and il 9 ,
Preliminary Engineering
DATE: September 12, 1991
SUBJECT: Contract No. CH 566-151-571

Proposed MD 5 Relocated (MD 205)
Mattawoman-Beantown Road
PDMS No. 082039

RE: DECISION DOCUMENTATION MEMORANDUM

The Location/Design Public Hearing for the Mattawoman-Beantown

Road project planning study was held on February 26, 1990 at

Thomas Stone High School in Waldorf, Maryland. Approximately 215
‘ people attended the hearing. The key issues:

o The Charles County Commissioners supported a build
alternate. No specific alternate was specified.

o The major concern expressed by the public was that no
disturbance be made to the graves at the Trinity Memorial
Gardens Cemetery.

o Comments received from State and Federal agencies stated
opposition to Segment I Alternate 6 versus Alternate 5 due
to increased wetland impacts. A preference was given to
Interchange Option A or B versus Option C or D.

Meetings were held with you on November 21, 1990 and July 17,
1991 to discuss the project planning study for Mattawoman-
Beantown Road. The goal was the selection of alternates for
which location and design approvals would be requested.

Present at the November 21, 1990 meeting were the following:

Hal Kassoff State Highway Administrator
Charles R. Olsen Chief Engineer
Edward H. Meehan District Engineer, District No. 5
Neil J. Pedersen Director, Office of Planning and
Preliminary Engineering (OPPE)
. Louis H. Ege, Jr. Deputy Director, OPPE
Patricia Paskowski Right-of-Way District No. 5

(301) 333-1110
My telephone number is

Teletypewriter for Impaired Hearing or Speech F T
383-7555 Baltimore Metro - 565-0451 D.C. Metro - 1-800-492-5062 Statewide Toll Free
707 North Calvert St., Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717
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Kenneth A. McDonald Highway Design Division (HDD)
Fred Doerfler HDD
Leroy Tyree HDD
George Welton HDD
Steve Silva Bridge Design Division (BDD)
Charles Okehie BDD
Nader Mondanipour BDD
Diane Schwarzman Traffic Projects Division
Keith Bounds Planning and Program Development Div.
James L. Wynn Project Planning Division (PPD)
Victor F. Janata PPD
Barbara Allera-Bohlen PPD
Claudia Kan PPD
Monty Rahman PPD

Michael J. Rothenheber Johnson, Mirmiran & Thompson

A presentation was made of alternates identified at the February
26, 1990 Location/Design Public Hearing. The proposed
improvements include mainline alternates for MD 205 and
interchange options for MD 205 at US 301/MD 5:

MAINLINE ALTERNATES:
The project was separated into three mainline segments with
interchangeable alternates within each segment. .

Segment I begins at the southern study limits, at existing MD 5,
and extends to just south of the Trinity Memorial Gardens
Cemetery. Two alternates were considered in this segment.

Alternate 5 followed the basic alignment of existing MD 205, with
a six-lane divided highway and an open 34-foot median. The
existing traffic signal would remain at the MD 5/MD 205
intersection. Existing and approved site developments in three
quadrants restrict major reconstruction of the intersection.

Alternate 6 was on relocation, splitting from existing MD 5
approximately 2400 feet south of the existing MD 5/MD 205
intersection, bridging the tributaries to the Jordan Swamp, and
tieing into the basic alignment of MD 205 at the north end of
Segment I. The typical section was the same as for Alternate 5.
The existing traffic signal at MD 5/MD 205 would remain as well
as the existing segment of MD 205 between MD 5 and Alternate 6.
A new signal would be installed at the split of the new roadway
and the existing northbound MD 5.

While Alternate 5 has lower costs and environmental impacts

compared to Alternate 6, it does not address the problem, failing

to adequately handle future traffic needs at the MD 5/MD 205
intersection. .
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Segment II begins at the northern end of Segment I and extends to
just north of the Trinity Memorial Gardens Cemetery. Alternate
5/6 proposes to utilize the existing roadway as part of the new
northbound lanes, with the new southbound roadway built to the
west, impacting the cemetery. Alternate 5/6 Modified avoids the
cemetery impacts by utilizing the existing roadway as part of the
new southbound lanes, with the new northbound roadway built to
the east. The typical section for both alternates would include
a transition from the Segment I typical section to a six-lane
curbed divided highway and a twenty-foot curbed median.

The obvious advantage of Alternate 5/6 Modified is the avoidance
of cemetery impacts.

Segment III begins at the northern end of Segment II and extends
to the US 301/MD 5 intersection with MD 205. Alternate 5/6, the
one build alternate presented, follows the basic alignment of
existing MD 205 with slight shifts to minimize right-of-way
impacts. The existing traffic signals at Pinefield Road and US
301/MD 5 would remain. The typical section from Segment II would
continue and extend to just south of the railroad tracks. From
there to the US 301/MD 5 intersection the outside lane in each
direction would be eliminated. This minimizes right-of-way
impacts to the two shopping centers. While this is only a short
term answer, the long term solution requires the construction of
an interchange to augment (Options A or B) or replace (Options C
or D) the existing intersection.

INTERSECTION OPTIONS:

Sub-Station Road options have been studied because a minimum
spacing of 750 feet is required between median openings, and Sub-
Station Road, Indian Lane, and Schlagle Road all ‘T’ into MD 205
within 400 feet of each other. The first solution, Option 1,
relocates Sub-Station Road to intersect with MD 205 approximately
850 feet to the north. Median openings would then be placed
there and at Schlagle Road. Options 2 and 3 involve different
relocations of Sub-Station Road to create a four-way intersection
with Schlagle Road. Indian Lane would not have a median opening
under any option. A connection between Schlagle Road and the
cul-de-sac on Indian Lane could be provided.

INTERCHANGE OPTIONS:
There are four interchange options to augment or replace the

intersection of MD 205 with US 301/MD 5.
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Interchange Option A would provide directional ramps between MD
205 and US 301/MD 5 to the north. MD 205 would be relocated
between the Pinefield development and the rear of the Pinefield
Shopping Center and would interchange with US 301/MD 5
approximately 800 feet north of the existing intersection.
Interchange movements would only be provided for US 301/MD 5 to

and from the north via two-lane directional ramps. All traffic
destined to and from US 301 and Western Parkway to the south
would use the existing signalized intersection.

Interchange Option B is very similar to Option A. It would also
provide directional ramps between MD 205 and US 301/MD 5 to the
north. This option would differ along southbound US 301/MD 5.
The directional ramp to MD 205 from US 301/MD 5 southbound would
exit from the left. This would require southbound US 301 to be
shifted westward. The existing signalized intersection would
remain, similar to Option A, for the south leg of US 301 and
Western Parkway.

Interchange Option C would provide a flyover ramp from southbound

US 301/MD 5 to MD 205. This would replace the existing

southbound double left-turns. The flyover ramp would travel

behind the Chaney Building and bridge over US 301 at the existing
signalized intersection location. This would require northbound .
MD 205 to be shifted slightly. A connection from Sub-Station g
Road at US 301/MD 5 to Pinefield Road would allow for the
remaining movements. Additionally, a service road network behind
both shopping centers would be provided to replace certain
existing access points that would be removed under this option.

Interchange Option D proposes a full movement trumpet
interchange. The ramps to and from southbound US 301 would loop

behind the Chaney Building. Additional directional ramps would
be provided for all movements. A service road network, similar
to Option C, would be provided behind both shopping centers.

A presentation was then made of several variations and/or new
alternates investigated by the Project Planning Team since the
Location/Design Public Hearing:

Typical Section: The typical section will be a curbed, four-
lane, divided highway with a curbed 20-foot median and 12-foot
outside shoulders. The shoulders will be used as acceleration
and deceleration lanes for turning movements, for school bus
stops, and as a breakdown lane.
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Segment I: The typical section for Alternate’5 was revised to a

closed section as described above. The typical section for the
part of Alternate 6 as far south as the southern limits of
wetlands was revised to a closed section as described above but
without the outside shoulders.

A new alternate, Alternate 6 Modified, was developed to reduce
wetland impacts. Alternate 5 (which does not meet the
transportation needs of this project) impacts 0.43 acres of
wetlands, Alternate 6 impacts 1.77 acres of wetlands, and
Alternate 6 Modified impacts 0.52 acres of wetlands. Alternate 6
Modified would have a design speed of 40 MPH and a total cost of
approximately $8.5 million.

Sub-Station Road: Two additional options were developed. Option
4 extended Pinefield Road from MD 205 to Sub-Station Road
(similar to the connection included as part of Interchange Option
C). Option 5 connected Sub-Station Road opposite Schlagle Road,
but avoided any residential displacement (as in Options 2 and 3),
by reducing the design speed to 20 MPH.

Interchange Options A and B: Minimum geometric criteria were
employed to reduce the wetland impacts. A modification for the
connection of Nike Road with the interchange ramps was
investigated. Nike Road would not be extended to connect with
Pinefield Road. Instead, it will /T’ into Truro Lane. The
intersection of existing MD 205 with the directional ramps will
be shifted south approximately 50 feet to create a four-way
intersection with Truro Lane.

After a description and discussion of the alternates and impacts,
the following decisions were reached:

Segment I - No decisions were achieved. Supplemental studies
will be performed. (See July 17, 1991 meeting summary)

Segment II - Location/Design Approvals will be sought for
Alternate 5/6 Modified.

Segment III - Location/Design Approvals will be sought for
Alternate 5/6.

Sub-Station Road - Right-turn-only movements will be permitted
with the reconstructed MD 205. If and when property development
occurs south of the vicinity of the Pinefield Road intersection
with MD 205, an extension of Pinefield Road to Sub-Station Road
(Option 4) will be encouraged through the development approval
process. The State Highway Administration will not build nor
monetarily support the construction of this option.

i
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Interchange Options - Location/Design Approvais will be sought
for Option A with minimum geometric criteria. The modification
for the connection of Nike Road will be included.

Access Control - An access control management strategy will be
developed in conjunction with Charles County for all undeveloped
properties along MD 205.

At the November 21, 1990 meeting, no decision was reached on an
alternate for Segment I. A second meeting was held on July 17,
1991 to select the alternate for Segment I. Present at this
meeting were the following:

Hal Kassoff State Highway Administrator

Charles R. Olsen Chief Engineer

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

Robert Douglass Deputy Chief Engineer - Highway
Development

Louis H. Ege, Jr. Deputy Director, OPPE

Larry Elliott Deputy District Engineer - Traffic,
District No. 5

Patricia Paskowski Right-of-Way District No. 5

Joanne Jewett Right-of-Way District No. 5

Fred Lees District No. 5

Stephen Drumm Chief, Highway Design Division (HDD)

John Jordan HDD

Kenneth A. McDonald HDD

Fred Doerfler HDD

George Welton HDD

Steve Silva Bridge Design Division

Victor F. Janata PPD

Barbara Allera-Bohlen PPD

Claudia Kan PPD

Monty Rahman PPD

Gordon Dailey Office of the Chief Engineer

Michael J. Rothenheber Johnson, Mirmiran & Thompson

Five alternates were presented for discussion: Alternates 5 and
6, previously described, and three new alternates, developed to
satisfy the project need, while reducing wetland impacts. The
new alternates were:

Alternate 6 Modified (Option I) At-Grade Intersection

This alternate would be on relocation. A design speed of 40 MPH
was established. This shifted the three intersections proposed
for Alternate 6 in tighter to each other. The alignment avoided
Wetland 8, while increasing the impacts to Wetland 7, which is
upstream. The proposed southbound MD 5 Relocated would require a

left fork to existing southbound MD 5. .




Alternate 6 Modified (Option I) Underpass

This alternate is the same as the previous alternate, except that
it eliminates the intersection between existing and proposed MD
5. The existing grade differential between the north and
southbound lanes of existing MD 5 makes it convenient to build
the proposed southbound MD 5 Relocated as an underpass of
existing northbound MD 5, then merging with existing southbound
MD 5.

Alternate 6 Modified (Option J) Underpass

This alternate is very similar to the previous alternate. It
would vary in that a double left-turn would be provided for
proposed southbound MD 5 Relocated instead of a left fork
movement.

After a description and discussion of the alternates and impacts,
the following decisions were reached:

Because no other alternate in Segment I provided the consistency
of design speed, the continuity of alignment, and the adequacy of
level of service, the Administrator selected Alternate 6 as the
one for which location and design approvals would be requested.
In order to reduce wetland impacts, the Administrator directed
that the proposed bridges crossing the tributaries to the Jordan
Swamp be increased to such lengths as to satisfy the
environmental agencies, to the extent that they may have to span
the entire wetland width.

Recognizing that Alternate 6 is an ultimate solution, which may
only be implemented in the distant future, the Administrator
directed that a Segment I interim solution alternate be
identified. This would involve the upgrading of existing
shoulders and striping to provide four undivided lanes for the
part of existing MD 205 between MD 5 and Poplar Hill-Beantown
Road. The 0.3 miles part of existing MD 205 to the north would
require grading, paving, and some minor right-of-way acquisition
to provide four undivided lanes. Left turns from this interim
alternate would be prohibited, except at Poplar Hill-Beantown
Road.

With your concurrence of our understanding of decisions reached
on November 21, 1990 and July 17, 1991, we will proceed with the
development of the Finding of No Significant Impact document to
seek location approval from the Federal Highway Administration.

o



CONCURRENCE:

A

Hal Kassoff

Administrator

NJP/as

cc: Attendees
Mr. Charles B. Adams
Ms. Susan K. Bauer
Mr. John D. Bruck
Mr. Anthony M. Capizzi
Mr. John M. Contestabile
Mr. Robert J. Finck
Mr. Joseph Finkle
Mr. Earle S. Freedman
Mr. James K. Gatley
Mr. John H. Grauer
Ms. Angela B. Hawkins
Mr. Thomas Hicks
Mr. Robert J. Houst
Mr. Vernon J. Kral
Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson
Mr. Thomas C. Watts

Mr.

Michael J. Zezeski
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COMPARISON OF ALTERNATES

i

The State Highway Administration (SHA) has decided to seek Location/Design Approval
for: Segment I, Alternate 6; Segment II, Alternate 5/6 Modified; Segment INI,

Altenate 5/6; and Interchange Option A.
Section II1.

These improvements are described in



PROPOSED MD 5 RELOCATED
SUMMARY OF ALTERNATES TABLE

! €ST. COST
pvdly DISPLACEMENTS PROPERTIES AFFECTED RIGHT-OF-WAY REQ. (AC.) fmstor. [Masr | rat |wooo- | wer- | OYR | PRIME
ALTERNATE e oRGY e 7 |swen | mo | cwos | caes oo | FARM — (: $ MILLIONS 1990
mied | res. | com hntbtd ot | res. | comn. |owmen | rec. | tora | mes. | cow. [owmon | mec.  [toral | STES  [AROLG. [XNGS XSS PG A0 ey | aca | rigw, |0OST- | TOTAL
ALTERNATE 5 | 0.6 0 0 0 0 7 | 0 0 8 9 | 0 0 0 0 o | 1 3) 2 0.4 | 1.0 0 08 | 4.7 | 55
TERNAT z_
SEcuenT S.B.A. | (LTEMIES | 08 | o o | o 0 8 | 0 o | o | 2 | 0 o | 2 | o o | 2 0 > ol o] o | 15 |wm2]ss?
S.B.A. &LTTEERR,?AATE 6 0.6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 | 9 0 0 0 0 0.1 1.0 .1
;
SEGMENT ALTERNATE 5/6| 0.6 0 0 0 0 | 2 0 0 6 4 | 0 0 5 1500 | 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 15 | 27 | 42
I :
ALTERNATE 5/6 4
SB.A. | \oDIFIED 0.6 2 | 0 3 2 3 0 0 15 2 3 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 Il 29 | 4.0
SEGMENT
Soom S.B.A. | ALTERNATE 5/6- 2.0 | 2 0 2 4 34 7 0 42 | 20 | 0o | 22 0 0 0 8 .5 0 o | 30| 7s | 205
OPTION | 0.24 | 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 4 5 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 3 0.4 | o 0 0.1 | 0.6 | 07
*
RELOCATION OF OPTION 2 0.16 | 0 0 | 2 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 02 | 0.2 | 0.4
SUB-STATION
ROAD OPTION 3 0.4 | 1 0o | © ! 2 | o.| o o | 2 | 2 0 0 0 | 2 0 0o | o 0 I 0 0 0 |02 (0204
OPTION 4 A4l 0 0 0 o | 3 3 0 0 6 5 | 0 0 6 0 0 0 ! 3 0.1 0 0 08 | 0.9 | 17
OPTION S 0.0 | © 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 3 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0.1 | 0.2 | 0.3
S.B.A. | OPTION A - 4 2 0 6 14 4 0 0 8 3 7 0 0 20 0 0 | | | 08 | 15 | o8 | 88 | 16,7 | 25.2
INTERCHANGE .
TI
OPTIONS OPTION B - - 3 2 0 5 13 4 0 0 7 R 6 0 0 8 0 0 | ! | 0| 1a |os | 74 | m2 | 246
OPTION C - 0 3 0 3 6 15 0 | 22 8 8 0 5 21 0 0 | 2 2 25 14 | 0.4 | na | w3 | 287
OPTION D - 0 4 0 4 4 IS 0 0 9 g8 | 9 0 0 7 0 0 | y 2 20 1 1.9 | 0.4 | 24 | 95 ] 319
TOTAL SELECTED BUILD ALTERNATE - 8 3 2 13 68 15 [ 0 84 56 12 ] 0 69 0 0 4 l.2 174 3.3 | 2.5 0.8 4.2 | 52.3 | 66.5
S.B.A. = SELECTED BUILD ALTERNATE
¥ THE NO-BUILD OPTION IS THE SELECTED ALTERNATE FOR THE RELOCATION OF SUB-STATION ROAD. ‘ FIGURE II-]

P. -2
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SUMMARY OF ACTIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

A. BACKGROUND

1.

Project Location

Proposed MD 5 Relocated is located in the north central part of Charles County
near Waldorf. The alignment follows along MD 205 (formerly Mattawoman-
Beantown Road) from MD 5 (Waldorf-Leonardtown Road) to US 301/ MD 5 (Blue
Star Memorial Highway). MD 205 is currently being used as a bypass of US 301
through the congested Waldorf area.  Figures I-1 and I-2 depict the project
location and the study area, respectively.

MD 205 is currently a two-lane roadway which extends from MD 5 (Waldorf-
Leonardtown Road) to US 301/MD 5. Access is uncontrolled and signalized
intersections are located at the northern and southem terminus and at Pinefield
Road. A box culvert on relocation was recently constructed over the tributary to
the Jordan Swamp.

The project consists of upgrading and widening MD 205 to a four-lane divided
roadway with shoulders from MD 5 to US 30l/MD 5. An interchange at US
301/MD 5 is also proposed.

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study is to increase capacity and improve the safety to
Proposed MD 5 Relocated (Existing MD 205). This roadway is currently being
used as a bypass of the congested Waldorf area connecting MD 5 with US 301/MD
5. It links several suburban conununities including St. Charles, Beantown,
Waldorf, and Pinefield; aides in the transportation of goods and services, and acts
as a highly important commuter route between the easten half of Charles County
and St. Mary’s County with Prince George’s County, Washington D.C., and further
north. The objective of the mainline alternates and interchange options proposed
are to alleviate existing congestion due to insufficient capacity and provide for
continued safe and efficient operation into the future. The proposed
improvements will also enhance the existing MD 5 corridor as additional traffic
will be diverted away from existing MD 5 to Proposed MD 5 Relocated.

Project History

Proposed MD 5 Relocated is currently designated with signs as MD 205. It has
recently been transferred to the State Highway Administration from Charles
County when it was designated as Mattawoman-Beantown Road. This project is
currently included in the Maryland Department of Transportation’s Consolidated
Transportation Program (FY 1989-1994) for planning and engineering and in the
Highway Needs Inventory. This project is also included within the Charles
County, Maryland Comprehensive Land Use Plan (1988). These improvements are
consistent with other major study transportation improvements that are
programmed for planning, design and/or construction. These include:

o  MD 5 (Waldorf-Leonardtown Road): This project will widen existing MD 5 to
five lanes from US 301 to Post Office Road.

- re 1



US 301 (Blue Star Memorial Highway): This préject will widen existing US
301 to six lanes from south of Smallwood Drive to south of US 301/MD 5
interchange at T.B.

MD 228 (Berry Road): This project will dualize existing MD 228 from US
301 to Bealle Hill Road and construct a new/relocated dual highway between
MD 228 and MD 210. :

MD 5: This project will reconstruct MD 5 to: upgrade two at-grade
intersections north of I-95; reconstruct interchanges at I-95 and US 30l
and construct six new interchanges and two right-on/right-off partial
interchanges.

MD 210 (Indian Head Highway): This project will reconstruct existing MD 210
to a 6 lane divided highway from south of Old Fort Road to MD 414.

US 301 (Blue Star Memorial Highway): A planning study is underway to
widen and control access on existing US 301 from MD 5 at T.B. to US 50.

Washington Bypass: A planning study is underway for an eastem bypass of
the Washington Metropolitan Area through part of Charles County.

US 301 (Blue Star Memorial Highway): A planning study is underway to
provide interchanges along US 301 with Billingsly Road, Smallwood Dirive,
and MD 5/MD 228.

Westemn Parkway (Charles County):  This project will provide a new 4-lane
divided roadway from Billingsly Road to MD 205.

Billingsly Road (Developers Road):  This project will provide a new 2-lane
roadway between US 301 and MD 5. Charles County will provide the
roadway from MD 5 (7300’) and the developer will provide the remainder.

US 301 bridge over Mattawoman Creek (Charles County):  will improve  this
bridge upon completion of Western Parkway.

Middletown Road (Charles County):  This project will ultimately provide a 4-
lane improvement from Billingsly Road to MD 228.
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B. ALTERNATES

1.  Alternates Considered But Dropped Prior to Public Hearing

a.

Alternate 2

Alternate 2 proposed a 5 lane curbed section with a minimum right-of-way
requirement of 80 feet. The middle lane would be striped to serve as a
continuous center turn lane. The configuration of this alternate basically
follows the existing aligiment with widened roadway edges and slight east-
west shifts to minimize impacts to adjacent properties. This alternate, of all
build alternates, is the least disruptive to adjacent land owners.  This
alternate was dropped because it did not provide adequate safety or traffic
capacity in the design year, 2015. This alternate would have increased the
accident rate to 488 accidents/100 MVM, while the statewide average is 202
accidents/100 MVM.  Additionally, the roadway would operate at level of
service (LOS) F in the design year 2015. Travel demands are forecasted for
20 years beyond the anticipated construction completion to justify the major
expenditure of funds.

Alternate 3

Alternate 3 proposed a four lane, divided curbed section with no access
controls and a minimum right-of-way requirement of 100 feet. This option
would have a 20 foot wide curbed median and would have similar alignment
shifts as Alternate 2 to minimize residential impacts. A service road would
be provided along residential areas in the vicinity of Pinefield and Council
Oak Road. This would reduce the number of conflict points, protect existing
residents from the roadway, and would result in superior traffic operation
and safety over Alternate 2. Left turn bays would be provided at all median
crossovers to allow "U" turns. This alternate was dropped because it did not
provide adequate traffic capacity in the design year, 2015. The roadway
would operate at LOS F which does not justify the major expenditure of
funds.

Alternate 4

Alternate 4 proposed a four (4) lane, divided, curbed section with partial
access controls and has a minimum right-of-way requirement of 100 feet for
the mainline and approximately 40 feet for service roads. In a similar
fashion to Alternate 3, Alternate 4 is proposed with mainline shifts off of
the existing road while maintaining the same basic configuration as the
existing alignment. The shifts minimize impacts to adjacent properties and
provide for service road access. The service roads are proposed to ensure
all properties have a way to access the mainline while maintaining the
integrity of the roadway facility. An alignment option in the vicinity of
Trinity Memorial Gardens Cemetery shifts the roadway to the east.
Alternate 4 would impact the Trinity Memorial Gardens Cemetery, but would
avoid major impacts to the residences across from the cemetery. Alternate 4
Modified would avoid the cemetery, but would have greater impacts to the
residential area and would provide rear access to the properties.  This
alternate was dropped because it did not provide adequate traffic capacity in
the design year, 2015. The roadway would operate at LOS F which does not
justify the major expenditure of funds.
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Realignment Alternates

As part of the Eastern Bypass Corridor Study, an alignment behind the
Pinefield Community was investigated. The existing roadway would have
remained for local traffic and the new alignment would have been for
through traffic. This alternate was dropped because it had 11 displacements,
over 26 acres of wetland impacts, and "a construction cost of over $250
million.

Three modifications were developed that realigned MD 205 beginning just
south of Idlewood Trailer Park to MD 5 and travelled behind the Trinity
Memorial Gardens Cemetery.  These alternates were developed to avoid
impacts to the cemetery and/or displacements. The three alternates provided
either a trumpet interchange with MD 5, a flyover interchange with MD 5,
or an at-grade intersection. The three modifications resulted in impacts to
Wetland Site 7 of 4 acres, 4 acres, and 6 acres of wetland impact
respectively. These alternates were dropped because of the increased
construction costs, right-of-way, and wetland impacts.

Interchange Options

A two-lane flyover ramp (40 MPH) in conjunction with Segment I, Alternate
5 at the intersection of MD 205/MD 5/St. Charles Parkway was investigated.
An additional 1.4 acres of wetland impacts would be required from Wetland
Site 7 and 8. The intersection would still not adequately handle the
transportation needs of this project. A design year 2015 LOS E/F (V/C =
.91/1.17) is anticipated. Due to the increased wetland impacts and
construction costs, and inadequate traffic operations this alternate was
dropped.

Numerous additional interchange options were investigated for the
intersection of MD 205 with US 301/MD 5 in the north. These included
various 1/4 cloverleaf interchange options. These options were dropped due
to increased right-of-way impacts and displacements versus Option C (See
Section I11.B.2.d for Option C) which was presented at the Public Hearing.

Variations of the interchange options were investigated which had US
30i/MD 5 bridge over MD 205. These were dropped due to increased right-
of-way impacts and costs.

A modification of Interchange Option A (See Section III.B.2.d for Option A)
was developed that avoided the relocation of two commercial establishments.
This modification shifted the ramps further east towards the railroad tracks.
This option was dropped because it impacted additional wetlands
(approximately 1 acre), created an additional crossing of Mattawoman Creek,
and had increased construction costs.
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2.

Alternates Presented At The Public Hearing

a.

Altemate 1: No-Build

Alternate 1 is the No-Build alternate. It would provide no capacity
improvements to Mattawoman-Beantown Road. Spot safety and intersection
improvements would still be made as needed. As traffic volumes continue to
grow, traffic delays and the length of the peak hours will expand. This will
only increase the already high accident rate. The No-Build Alternate is not
considered to be a reasonable solution to the growing traffic demands. As a
result, the No-Build alternate was not selected.

Mainline Build Alternates

General Description

The project has been separated into three segments with interchangeable
alternates within each segment. The first segment would begin at MD 5
(southern terminus) and extends to just south of Trinity Memorial Gardens
Cemetery (+4000’), the second segment ties-in with Segment I and extends to
just north of Trinity Memorial Gardens Cemetery (+3000°), and the third
segment ties-in with Segment II and extends to the end of MD 205 at the
intersection of US 301/MD 5 (+10,400’). The typical sections for the project
are depicted on Figure ITI-8A and II1-8B.

Segment 1

Segment I begins at MD 5 (southern terminus) and extends to just south of
Trinity Memorial Gardens Cemetery. Within this segment there are two
alternates. Alternate 5 would follow the basic alignment of existing MD 205.
The typical section would include a 6-lane, divided roadway with 10’
shoulders and an open median of 34’. The open typical section corresponds
to the open typical section on MD 5 south of the study area. The existing
traffic signal at MD 205/MD 5 would remain. Construction and development
in three quadrants approved by Charles County restrict major reconstruction
of the intersection and leaves an unacceptable LOS F*. The box culvert
over the tributary to Jordan Swamp would be extended. Alternate 5 was not
selected because it did not provide adequate traffic capacity in the design
year, 2015.

Alternate 6 would be on relocation and is the selected alternate. Alternate
6 would begin approximately 2400’ south of the existing MD 5/MD 205
intersection and proceed on new location in a northwesterly direction, and
bridge the tributaries to the Jordan Swamp and related wetlands, and would
tie into MD 205 just south of the cemetery. The typical section would be
the same as Alternate 5. The existing traffic signal at MD 205/MD 5 would
remain, and a new signal, at the split, for the new southbound roadway and
existing northbound MD 5 would be added. The relocation would obtain an
acceptable intersection level of service that Alternate 5 would not.  This
would eliminate any need for an interchange.

* See P. ITI-22 for Level of Service decription.
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Segment II ;

Segment II would tie into Segment I and would extend to just north of
Trinity Memorial Gardens Cemetery (+3000’). Within this segment, there
would also be two alternates.  Alternate 5/6 would construct the new
roadway to the west of the existing roadway and traverse through the
cemetery. This alternate was not selected due to the impacts to the
cemetery. Alternate 5/6 Modified, would construct the new roadway to the
east of the existing roadway avoiding all impacts to the graves at the
cemetery. The typical section for both alternates would include a transition
from the Segment I typical section (6-lane open median) to a 6-lane, divided
roadway with a 20’ curbed median.

Segment 11

Segment Il would tie into Segment II and would extend to the intersection
of US 301/MD 5 (+10,400°). Within this segment, there is one alternate.
Alternate 5/6 would follow the basic alignment of existing MD 205 with
slight shifts to minimize right-of-way impacts. The existing traffic signals
at Pinefield Road and US 301/MD 5 would remain. The typical section from
Segment II a six-lane, divided roadway with 20’ curbed median would extend
to just south of the railroad tracks. From the railroad tracks to the
intersection with US 301/MD 5 the roadway would include a four-lane,
divided roadway with curbed median. This would minimize right-of-way
impacts to the two shopping centers.  Although this short (+700’) 4-lane
section would not provide an adequate level-of-service by the year 2000, it
is anticipated that an interchange option would be constructed prior to this
because the US 301/MD 5 intersection will have an unacceptable traffic
congestion by then.

Relocation of Sub-Station Road: Options 1,2 & 3

Median openings would be provided at cross roads. A minimum spacing of
750’ is required between openings. Sub-Station Road, Indian Lane, and
Schlagle Road all tee into MD 205 within 400’ of each other. Therefore, a
safe median opening could not be provided at all of these intersections.
Because of this, several options were studied. The first option, Relocated
Sub-Station Road Option 1, would relocate Sub-Station Road to the north
(approximately 850’). A median opening would be placed at Relocated Sub-
Station Road and at Schlagle Road. Options 2 and 3 would each relocate
Sub-Station to create a 4-way intersection with Schlagle Road. Indian Lane
would not have a median opening with any option. A connection between
Schlagle Road and the cul-de-sac on Indian Lane could be provided. Only
one of the three options would be constructed. Option 1 was not selected
due to the wetland impacts, and Options 2 and 3 were not selected due to
the residential displacements and poor geometries.
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Interchange at US 301/MD 5: Options AB,C&D

There are four interchange options for the intersection of MD 205 with US
301/ MD 5. The interchange options could be built at a later date than the
mainline alternates. An interchange is required at this intersection because
of LOS F/F is anticipated by the year 2000.

Interchange Option A, the selected alternate, would provide directional ramps
between MD 205 and US 301 to the north. MD 205 would be relocated
between the Pinefield Development and the rear of the Pinefield Shopping
Center and would tie into US 301 approximately 800 feet north of the
existing intersection. Interchanging movements would only be provided for
US 301 to and from the north via two-lane directional ramps. All traffic
destined to and from US 301 to the south would use the existing signalized
intersection.

Interchange Option B is very similar to Option A. It would also provide
directional ramps between MD 205 and US 301 to the north. This option
would differ along southbound US 301. The directional ramp to MD 205
would exit from the median. This would require southbound US 30l to be
relocated to the west. The existing signalized intersection would remain,
similar to Option A, for southbound US 301 and Western Parkway. This
alternate was not selected because Option A is more convential with the
right side exit versus Option B with the left side exit.

Interchange Option C would provide a flyover ramp from southbound US 301
to MD 205. This would eliminate the existing southbound double left tums.
The flyover ramp would travel behind the Chaney Building and bridge over
US 301 at the existing signalized intersection location. This would require
northbound MD 205 to be shifted slightly. A connection from Sub-Station
Road at US 301/MD 5 to Pinefield Road would allow for the remaining
movements.  Additionally, a service road network behind both shopping
centers would be provided to replace certain existing access points that
would be removed under this option. Option C was not selected because
Option A has better overall traffic operations and an easier, safer
construction period creating less delays.

Interchange Option D proposes a full movement trumpet interchange. The
ramps to and from southbound US 301 would loop behind the Chaney
Building. Additional directional ramps would be provided for all movements
(replacing the connection from Sub-Station Road & Pinefield Road). A
service road network, similar to Option C, would be provided behind both
shopping centers. Option D was not selected because Option A has better
overall traffic operations and an easier, safer construction period creating
less delays.
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Additional Modifications to the Altemates H

Following the Public Hearing, several additional modifications to the
alternates were investigated. The investigation was completed in response to
comments received at the Public Hearing, and comments received from
various agencies.

Within Segment I in the effort to minimize wetland impacts, both Alternate 5
and Altemate 6 were investigated with a closed typical section. Altemnate 5
would have a 20’ curbed median and outside curbed section the entire length.
Alternate 6 would have a 20’ curbed median and outside curbed section from
the bridge crossing of Jordan Swamp to Segment II. From MD 35 to the
bridge an open typical section would be provided. This would reduce the
wetland impacts. Alternate 5 wetland impacts would reduce from 0.64 acres
to 0.35 acres and Alternate 6 wetland impacts would reduce from 2.01 acres
to 1.77 acres. This typical section with Alternate 6 was selected.

An investigation to shift the Segment I, Alternate 5 widening from the east
to the west side over the box culvert was completed. This would avoid a
recent SHA wetland mitigation project. Alternate 5 was not selected because
it did not provide adequate traffic capacity in the design year, 2015.

An investigation to bridge the wetlands in Segment I, Alternate 6 in
conjunction with a closed typical section was completed. This would reduce
the wetland impacts from 1.77 acres to 1.03 acres. This modifcation was
selected in conjunction with Alternate 6.

Segment I. Alternate 6 proposed to provide a two-way intersection for
southbound Proposed MD 5 Relocated and existing MD 5. It is anticipated
that this intersection would operate at LOS B/C (AM/PM) in the design year
2015. Potential problems with the close proximity of the signalized
intersections may occur. A cost analyses was completed to determine the
incremental increase in construction cost to replace the intersection with an
underpass. Southbound Proposed MD 5 Relocated would travel under existing
northbound MD 5. An incremental construction cost of $1.6 million over the
at-grade intersection is expected for the underpass. This modification was
not selected due to the high cost with only marginal benefit.

Existing MD 5 southbound is 20’ lower in elevation then MD 5 northbound,
just south of the intersection with MD 205. The southbound roadway
currently has a vertical sag curve design speed of 30 MPH over the Jordan
Swamp tributary. Two options were developed to increase the design speed
of the vertical sag curve. An existing median averaging 90’ (varies from 45’
to 110°) would be reduced to 54’ for both options. This would help in
maintenance of traffic and eliminating right-of-way impacts as the new
southbound roadway is raised over 20’. An option to increase the design
speed to 50 MPH (2100’ to roadway replaced) would have a construction cost
of $3,200,000. An option to increase the design speed to 60 MPH (2900’ of
roadway replaced) would have a construction cost of $3,500,000. This
modification was not selected because there is no traffic operations or safety
concemns today due to the geometries that would justify the expenditure of
funds.
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Eleven (11) various modifications were investigafed for Segment I, Alternate
6. These modifications were developed to reduce the wetland impacts. This
was accomplished by varying the design speed from the 50 MPH originally
proposed down to as low as 20 MPH. While these options reduced the
wetland impacts marginally (maximum 0.5 acres), they increased the potential
accident rate and reduced the operational integrity of the roadway by
reducing the design speed lower than Maryland Standards. These
modifications were not selected for safety concemns.

Two additional options for the Relocation of Sub-Station Road were
investigated. Option 4 would relocate Sub-Station Road to tie-in with MD
205 across from Pinefield Road creating a four-way intersection.  This
connection was shown as part of Interchange Option C at the Public
Hearing. Option 5 would relocate Sub-Station Road to create a four-way
intersection with Schlagle Road, similiar to Option 2 and 3. Option 5 would
have a design speed under 20 MPH but would avoid the residential
displacement associated with Option 2 and 3. Option 4 was not selected due
to the high cost of this option. Option 5 was not selected due to the
unsafe geometrics.

Modifications to Interchange Option A were investigated to reduce wetland
impacts. One modification reduced the design speed of the ramps from the
50 MPH proposed to as low as 40 MPH. This reduced the wetland impacts
by less than 0.1 acres. This was not selected because the lower design
speed did not provide any appreciable reduction in wetland impacts. Another
option realigned US 301/MD 5 to reduced the existing median from +50° to
22’.  This required 2500’ of US 301/MD 5 to be realigned and reduced the
wetland impact by 0.35 acres. This modification was dropped due to the
high cost with only a small reduction in wetland impacts.

A modification for the connection of Nike Road with Interchange Option A
was investigated. Nike Road would not be extended to connect with
Pinefield Road. Instead it will connect into Truro Lane with a tee
intersection. The intersection of Existing MD 205 with the directional ramps
will be shifted south approximately 50’ to create a four-way intersection
with Truro Lane. This would eliminate property acquision from five
residences and reduce the amount of impact to two additional properties.
This modification was selected.

Location for a park-n-ride was investigated. It is desirable for the location
to be at the southern limits of the project and have ultimately 200 parking
spaces (100 parking spaces initially). A park-n-ride will be provided if a
suitable parcel of land is available with a willing seller, funding is available,
and the parcel is not needed for wetland mitigation.

Selected Build Alternates

Segment I, Interim

Due to funding constraints, it is anticipated that initially the existing
roadway within Segment I would be upgraded to an undivided four-lane
section. The existing shouldér will be upgraded to allow it to be used as a
through traffic lane. The existing box culvert for the tributary to Jordan
Swamp will be used but will not be impacted. The lane widths over the box
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culvert will be reduced to 11’. Left tums will be prohibited except at
Poplar Hill-Beantown Road and MD 5. A free right lane will be added from
St. Charles Parkway to southbound MD 5. The lane configuration of MD 205
southbound at the intersection of MD 5 will be upgraded. Currently there is
a left tum, left tum and through lane, through lane, and right turmn lane.
This will be changed to two left tum lanes, two through lanes, a right tum

lane. :

Segment I - Ultimate

The Selected Build Alternate within Segment I is Alternate 6. This will be
modified to allow a dual bridge crossing of the entire wetland area over the
Jordan Swamp tributary. This modification has been included to minimize
wetland impacts.

The typical section will provide for a four-lane, divided roadway with
shoulders and an open median of 34’ minimum from MD 5 to the bridge over
the Jordan Swamp tributary. From the bridge to tie-in with Segment II, the
typical section would be a four-lane, divided roadway with 20’ curbed median
and 12’ outside traffic bearing shoulders. No median breaks will be provided
except at the intersection with existing MD 205 and Poplar Hill-Beantown
Road. See Figure III-3.

Segment II

The Selected Build Alternate within Segment II is Altemate 5/6 Modified.
The typical section would include a four-lane, divided roadway with a 20’
curbed median and 12’ outside traffic bearing shoulder throughout the entire
segment. A median opening will be provided at Trinity Memorial Gardens
Cemetery. A second median opening will be provided for Charles County
Sand and Gravel a minimum of 750’ north of the first median opening. The
exact placement of the opening will be coordinated with Charles County Sand
and Gravel. See Figure I1I-4.

Segment 111

The Selected Build Alternate within Segment IIT is Alternate 5/6. The typical
section will be a four-lane, divided roadway with a 20’ curbed median. A
12’ outside traffic bearing shoulder will be provided from Segment II to the
Conrail Railroad tracks. Median openings will be provided at Idlewood
Trailer Park, Council Oak Drive, Schiagle Road, Pinefield Road, Nike Road,
Conrail Railroad, and at the southem entrance to Pinefield Shopping Center
across from Dash-In.

The curb line in front of the Pinefield Community will be maintained to it’s
present location. All widening will be constructed away from the Pinefield
Community.

The curbed median between the Pinefield Shopping Center and Pinefield
South Shopping Center will be reduced to 4’ with turn lane. The outside
curb line adjacent to Pinefield South Shopping Center will be maintained to
it’s present location. All widening should be constructed to the other side.
Currently, a 17’ space exists between the roadway curb and the parking lot
curb line. After the required widening is constructed, a 4’ space will remain
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between the roadway curb and parking lot curb lifle. This recommendation is
made so that no parking spaces are removed from either shopping center.
See Figure III-5A and III-5B.

Relocation of Sub-Station Road

The Selected Build Altemmate for the Relocation of Sub-Station Road will be
the no-build altemate. A right in/right out will be provided at existing
Sub-Station Road and Proposed MD 5 Relocated. The options investigated
created either wetland impacts, displacements, or unsafe geometries, while
traffic operations did not require the improvements.

Interchange at US 301/MD 5

The Selected Build Altemate for the interchange at US 301/MD 5 will be
Option A. The modification for the connection of Nike Road will be
included.

Two lane ramps will be provided with a 50 MPH design speed. An at-grade
crossing of Conrail Railroad will be provided. The northbound ramp will
bridge over Wetland 1 and Mattawoman Creek. The southbound ramp will
bridge over Wetland 2A (including Mattawoman Creek) and US 301/MD 5.
Minimum acceptable geometries will be used to minimize wetland impacts.

Access Control

An Access Control Management Strategy will be developed in conjunction
with Charles County for all undeveloped properties along MD 205. The
Access Control Management Strategy will coordinate proposed improvements
to a common access point where possible.

Phased Construction

This project may be constructed in stages based on traffic requirements and
funding availability. Initial construction of the mainline will include Segment
II, Alternate 5/6 Modified and Segment III, Alternate 5/6. Within Segment I,
it is anticipated that initially Segment I, Interim will be constructed. This
would upgrade the existing roadway to an undivided four-lane section. This
would be accomplished by upgrading the existing shoulder for traffic. It is
anticipated that a four-lane mainline section will provide adequate level of
service to approximately the year 2012. The intersection with Existing MD
5/St. Charles Parkway is anticipated to reach LOS F in approximately the
year 2011 in the AM peak hour and 1998 in the PM peak hour. Segment I,
Ultimate (Alternate 6) would be constructed at a later time when the
intersection operations with. MD 5 approaches unmanageable levels and
funding is available.

If funding is available, Interchange Option A will be constructed in the
initial stage. Interchange Option A remains a vital part of the solution. If
funding is not available, Segment III, Altemate 5/6 will be constructed
initially. Upon obtaining funds, Interchange Option A would be constructed.
The improvements completed with Segment III, Alternate 5/6 are also part of
interchange Option A except for the intersection area at Turo Lane which
would require reconstruction.
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3.

Service Characteristics of the Selected Alternate

a.

Traffic Summary

MD 205 is currently a two lane, uncontrolled access road that connects MD
5 with US 301/MD 5. There are 65 driveways which directly access the
roadway. This road functions as a urban .minor arterial and acts as a bypass
of the MD 5/US 301 intersection in Waldorf. It currently has three
signalized intersections. The first signal is at the southermn limits at MD
205. The second signal is near the northem end of the project at the
intersection with Pinefield Road (the access route to the Pinefield
subdivision). The third signalized intersection is at the northemn limits of
MD 205 at US 301/MD 5. This intersection has commercial development or
proposed commercial development in all four guadrants.

Currently this road experiences congestion during peak periods (6:00 a.m. to
8:30 am. and 4:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m.). Daily delays occur today at the
signalized intersections of MD 5 and US 301/MD 5 due to lack of capacity.
This is expected to worsen as traffic volumes increase. A review of the
Average Daily Traffic (ADT) reveals an approximate 40% projected increase
of traffic between the 1987 ADT and 2015 No-Build ADT on the existing
roadway. (See Figure III-7). This will only make the existing traffic
congestion, delays, and accidents more severe.

Conrail Railroad currently crosses MD 205 just south of the intersection with
US 301/MD 5. Currently the crossing is used four to eight times a day
during non-peak hours and does not affect traffic operations. No grade
separation is required with the Selected Build Altemnate as the railroad
useage is not anticipated to change. The Selected Build Altemate is
consistent with the Maryland Statewide Commuter Assistance Study.

A projected increase in traffic volumes will result in a reduction of the
vehicle operating speeds. It is estimated that the traffic operating speeds
(assuming a six-lane facility) for Proposed MD 5 Relocated will be:

1995 Peak ff Peak
No Build 10 MPH* 40 MPH
Build 40 MPH 40 MPH
2015

No Build 10 MPH* 40 MPH
Build 30 MPH 40 MPH

* A 10 MPH operating speed signifies a stop and go condition.

Proposed MD 5 Relocated will be classified as an intermediate arterial by
MSHA classifications or urban minor arterial by FHWA classification.
Detailed traffic reveals an existing Average Daily Traffic (ADT) of 17,400
(at Council Oak Drive) to 21,800 (at US 301/MD 5) vehicles and a design
year (2015) build ADT of 40,300 (at Council Oak Drive) to 47,400 (at US
301/MD 5) vehicles. The build ADT reveals an increase of approximately
125% over existing traffic.
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The traffic analysis reflects the flexibility to ex})and to six-lanes when and
if the need arises.

Quality of traffic flow along a roadway is measured in terms of levels-of-
service (LOS). Level-of-service (LOS) is dependent upon highway
geometry, highway capacity, and traffic characteristics and volumes. The
Transportation Research Boards’s HIGHWAY CAPACITY MANUAL, defines

level-of-service as follows:
o LOS A:  Free Flow

o LOSB: Stable flow; the presence of others in the traffic
stream begins to be noticeable.

o LOSC: Stable flow; the presence of others in the traffic
stream begins to significantly affect interactions.

o LOSD: High density, stable flow; the presence of others in
the traffic stream begins to severely affect speed
and freedom to maneuver.

¢ LOSE: Operating conditions at or near the capacity level.
All speeds are reduced to a low, but relatively
uniform value.

¢ LOSF: Forced or breakdown flow.
A Level-of-Service Summary for the various segments validate the
necessity for the necessity for the Selected Build Alternate, intersection

improvements and interchange improvements. The traffic analysis reflects
the flexibility to expand to six lanes when and if the need arises.
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Note:

TABLE III - 1 ;
LEVEL-OF-SERVICE SUMMARY
SEGMENT I

From MD 5 to just south of Trinity Memorial Gardens Cemetery

Interim 2012

1) Mainline E

2) Existing MD 5/St. Charles Parkway/
MD 205 Intersection

Approximate Year 1995 1998 2007 2111
AM peak E F

PM peak E F
Mainline: Ultimate, Alternate 6 2015

No Build F

Build C

Intersections: Ultimate Alternate 6 2015 (AM/PM)

1)  Existing MD 5 Northbound and
Southbound Connection
No-Build N.A.
Build B/C

2) Northbound St. Charles Parkway
Extended and Southbound Connection

No-Build N.A.

Build A/B
3) Existing MD 5 and St. Charles

Parkway

No-Build F/F

Build D/D

SEGMENT I

From just south of to just north of Trinity Memorial Gardens Cemetery

Mainline 2015
No-Build F
Build C

This traffic analysis reflects the flexibility to expand to six-lanes when and if

the need arises.
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Note:

This traffic analysis reflects the flexibility to expand to six lanes when and if the .
need arises.

TABLE III -1

é

LEVEL-OF-SERVICE SUMMARY
SEGMENT Il

From north of Trinity Memorial Gardens Cemetery to US 301/MD 5

Mainline 2015
No-Build F
Build C/D*

The mainline build LOS (2015) would be LOS C from Segment II to Idlewood Trailer
Park and LOS D from Idlewood Trailer Park to the intersection of US 301/MD 5.

Intersection 2015 (AM/PM)
1) Idlewood Trailer Park

No-Build E/C

Build B/A
2)  Council Oak Drive

No-Build E/C

Build C/A
3)  Sub-Station Road

No-Build F/E

Option 4 B/A
4) Pinefield Road

No-Build F/F

Build B/C
5) Nike Road

No-Build , F/F

Build D/A
6) US 301-MD 5/MD 205

No-Build F/F

Build* F/F

The Build condition reflects a mainline build alternate and not an interchange build
option.
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Note:

TABLE 1II -1
LEVEL-OF-SERVICE- SUMMARY

INTERCHANGE OPTION A
2015 (AM/PM)
1) US 301-MD 5/MD 205
No-Build* F/F
Build F/F**

2) Proposed MD 5/MD 205
Build B/C

3) Ramp Merge: Proposed MD 5/US 301 N.B.
Build E/B

4) Ramp Diverge: US 301 S.B./Proposed MD 5
Build A/B

The no-build assumes that a mainline build alternate has been selected but no build
interchange option was selected.

All intersections along US 301 will have a LOS F due to the anticipated traffic
along US 301. A fourth lane along US 301 (in each direction) is needed to provide
an adequate level-of-service.

This traffic analysis reflects the flexibility to expand to six-lanes when and if the
need arises.
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Accident Summary b

The intersection of US 301/MD 5 with MD 205 and MD 5 with MD 205 are
currently classified as "High Accident Intersections”. This condition will
only worsen with the No-Build Alternate as traffic congestion increases in
length and volume. The Selected Build Alternate will increase capacity
and provide exclusive turns lanes ‘at these intersections. These
improvements along with the addition of through lanes on US 301
(construction began in FY 1990) will help to reduce the accident rate at
the US 301/MD 5 intersection with Proposed MD 5 Relocated.
Improvements at the intersection of MD 5 with MD 205 also include
increased capacity and exclusive turn lanes.  The selected alternative
includes a relocation to bypass the intersection of MD 5 and MD 205.
This improvement will help reduce the accident rate at this intersection by
diverting traffic.

The average accident rate for MD 205 is 308 accidents for every one
hundred million vehicles miles of travel (accident/100 MVM). This included
351 accidents between 1984 and 1989. This accident rate is considerably
higher than the statewide average rate of 278 accident/100 MVM for
similarly designed highways.

The collision types that exceeded their respective statewide averages rates
were angle, rear end, and left turn collisions. These types of accidents
are generally indicative of intersection and driveway conflicts, slower
moving traffic, and periods of congestion. ~ While there are no "High
Accident Sections”, the majority of these accidents are occurring in the
northern segment from just north of Sub-Station Road to US 301/MD 5.
These accidents resulted in a monetary loss to the motoring and general
public of $2.2 million/100 MVM.

The Selected Build Alternate would reduce the accident rate to 144
accidents/100 MVM. The accident cost resulting from the selected build
alternate would be approximately $1.5 million/100 MVM, a substantial
reduction when compared to the existing conditions. @ The additional
capacity will help reduce the angle and rear end collisions, while the use
of protected left turn bays at median openings will help reduce left tum
and rear end collisions.

Design Characteristics of the Selected Alternate
Median

The typical section for Segment I, Ultimate (Alternate 6); Segment II,
Alternate 5/6 Modified; Segment III, Alternate 5/6; and Interchange Option
A includes a 20’ curbed median. The 20’ curbed median is in accordance
with AASHTO but is a design exception from SHA Highway Development
Manual which specifies a 30’ curbed median. The 20’ curbed median was
selected to minimize right-of-way and wetland impacts. Traffic operations
do not require a double left turn in areas of the 20’ curbed median. This
exception to the SHA Highway Development Manual has been implemented
at several other areas within the state. Review with the Access Studies
Division has revealed no apparent accident experience at these locations.
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Segment L, Interim :

The existing shoulder will be upgraded to allow it to be used as a through
traffic lane. The box culvert for the tributary to Jordan Swamp will not
be impacted. The lanes widths over the box culvert will be reduced to
11’. Left turns will be prohibited except at Poplar Hill-Beantown Road
and MD 5. A free right tum lane will be added from St. Charles Parkway
to southbound MD 5. The lane configuration of MD 205 southbound at the
intersection of MD 5 will be upgraded. Currently there is a left turn, left
turn and through lane, through lane, and right turn lane. This will be
changed to two left turn lanes, two through lanes, and a right turn lane.

Segment 1, Ultimate (Alternate 6)

Dual bridges will be provided over the tributary to Jordan Swamp and
adjacent wetlands. The typical section will include a four lane, divided
roadway with shoulders and an open median of 34’ minimum from MD 5 to
the bridges. North of the bridges, the typical section will be a four lane
divided roadway with a 12’ outside traffic bearing shoulder, a 20’ curbed
median and curbed outside. No median breaks will be provided except at
the intersection with existing MD 205 and at Poplar Hill-Beantown Road.

Segment II, Alternate 5/6 Modified

The typical section will be a four lane roadway with a 12’ outside traffic
bearing shoulder, a 20’ curbed median and curbed outside. A median
opening will be provided at Trinity Memorial Gardens Cemetery. A second
median opening will be provided for Charles County Sand and Gravel a
minimum of 750’ north of the first median opening. The exact placement
of this opening will be coordinated with Charles County Sand and Gravel.

Segment 111, Alternate 5/6

The typical section will be a four lane divided roadway with 12’ outside
traffic bearing shoulder from Segment II to Conrail Railroad. From
Conrail Railroad to US301/MD 5 a four lane divided roadway will be
provided. This short section will provide an adequate level of service to
the year 2000. It is anticipated that Interchange Option A will be
constructed prior to the US 301/MD 5 intersection reaching an
unacceptable level of service.

Median openings will be provided at Idlewood Trailer Park, Council Oak
Drive, Schlagle Road, Pinefield Road, Nike Road, Conrail Railroad, and at
the southern entrance to Pinefield Shopping Center across from Dash-In.

The curb line in front of the Pinefield Community will be maintained it

it’s present location. All widening will be constructed away from the
Pinefield Community.
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The curbed median between the Pinefield Shopping Center and Pinefield
South Shopping Center will be reduced to 4* with turn lane. The outside
curb line adjacent to Pinefield South Shopping Center will be maintained
to its’ present location. All widening should be constructed to the other
side. This recommendation is made so that no parking spaces are removed
from either shopping center.

Interchange Option A

Two lane ramps will be provided with a 50 MPH design speed. An at-
grade crossing of Conrail Railroad will be provided. The northbound ramp
will bridge over Wetland 1 and Mattawoman Creek. The southbound ramp
will bridge over Wetland 2A (including Mattawomen Creek) and US 301/MD
5. Minimum acceptable geometries will be used to minimize wetland
impacts.
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PROPOSED MD 5 RELOCATED
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4.

Environmental Consequences of the Selected Alternate

An Environmental Assessment was approved by Federal Highway Administration
on January 19, 1990 and distributed prior to the public hearing for this project.

a.

Socio-Economic and Land Use

There are a total of eight residential displacements and four commercial
displacements required for the Selected Build Alternate. The relocation of
one church would also be required by the Selected Build Alternate.

Within Segment I, there would be no displacements under the Interim or
Ultimate improvements. Segment II, Alternate 5/6 Modified would require
two residential displacements and one commercial displacement (Longwood
Nursery). Segment III, Alternate 5/6, would require two residential
displacements, one non-profit displacement (The Waldorf Jaycees are a
tenant and a non-profit displacement. The parcel is considered
commercial.) and one church displacement (Messiah Lutheran). Interchange
Option A would have four residential displacements and two commercial
displacements (Cap City and Illusions Nite Club). There is one residential
relocation which impacts a minority family within Segment III: Alternate
5/6. There are no known effects to the elderly or handicapped individuals.

To ascertain the availability of replacement housing in the Study Area,
local realtors were contacted and listings in The Washington Post were
surveyed. The study found sufficient housing to exist on the open market
for the owner-occupants, but found the rental market to be somewhat
restrictive, with limited numbers of dwellings and high monthly rentals.
According to the right-of-way/relocation report completed for this project,
relocation sites are available within the vicinity of the study area for the
church and commercial establishments displaced.

Relocation of any individuals, families, or businesses displaced by this
project would be accomplished in accordance with the Uniform Relocation
Assistance and Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 and amendments of 1987
(Public Law 91-646 and Public Law 100-17), and could be affected in a
timely and humane fashion. In the event comparable replacement housing
is not available for displaced persons or available replacement housing is
beyond their financial means, replacement "housing as a last resort” will be
utilized to accomplish the rehousing.

Title VI Statement

It is the policy of the Maryland State Highway Administration to
ensure compliance with the provisions of Title VI of the Civil
Rights Act of 1964, and related civil rights laws and regulations
which prohibit discrimination on the grounds of race, color, sex,
national origin, age, religion, physical or mental handicap in all
State Highway Administration program projects funded in whole
or in part by the Federal Highway Administration. The State
Highway Administration will not discriminate in highway
planning, highway design, highway construction, the acquisition
of right-of-way, or the provision of relocation advisory

i
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assistance. This policy has been ingorporated into all levels of
the highway planning process in order that proper consideration
may be given to the social, economic, and environmental effects
of all highway projects. Alleged discriminatory actions should
be addressed to the Equal Opportunity Section of the Maryland
State Highway Administration for investigation.

Since MD 205 is an existing facility that traverses between neighborhoods,
the selection of the build altemate and interchange option will not cause
any segmentation of communities, isolation of community facilities, produce
any adverse changes in social interaction, or disrupt community cohesion.

The impact on access to existing facilities and services resulting from the
Selected Build Alternate is a minor increase in travel distance, requiring
patrons to execute "U" tums at median breaks which are generally
provided every 750 to 1500 feet with the exception of the heavy
commercial area at the US 301/MD 205 intersection. The Selected Build
Alternate will not impede existing pedestrian mobility and the use of a
median will provide a refuge for crossing pedestrians. Selected
Interchange Option A would introduce a minor change in accessing services
in the US 301/ MD 205 intersection quadrants (See Figure III-6). The
change involved is that of a signalized "T" intersection that would be
created with existing MD 205 and the approach to the interchange ramps
east of the Happy Faces Early Leamning Center south of the Conrail
tracks. Commuters travelling northbound on MD 205 would now have to
make a left turn to remain on MD 205 to access the businesses in the US
301/MD 205 intersection area.

The selected build alternate will have a positive effect on local and
regional business by improving the transportation network. The mainline
level of service will improve, inducing commuters to remain on this
roadway rather than changing their traffic pattens and commercial
activity. The mainline selected build alternate will displace the Waldorf
Jaycees and Longwood Nursery and Interchange Option A will displace Cap
City and Illusions Nite Club. Relocation sites are available within the
vicinity of the study area for the displacements.

The selected build alternate is consistent with the County’s Comprehensive
Land Use Plan (approved 1989) for the year 2010. This plan has
designated the study area as a Metro Form development area mixing
residential, commercial and industrial uses. Increased traffic capacity and
safety will play a vital role in the future development plans for this area.

Natural Environment

Geology, Topography, Soils

The selected build alternate is not expected to result in any substantial
adverse impact to the study area’s geology, topography or soils. Due to
the erosion potential of the area soils and the perched water table,
sediment control structures will be used to minimize erosion and
sedimentation.
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Surface Water ;

The selected mainline build alternate will cross three unnamed streams and
the interchange selected build alternate will cross one stream (Mattawoman
Creek). Short term impacts for the stream crossings are expected to be
minor, and to occur in the form of temporary increases in turbidity,
specific conductance, sedimentation, and reduced water clarity from the
disturbance of contiguous upland areas during construction of the roadway
and hydraulic structures. Long term impacts are also expected to be minor
and occur in the form of increased roadway runoff from the addition of
new impervious surface (19 acres). The impacts will be reduced by
compliance with regulations from the Department of Natural Resources’
Stormwater Management Regulations. In accordance with the Maryland
Stormwater Management Act, stormwater management practices will be
investigated in the following order of preference:

o On-site infiltration

o Flow attenuation by open vegetated swales and natural
depressions

o Stormwater retention structures

o Stonmmwater detention structures

A hydraulic/hydrologic analysis will need to be performed in the final
design phase to determine the necessary structural specifications and
guidelines for the installation of new structures. The proposed
improvements will require waterway construction permits and include plans
for strict conformnance for grading, erosion and sediment control, and
stormwater management as required by the Maryland Department of Natural
Resources, Water Resources Administration and the Maryland Department
of the Environment.

The long term water quality of the study area is not expected to be
impacted by the addition of new impervious surface and an increase in
roadway runoff. Because of the high water tables throughout the study
area, and the numerous pockets of water seeps discovered during wetland
delineation activities, the potential for minor contamination to shallow
water sources from roadway runoff is high. However, given the high
quality of the area’s wetlands and their potential for pollutant
removal/reduction, the impacts are expected to be minimal. No impacts to
wells, groundwater, or area aquifers are expected.

Mattawoman Creek has wetlands with anadromous fish spawning areas,
therefore construction within the stream and it’s floodplain and
accompanying wetlands is prohibited from March 1 through June 15.

Floodplains

The 100 year floodplains associated with Mattawoman Creek (1.5 acres) and
the tributaries to the Jordon Swamp (1.0 acres) will be impacted. These
floodplain encroachments were evaluated in accordance with the
requirements of FHPM 6-7-3-2 and Executive Order 11988 to determine if
there were significant encroachments. It has been determined that none
of the 100 year floodplain crossings would constitute a substantial
encroachment. Mattawoman Creek is a regulated FEMA Floodway.
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Critical Area

This project is not within the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area. See P. V-
178. '

Woodlands

The selected build alternate will impact seven acres of woodlands.
Replacement, either on-site or off-site will be completed during the final
design phase in adherence with Natural Resources Article, Section 5-103.

Endangered or Threatened Species

There are no known Federally or Maryland listed endangered or threatened
plant or wildlife species present within the study limits. The presence of
rare birds (Maryland listed) has been recorded in the vicinity. DNR
surveyed the project area and did not find the presence of the rare birds.
See P. V-163 to V-165.

Farmland

There is 0.8 acres of Prime Farmlands Soils impacted and 1.0 acres of
Statewide Importance Farmlands impacted by Interchange Option A. The
required coordination with the U.S. Department of Agriculture, Soil
Conservation Service has been completed. See P. V-181.

Wetlands

Pursuant to Executive order 11990 (Protection of Wetlands) and Section
404 of the Clean Water Act, wetland areas potentially affected by the
proposed project have been identified.

The selected build alternate will impact 3.25 acres of wetlands from eight
(8) sites. Table III-2 provides a listing of the wetland impacts. A
discussion of each of the wetland sites including all measures for
avoidance and/or minimization is as follows:

Wetland Site 1 is located along the east side of US 301/MD 5,
approximately 850 feet north of the intersection of MD 205 and US
301/MD 5. This wetland is approximately 3 acres in size and consists of a
large open pond and a surrounding wooded area (PFOO0WI1B). The primary
functions of W-1 is habitat for wildlife and aquatic wildlife, flood
desynchronization and sediment trapping and nutrient retention. The
resultant impact is 0.36 acres.
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AVOIDANCE:

‘

-Examined an alignment shift to the east (behind Wetland W-1) for the NB
ramp from MD 205 to US 301 and discovered the following:

1.

Impacts to Pinefield residents and along Nike Road (impacts 10
properties with 6 residential displacements and 2 apartment buildings
displaced).

Provides a severely skewed crossing (approximately 45°%) at the
Conrail tracks. This is very unsafe due to the long length that the
roadway runs on top of the railroad tracks and for sight distance
while crossing the tracks.

Would increase impacts to Wetland W-1A (approximately 1.5 acres of
wooded wetland) as it widens out from existing US 300 to the
crossing of the Conrail tracks.

Would create a tie-in point further to the north to US 301 nearing
the Cedarville/McKendree Road intersection possibly providing an
inadequate intersection as appropriate lane drops could not be
accomplished within the available spacing.

MINIMIZATION:

Used minimum acceptable design criteria (for 50 MPH) to tie ramp
into US 301 NB as soon as possible to reduce wetland encroachments.
Provide a structural (bridge) crossing of the wetland (approximately
350°), thereby reducing the total acreage impacted by 1.0 acres and
maintaining site integrity. While the impacted acreage was measured
as the total area under the bridge, in final design this could be
reduced to the impacts from the piers.

Studies were completed for redesigning the design speed below 50
MPH for the northbound two-lane ramp. This will also affect
Wetland Site 1A. A 50 MPH design speed is designated for this
facility by AASHTO and MSHA Highway Development Manual as a
safe and effecient speed. A design speed less than 50 MPH would
pose operational and safety hazards. The options would have the
following design speeds and wetland impacts: Option Al=50 MPH
(minimum tangent length), 0.36 acres of wetland impact (reduced 0.12
acres); Option A2=45 MPH, 0.34. acres of wetland impact (reduced 0.14
acres); Option A3=40 MPH, 0.32 acres of wetland impact (reduced 0.16
acres); Option A4=30 MPH, 0.27 acres of impact (reduced 0.21 acres).
Investigated narrowing the median on US 301 to 10° shoulders and
providing a concrete barrier (existing median is +50°) and 45 MPH
design speed. This would reduce the wetland impacts by 0.35 acres
but would require 2500’ of US 301 to be shifted. The shifting of US
301 would create maintenance of traffic problems and increase the
construction cost by approximately $2 million.
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Wetland Site 1A is located along the east side of US 301/MD 5
approximately 1150 feet north of the intersection of MD 205 and US
301/MD 5 and is adjacent to the north side of site W-1. The site consists
of Mattawoman Creek and the marshy wooded area that surrounds the
creek, and is approximately 5.4 acres in size. This site is classified as
PFO1R/R2SB2. The primary functions of the wetland is habitat for wildlife
and aquatic wildlife, nutrient retention, food chain support, and
groundwater recharge. The resultant impact is 0.09 acres.

AVOIDANCE:

1. Impacts to Mattawoman Creek are unavoidable as the creek bisects
US 301 in a perpendicular fashion. Mattawoman Creek extends to the
west to the Potomac River and to the east approximately 5 miles.

MINIMIZATION

1. Used minimum acceptable design criteria (for 50 MPH) to tie ramp
into existing US 301 as soon as possible to reduce encroachment.

2.  Provided a structural (bridge) crossing of the wetland (approximately
150’) thereby reducing total acreage impacted by 0.3 acres and
maintaining the integrity of the site. ~While the impact of acreage
was measured as the total area under the bridge, in final design this
could be reduced to the impacts from the piers.

3. Studies were competed for redesigning the design speed below 50
MPH for the northbound two-lane ramp. This will also affect
Wetland Site 1. A 50 MPH design speed is designed for this facility
by AASHTO and MSHA Highway Development Manual as a safe and
effecient speed. A design speed less than 50 MPH would pose
operational and safety hazards. The options would have the following
design speeds and wetland impacts: Option Al-=50 MPH (minimum
tangent length), 0.09 acres of wetland impact (reduced 0.04 acres);
Option A2=45 MPH, 0.06 acres of wetland impact (reduced 0.07 acres);
Option A3=40 MPH, 0.04 acres of wetland impact (reduced 0.09 acres);
Option A4=30 MPH, 0.03 acres of impact (reduced 0.10 acres).

4. Investigated narrowing the median on US 301 to 10’ shoulders and
providing a concrete barrier (existing median is +250’) and 45 mph
design speed. This would reduce the wetland impacts by 0.35 acres
but would require 2500’ of US 301 to be shifted. The shifting of US
301 would create maintenance of traffic problems and increase the
construction cost by approximately $2 million.

Wetland Site 2A consists of Mattawoman Creek and the marshy wooded
area that surrounds it. This site i1s the westward extension of site W-1A,
and is a continuous wetland system with drainage to the west. This
wetland is classified as PFO1E/R2SB2. The primary functions of this
wetland is habitat for wildlife and aquatic wildlife, nutrient retention, food
chain support and groundwater recharge. The resultant impact is 0.33
acres.
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AVOIDANCE: ;
1. Impacts to Mattawoman Creek are unavoidable as it bisects US 301 in
a perpendicular fashion. Mattawoman Creek extends to the west to
the Potomac River and to the east approximately 5 miles.

MINIMIZATION

1. In order to reduce the impacts to W-2A the geometric layout of the
ramp was kept as close to existing US 301 as possible due to the
expansion of the wetland to the west of existing US 301.

2. The ramp will be on structure (bridge) over Mattawoman Creek
(approximately 300°) thereby reducing wetland impacts by 0.6 acres.
While the impacted acreage was measured as the total area under the
bridge, in final design this could be reduced to the impacts from the
piers. The ramp is over 30’ above the wetland and will not affect
the existing drainage. Due to the height, it is felt that the ramp
will not isolate any wetlands.

3. Investigated reducing the design speed of the ramp from the 50 MPH
desired to 40 MPH. This reduced the wetland impacts by 0.11 acres.

Wetland Site 4 is located on the south side of MD 205 and is in back of
the Pinefield South Shopping Center and extends from the shopping center
eastward in a parallel fashion to MD 205 approximately 2400 feet before
turning north to intersect MD 205 for approximately 300 north of the
intersection of MD 205 and Sub-Station Road. This wetland consists of a
meandering, unnamed, intermittant stream which flows to the west, and a
large ponded area just east of the Chaney Ball Fields and the surrounding
marshy wooded area. This site is classified as PFO1B. The primary
functions of this wetland is habitat for wildlife and aquatic wildlife,
nutrient retention, food chain support and groundwater recharge.  The
resultant impact is 0.14 acres.

AVOIDANCE:

1. An alignment shift to the east to avoid the wetland would cause the
relocation of 7 residents from Mattwoman Estates.

2.  An alignment shift to the west would not avoid the site as the site is
continuous.

MINIMIZATION:

1. In an effort to minimize impacts the proposed improvement will
maintain use of the existing northbound lanes of MD 205 thereby
reducing acreage from additional widening to the south.

2. A closed typical section reduces the impacts versus an open section
with safety grading by approximately 0.1 acres.

3. A 20’ closed median is proposed. This is reduction from a 30’ median
that was also investigated. @~ A total savings of 0.01 acres was
achieved.
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Wetland Site 5 is located along the north side and adjacent to MD 205,
just south of the intersection of MD 205 ant Schlagle Road. This site
consists of a heavily wooded marsh-like area with numerous water seeps.
W-5 is approximately 11.6 acres in size and is classified as PFOLE. The
primary functions of this wetland are habitat for wildlife and aquatic
wildlife, nutrient retention, food chain support. The resultant impact is
1.16 acres. .

AVOIDANCE:

(S

An alignment shift to the west to avoid this site would increase
impacts to site W-5A by 0.1 acres and produce 3 residential
displacements.

2.  An alignment shift to the east would not avoid site W-5 and would
increase impacts to the site by approximately 0.3 acres.

MINIMIZATION:

1. In an effort to reduce wetland impacts and potential impacts to
residents on the west side of existing MD 205, the roadway was
designed to straddle betweeen site W-5 and W-5A and avoid the
residents on the west side of existing MD 205.

2. A closed typical section reduces the impacts versus an open section
with safety grading by approximately 1.5 acres.

3. A 20’ closed median is proposed. This is reduction from a 30’ median
that was also investigated. A total savings of 0.4 acres was achieved.

Wetland Site 5A is located on the west side of and perpendicular to MD
205. The site consists of a vegetated drainage channel which is
approximately five feet wide and is approximately 0.8 acres in size. The
site is classifitd as PEMIC and its primary functions are flood
desynchronization, sediment trapping and nutrient retention (short term).
The resultant impact is 0.02 acres.

AVOIDANCE:

1. An alignment shift to the east to avoid this site would result in
increased impacts to site W-5 by approximately 1.8 acres.

2. An alignment shift to the west would not avoid this site and would
cause the relocation of 3 residents.

MINIMIZATION:

1. In an effort to reduce wetland impacts and potential impacts to
residents on the west side of existing MD 205, the roadway was
designed to straddle between Site W-5 and W-5A and avoid the
residents on the west side of existing MD 205.

2. A closed typical section reduces the impacts versus an open section
with safety grading.

3. A 20’ closed median is proposed. This is reduction from a 30’ median
that was also invetigated. A total savings of 0.0l acres was
achieved.

111-38




Wetland Site 6A is located on the west side of MD 205 approximately 1000
feet north of the intersection of MD 205 and Mill Road and lies directly
opposite of site W-6. The site consists of a natural stream channel and a
flat, contiguous wooded area that is approximately 130 feet wide.
Similarly to Site W-6, it is classified as PF01B. The primary functions of
this site are habitat for wildlife and aquatic wildlife, nutrient and
groundwater recharge. The resultant impact is 0.21 acres.

AVOIDANCE:

1.  An alignment shift to the east to avoid W-6A would produce
increased impacts to site W-6 (approximately 0.4 ac.) and cause an
additional 5 residential displacements.

2.  An alignment shift further to the west would result in identical
wetland impacts to the proposed alignment and potentially cause
impacts to the Trinity Memorial Gardens Cemetery.

MINIMIZATION:

1. A closed typical section reduces the impacts versus an open section
with safety grading by approximately 0.1 acres.

2. A 20’ closed median is proposed. This is reduction from a 30’ median
that was also investigated. @~ A total savings of 0.04 acres was
achieved.

Wetland Site 8 is located on the east side of MD 205 and is the eastward
extension of Site W-7. This wetland consists of a well defined meandering
stream channel, an adjacent marshy scrub area on the north side of a
surrounding area of woodland. The site is classified as PFO1E/R2SB2 and
its primary functions are habitat for wildlife and aquatic wildlife, nutrient
retention, food chain support and groundwater recharge. The resultant
impact is 1.03 acres.

AVOIDANCE:

1. This site is unavoidable as it is positioned parallel to the east side of
MD 205 in this part of the study area. Furthermore a portion of the
wetland transverses to the north to form a "T" and bisect MD 5.

MINIMIZATION:

1. In an attempt to minimize impacts the roadway alignment was shifted
to the east to a point where the wetland limits were narrower
without compromising design standards.

2. A dual structural crossing (approximately 270°) of the tributaries to
the Jordan Swamp is planned for the northbound and southbound
lanes of this alternate thereby reducing impacts to the sites. While
the impacted acreage was measured as the total acres under the
bridge, in final design this could be reduced to the impacts from the
piers.

3. A continuation of the structural crossing of the tributaries to the
Jordan Swamp over the entire wetland site will reduce the wetland
impacts by 0.74 acres. The lengthened bridge (approximately 450°)
increases the total cost by approximately $3,800,000.
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4. Additional alignments to the east were investigated to determine if
the wetland site narrowed. It was found that the wetland site does
not narrow in width as additional stream convergencies are located

downstream.

5. Eleven modified alignments and design speeds were investigated to
help reduce the wetland impact. All eleven modified alignments have
a design speed less then 50 MPH. A 50 MPH design speed is
designated for the facility of AASHTO and MSHA Highway
Development Manual as a safe and efficient speed. The modified
alternates would reduced the wetland impacts by a maximum of 0.5
acres but would have increased the potential accident rate and
reduced the operational integrity of the roadway.

Wetland Mitigation

Pursuant to Executive Order 11990, efforts were made to avoid and
minimize harm to wetland in the project corridor. As previously discussed,
there are not practible alternatives to the proposed construction and take
of wetland areas. A Section 404 Permit (COE), Non-tidal Wetland Permit
(DNR) will be required to fill wetlands in the project area. A suitable
wetland mitigation plan will be developed during the project’s final design
phase and will be coordinated with appropriate permitting and resource
agencies. Conceptual wetland mitigation sites have been located. These
potential mitigation sites have been reviewed by SHA Lanscape
Architecture Division, field checked and are satisfactory for potential
mitigation sites. Mitigation sites are not available within SHA right-of-way.
A total of 3.29 acres of wetlands will be impacted. This includes 0.87
acres within the Mattawoman Creek watershed and 2.42 acres within the
Jordan Swamp watershed. There are three possible mitigation sites within
the Mattawoman Creek watershed:

SITE1 SITE2 SITE3 TOTAL

AVAILABLE AREA (AC) " 95 6.0 4.7 20.2
(WITHIN 100 YEAR
FLOODPLAIN) (2.8) (2.3) 24) (1.5)

Mitigation Site 4 is within the Jordan Swamp watershed. Site 4A has been
classified a wetland by soil borings. This area is currently a cultivated
field but does not include any wetland vegetation. Site 4A may be
upgraded with wetland vegetation and/or Site 4B may be used.

SITE 4A SITE 4B TOTAL
AVAILABLE AREA (AC) 34 2.1 55

Figures ITI-8 and III-9 depict the potential mitigation sites.
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TABLE TH-2
WETLAND IMPACTS

DESCRIPTION | IMPACTED
SITE OF IMPROVEMENT CLASSIFICATION ACREAGE
1 INT. OPTION A PFOOW1B 0.36
1A INT. OPTION A PFO1R/R2SB2 0.09
2A INT. OPTION A PFO1E/R2SB2 0.33
4 SEGII/ALT. 5/6 PF013/R25B2 0.05
5 SEG.II/ALT. 5/6 PFO1E/R2SB2 1.16
5A SEGIIVALT. 5/6 PEMIC 0.02
6A SEG.II/ALT. 5/6 PFO1B 021
8 SEG.JVALT. 6 PFO1E/R2SB2 1.03

o

<&
TOTAL o 325 ACRlif”,«\
oA

™y /:"’y>
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Cultural Resources i

The Maryland Historic Trust (MHT) has indicated that there are no
historic sites of National Register or National Register Eligible quality in
the study area. Consequently, there are no impacts to historic sites. See
P. V-150.

A Phase I archeological survey was conducted for this project.  The
results of the survey found that there were no significant archeological
resources in the project area. See P. V-151 to V-154

Parks and Recreation

The selected build alternate will not impﬁct any publicly owned public park
or recreation area.

Air Quality

The objective of this analysis is to compare the carbon monoxide (CO)
concentrations estimated to result from the traffic volumes and roadway
configurations of each alternate with the State and National Ambient Air
Quality Standards (S/NAAQS). The NAAGS and SAAQS are identical for
CO; 35 parts per million (PPM) for the maximum l-hour period (40 mg/m~)
and 9 PPM for an average gne hour period within the maximum
consecutive 8-hour period (10 mg/m™).

A microscale CO dispersion analysis for 1-hour and 8-hour CO
concentrations resulting from automobile emissions was conducted.  All
calculations were performed for 1995 (year of completion) and 2015 (design
year). The emission factors were calculated using the Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) third generation Mobile Source Emissions Model
(MOBILE 3) computer program with credit for a vehicle inspection and
maintenance program. Line source CO dispersion estimates were calculated
using the third generation California Line Source Dispersion Model
(CALINE 3). .

The selected build alternate will not result in violations of the 1 Hr or 8
Hr S/NAAQS for 1995 or 2015. See Table 11I-3 for results.

III- 44



TABLE III-3

BACKGROUND CARBON MONOXIDE (CO) PPM
YEAR 1HR. 8 HR.
1995 9.9 3.0
2015 10.0 3.1

MAXIMUM 1 AND 8 HOUR PREDICTED CO CONCENTRATIONS (PPM)*

SEGMENT I: ALTERNATE 6

1995 2015
NO-BUILD BUILD NO-BUILD BUILD
REC. 1 HR. 8 HR. 1 HR. 8 HR. 1 HR. 8 HR. 1 HR. 8 HR.
1 12.9 34 10.9 35 12.4 34 11.5 35
2 12.4 34 10.8 3.5 12.6 3.4 11.5 3.5
SEGMENT H: ALTERNATE 5/6 MODIFIED
1995 2015
NO-BUILD BUILD NO-BUILD BUILD
REC. 1 HR. 8 HR. 1 HR. 8 HR. 1 HR. 8 HR. 1 HR. 8 HR.
3 14.8 35 10.9 3.6 125 34 11.7 3.6
4 18.7 3.9 11.7 4.0 14.5 3.7 13.0 4.1
5 13.8 4.1 114 4.0 13.7 3.6 12.5 3.9

*

Includes Background Concentrations

The S/NAAQS for CO:1-HR maximum 35 PPM
8-HR maximum 9 PPM
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MAXIMUM 1 AND 8 HOUR PREDICTED CO. CONCENTRATIONS (PPM*)
SEGMENT IlI: ALTERNATE 5/6

1995 2015
NO - BUILD BUILD NO - BUILD BUILD
REC. 1 HR. 8 HR. 1 HR. 8 HR. 1 HR. 8 HR. 1 HR. 8 HR.

6 13.4 3.7 11.0 4.0 14.5 3.6 12.8 3.9

7 11.7 3.4 10.5 3.5 12.3 3.3 11.5 3.5

8 13.7 3.9 11.1 42 14.9 3.7 13.1 4.0

9 16.9 4.0 12.7 4.1 15.6 3.7 13.6 42

10 18.6 42 13.0 44 17.0 3.9 14.7 4.5

® 11 19.9 45 13.1 4.7 18.6 4.1 15.0 47
| 12 19.6 4.5 13.0 46 18.7 4.1 14.9 4.7
13 16.7 4.1 12.1 42 16.5 3.8 13.5 42

14 15.1 3.8 11.7 3.9 15.1 3.6 12.6 3.8

* Includes Background Concentrations

The S/NAAQS for CO:1-HR maximum 35 PPM
8-HR maximum 9 PPM
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The construction phase of the proposed project has the potential of
impacting the ambient air quality through ;fugitive dust from grading
operations and materials handling. The State Highway Administration has
addressed this possibility by establishing Standard Specifications _for
Construction for Materials, which specifies procedures to be followed by
contractors involved in state work.

The Maryland Air Management Administration was consulted to determine
the adequacy of the Specifications in terms of satisfying the requirement
of the Regulations Goveming the Control Air Pollution in the State of
Maryland. The Administration found that the specifications are consistent
with the requirements of these regulations. Therefore, during the
construction period, all appropriatt measures (Code of Maryland
Regulations 26.11.06.03 D) will be taken to minimize construction impacts
on the air quality of the area.

A conformity analysis was completed and adopted by the Metropolitan
Washington Council of Governments in September, 1991. The Federal
Highway Administration made a determination of conformity between the
TIP and the SIP for attaining air quality standards in November, 1991.

Noise Quality

This noise analysis was completed in accordance with the FHWA Noise
Abatement Criteria and 23 CFR, Part 772. The factors that were
considered in identifying noise impacts are:

¢  Identification of existing land use;

o Existing noise levels;

o  Prediction of future design year noise levels; and
o  Potential traffic increases.

¢  Altemnative noise abatement measures.

The noise impacts of the project were based upon the relationship of the
projected noise levels to the FHWA Noise Abatement Criteria (shown in
the following table) and to the ambient noise levels. Noise impacts occur
when the Federal Highway Administration noise abatement criteria are
approached or exceeded or when the predicted traffic noise levels
sunstantially exceed the ambient noise levels. Maryland State Highway
Administration uses a 10 dBA increase to define a substantial increase.
Noise abatement measures or mitigation will be considered when a noise
impact is identified.
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The factors that were considered when determining whether mitigation is
reasonable and feasible are: ‘

o  Whether a feasible method is available to reduce the noise;

6  Whether the noise mitigation is cost-effective for those receptors
that are impacted - approximately $40,000 per impacted residence;

6  Whether the mitigation is acceptable to a majority of the affected
property owners.

An effective barrier should, in general, extend in both directions to four
times the distance between receiver and roadway (source). In addition, an
effective barrier should provide a 7-10 dBA reduction in the noise level as
a preliminary design goal. However, any impacted noise receptor which
will receive a 5 dBA reduction is considered when determining the cost-
effectiveness of a barrier.
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TABLE IlI-4

‘

NOISE ABATEMENT CRITERIA

SPECIFIED IN 23 CFR 772
Activity Description of
Category Leq (h Activity Category

A 57 (Exterior) Lands on which serenity and
quiet 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
intended purpose.

B 67 (Exterior) Picnic areas, recreation areas,
playgrounds, active sport areas,
parks, residences, motels, hotels,
schools, churches, libraries, and
hospitals.

C 72 (Exterior) Developed lands, properties, or
activities not included in
Categories A or B above.

D - Undeveloped lands.

E 52 (Interior) Residences, motels, hotels, public

meeting rooms, schools, churches,
libraries, hospitals, and
auditorium.
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Cost-effectiveness is determined by dividing the total number of impacted
sensitive sites in a specified noise sensitive area, that will receive at least
a 5 dBA reduction of noise levels, into the total cost of noise mitigation.
For the purpose of comparison, a total of $16 per square foot is assumed
for estimated total barrier cost. This cost figure is based upon current
costs experienced by the Maryland State Highway Administration and
includes the cost of panels, footing, drainage, landscaping, and overhead.
The State Highway Administration has established approximately $40,000
per residence protected as being the maximum cost for a barrier to be
considered reasonable.

Consideration is based on the size of the impacted area (number of
structures, spatial distribution of structures, etc.) and the predominant
activities carried on within the area.

The following is a site by site discussion of NSA’s that will experience
noise level impacts as projected from the 2015 (design year) Build
Alternate. Table I1I-5 provides a summary of barrier attenuation,
estimated costs, heights and lengths of the barriers analyzed, as well as
the cos per resident protected.

NSA 4 (within Segment II) has a projected noise level which equals the
noise abatement criteria of 67 dBA. Therefore, abatement measures were
considered.  This NSA will have frontage access onto the proposed
alternate and is impacted by an alignment shift towards the NSA. This
residence will be located 50 feet from the slope limits associated with
Alternate 5/6 Modified thereby making the placement of an earth berm for
noise attenuation unfeasible. A barrier at this location as would an earth
berm would have to be segmented to maintain the property’s access to the
proposed roadway. The barrier examined had a total length of 360 feet
and was 16 feet tall resulting in a cost of $92,000. This barrier would
reduce projected noise levels 4 dBA at the first floor and provide
protection for only one home. This barrier is not considered reasonable
due to the excessive cost per residence.

NSA 5 (within Segment II) has a projected noise level of 69 dBA which is
2 dBA above the noise abatement criteria of 67 dBA, therefore noise
abatement measures were considered. - This NSA will have frontage access
onto the proposed altermates. The possibility of an earth berm was
examined and was deemed unfeasible due to space restrictions for the
required grading for an earth berm. A noise barrier and an earth berm
would have to be segmented to maintain the property’s access to the
proposed roadway. The barrier considered was segmented and had a total
length of 380 feet and was 16 feet tall resulting in a cost of $97,000.
This barrier would reduce the projected noise levels by 4 dBA at the first
floor and provide protection for only one residence. This barrier is not
considered reasonable due to the excessive cost per residence.

NSA 6 (within Segment III) has a projected noise level which equals the
noise abatement criteria of 67 dBA, therefore noise mitigation was
examined. This NSA will have frontage access onto the proposed
alternate, but is not impacted by an alignment shift towards the NSA.
The proposed alignment will actually be widened to the east side of
existing MD 205 away from the NSA. The possibility of an earth berm for
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noise abatement was considered and deemed unfeasible due to space
restrictions for the required grading of the berm. A noise barrier and an
earth berm would have to be segmented to maintain the property’s access
to the proposed roadway. The barrier examined was segmented and had a
total length of 340 feet and was 14 feet tall resulting in a cost of $76,000.
This barrier would reduce the project noise levels by 8 dBA at the first
flood and provide protection for only one residence. This barrier is not
considered reasonable due to the excessive cost per residence.

NSA 8 (within Segment III) has a projected 2015 Leg. noise levels of 68
dBA which would exceed the noise abatement criteria 67 dBA; therefore,
noise mitigation was considered. This NSA will have frontage access onto
the proposed alternate. The proposed roadway by this NSA will be shifted
to the opposite side (east side) of the NSA thereby helping to minimize
noise impacts. An earth berm for noise mitigation at this NSA was
considered and deemed unfeasible due to space restrictions for the required
grading for an earth berm. A noise barrier and an earth berm at this
NSA would have to be segmented to maintain the property’s access to the
proposed roadway. A continuous barrier could potentially affect 3 points
of access; 2 private residential, 1 public residential (Council Oak Drive).
The barrier examined at this NSA was segmented and had a total length of
385 feet and was 14 feet tall resulting in a total cost of $85,000. This
barrier would reduce the projected noise levels by 7 dBA at the first floor
and provide protection for two residences for a cost per resident of
$43,000. This barrier will receive further consideration furing final design.

This NSA 9 (within Segment III) has a projected 2015 Leq. noise level of
70 dBA which exceeds the noise abatement criteria of 67 dBA,; therefore
noise mitigation was considered. @ This NSA which is known as the
Mattawoman Estates subdivision would have access to the proposed roadwy
via Indian Lane. The proposed roadway by this NSA would be shifted to
the opposite side of the NSA (west side of MD 205) thereby helping to
minimize noise impacts. An earth berm at this NSA was considered and
deemed unfeasible due to space restrictions required for the grading of the
berm. A noise barrier and an earth berm at this NSA would have to be
segmented at Indian Lane to maintain the subdivisions access onto the
proposed roadway. The barrier considered at this NSA was segmented and
had a total length of 760 feet and was 12 feet tall resulting in a total
amount of $146,000. One residence has a projected 2015 noise level that
will exceed 67 dBA, and six residences have 2015 projected noise levels
which approach 67 dBA for a total of one impacted residence. The one
impacted residence plus five of the six residenced which approach 67 dBA
will receive a reduction of 5 dBA or more in projected noise levels. This
barrier is considered to be physically effective as it would produce the
minimum 5 dBA reduction in projected noise levels, with a cost per
residence of $24,000. This barrier will receive further considerations
during final design.
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NSA 10 (within Segment III) has a projected 2015 Leq. noise level of 70
dBA which exceeds the noise abatement criteria of 67 dBA; therefore noise
abatement measures were considered. This NSA is a group of MD 205
frontage homes adjacent to the Pinefield sub-division south of Pinefield
Road.  The proposed roadway by this NSA would be shifted to the opposite
side (west side of MD 205) thereby helping to minimize noise impacts. An
earth berm at this NSA was considered and deemed unfeasible due to space
restrictions required for the grading of the berm. A noise barrier as
would an earth berm would have to be segmented several times at the
residences driveways in order to maintain the properties access onto the
proposed roadway. The barrier examined at this NSA was segmented and
had a total length of 480 feet and was 14 feet tall resulting in a total
cost of $108,000. Six residences have projected 2015 noise levels that will
exceed 67 dBA. Of the six impacted residences all six will receive the
minimum 5 dBA reduction in projected noise levels from the above
described barrier. Therefore; a barrier at this NSA is considered to be
physically effective. ~This barrer would result in a cost of $18,000 per
residence.  This barrer will receive further consideration during final
design.

NSA 11 (within Segment III) has a projected 2015 Leq. noise level of 68
dBA which exceeds the noise abatement criteria of 67 dBA,; therefore noise
mitigation was considered. This NSA will have frontage access onto the
proposed road and is adjacent to the Pinefield subdivision.  Also, the
proposed roadway by this NSA is shifted to the opposite side (west of MD
205) thereby helping to reduce the noise impacts. An earth berm at this
NSA was considered and deemed unfeasible due to space restrictions for
grading and the proximity of the NSa residences to the proposed roadway.
A noise barrier as would an earth berm at this location would have to be
segmented several times at the residences driveways in order to maintain
the properties access onto the proposed roadway. The barrier considered
at this NSA was segmented and had a total length of 635 feet and was 14
feet tall resulting in a total cost of $142,000. Six residences have
projected 2015 noise levels that will exceed 67 dBA. Of the six impacted
residences all six will receive the minimum 5 dBA reduction in projected
noise levels from the above described barrier. Therefore; a barrier at this
NSA is considered to be physically effective. This barrier would result in
a cost of $24,000 per residence.  This barrier will receive further
consideration during final design.
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NSA 12 (within Segment III) has a projected 2015 Leq. noise level of 70
dBA which exceeds the noise abatement criteria of 67 dBA; therefore noise
mitigation was considered. This NSA is the Happy Faces Learing Center,
a preschool. This NSA also will have frontage access onto the proposed
roadway; and will experience a noise level impact from the proposed
roadway being shifted towards it (west side of MD 205). An earth berm
was considered at this site and deemed unfeasible due to space restrictions
for grading and the proximity of the NSA to the proposed road. A noise
barrier as would an earth berm at this location would have to be
segmented at this NSA’s entrance to maintain the property’s access onto
the proposed roadway. The barrier examined at this NSA was segmented
and had a total length of 230 feet and was 16 feet tall resulting in a cost
of $59,000. This barrier would enable the preschool to receive the
minimum 5 dBA reduction in projected noise levels. Therefore this barrier
is considered to be physically effective. In addition, this barrier is
considered to be feasible as it would provide the necessary attenuation for
the preschool which is the equivalent of 10 residences. This would result
in a cost per residence of $6,000. This barrier will receive further
consideration during final design.

As with any major construction project, areas around the construction site
are likely to experience varied periods and degrees of noise impacts. This

e of project would probably employ the following pieces of equipment
that would likely be sources of construction noise:

Bulldozers

Graders

Front End Loaders

Dump and Other Diesel Trucks
Compressors

C O OO0

Construction activities are anticipated to occur during normal working
hours on weekdays. Therefore, noise intrusion related to construction
should not occur during critical sleep or outdoor recreation periods.

Measures which will be considered to help minimize increased noise levels
during construction include the following:

o  Equip internal combustion engines used for any purpose on or related
to the job with properly operating mufflers;

o  Conduct truck loadings, unloading, and hauling so that noise is kept
to a minimum,;

o  Route construction equipment and vehicles in areas that will cause
the least disturbance to nearby receptors where possible; and

o  When feasible, place continuously operated diesel-powered equipment,
such as compressors or generators, in areas far from or shielded from
noise sensitive areas.

Noise mitigation measures other than noise barriers and earth berms were
considered for this project. These measures included the possibility for
traffic management (ie. truck restrictions), the alteration of the horizontal
and vertical geometry of the proposed road and the acquisition of property
or buffer zones.
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Placing truck restrictions on the proposed roadway would be detrimental to
the’ mining operations of Charles County Sand: and Gravel. This company
has mining and shipping activities on both the east and west sides of MD
205 in the vicinity of Mill Road. MD 205 is this company’s only outlet to
other major transportation arteries. Also forcing truck traffic through the
heart of Waldorf via MD 5/US 301 would exacerbate traffic congestion on
those roads. Therefore, placing truck restrictions on the proposed
roadway is considered unfeasible. '

Alterations to the horizontal and vertical geometry of the proposed
roadway were also considered. As mentioned in the site by site
discussions of the impacted NSA’s the horizontal geometry was shifted
away from the noise sensitive areas to help minimize possible impacts.
Alterations to the vertical geometry was considered and deemed unfeasible
due to the potential extreme costs involved with potential residential
relocations. In addition, public opposition to such an action is expected to
be high.
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TABLEIII - 5

NOISE ANALYSIS
2015
Measured Predicted Barrier Cost Per

NSA Ambient Ambient No Leqw/  Length Barrier Residences Residence
Segment Decription Leq Leq Build Build Barrier Height (ft) Cost($x1,000) Protected ($x1,000)
I 1 Residence 61 -- - 62 - -- - - -
I 2 Residence 59 -- -- 62 - -- - - -
i 3 Residence 60 - - 63 - - - - -
I 4 Residence 63 -- -- 67 63 360/16 92 1 92
| 5 Residence 68 -- -- 69 65 380/16 97 1 97
m 6 Residence 67 66 63 67 59 340/14 76 1 76
m 7 Church 60 62 60 60 -- -- - -- --
m 8 Residence 72 73 71 68 61 385/14 86 2 ) 43
m 9 Residence 70 68 67 70 62 760/12 146 6 24
m 10 Residence 68 69 68 70 65 480/14 108 6 18
m 11 Residence 69 68 66 68 63 635/14 142 6 24
m 12 Residence 67 65 65 70 65 230/16 59 1(=10 Res.) 6
m 13 Residence 63 61 61 64 -- -- - -- -




TEAM RECOMMENDATIONS

The Selected Build Alternate was recommended by the Project Planning Team. An
access control management strategy will be developed in conjunction with Charles
County for all undeveloped properties along MD 205.

The Selected Build Alternate is supported by Charles County.

The Selected Build Alternate is supported by the Maryland Statewide Commuter
Assistance Study.
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IV. PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS



. PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS

¢

A Combined Location/Design Public Hearing for Proposed MD 5 Relocated was held
on Monday, February 26, 1990 at Thomas Stone High School in Charles County,
Maryland. The purpose of the hearing was to present the results of the engineering
and environmental studies, and to receive public comments on the project.

A total of 18 people testified at the Public Hearihg. A summary of responses is as
follows:

8 people testified that they did not want to see the graves disturbed at Trinity
Memorial Gardens Cemetery.

6 people testified that it makes no sense narrowing the roadway from 6 lanes
to 4 lanes prior to the intersection with US 301/MD 5.

6 people testified that they were concemned with the safety of placing a 6 lane
roadway through a residential area. They were concerned with driveway
conflicts, U-turns, and pedestrian/bicyclists. ~ Suggested alternateve alignments,
possibly behind the Pinefield Community.

5 people testified that they felt additional coordination with mass transit/car
pools should be considered.

4 people testified that they felt that the interchange at US 301/MD 5 should be
built priot to the mainline improvements.

4 people testified that they were concerned with the noise impacts associated
with the proposed improvements.

Commissioner Nancy Sefton, Charles County Commissioners

Comment/Question:

The improvement will provide badly needed additional capacity. The Charles
County Commissioners prefer the build altemate and would like to suggest an
access management program. The access management program would be used to
consolidate access points onto MD 205 for proposed development.

SHA Response:

The Selected Build Altemnate provides two additional lanes for capacity. An
access management program will also be employed for proposed development.
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Russell A. Burch, Jr.
Comment/Question:

Mr. Burch did not know if it is beneficial for the people of Waldorf to take the
traffic out of Waldorf. He felt they might have a better economic impact if
they were using U.S. 301. Requested the State to look at an alternate route
other than MD 205.

SHA Response:

U.S. 301 is anticipated to be operating beyond capacity of the roadway.
Diverting traffic from MD 205 to U.S. 301 would increase the congestion and
delays. The heavy congestion and delays would negatively effect economic
development along U.S. 301. Alternate routes to upgrading existing MD 205
were investigated and not selected. These were not selected due to increased
wetland impacts, right-of-way impacts and costs.

Henry Rieffel, Jr, 2005 Mattawoman-Beantown Road, Waldorf, MD 20601

Comment/Question:

Owners of property adjacent to MD 205 will lose $20,000-$30,000 in real estate
value unless service roads are put in to service them. State should buy these
affected houses.  There should have been noise tests done at the Jaycees
Building.  Vibration from trucks on improved roads will damage residential
structures.

SHA Response:

The Selected Build Alternate does not provide service roads for existing
properties. It is anticipated that traffic operations and safety will be adequate
through the design year 2015 without service roads. The Jaycees Building will
be displaced when the roadway is widened to four-lanes with shoulder and
therefore will not require possible noise attenuation. Noise analyses have been
completed for this project and are documented in this report. Several areas
appear reasonable and will be evaluated in final design.

Craig Scott

Comment/Question:

Asked when doing accident projections, were roads being used as informal
bypasses studied for accident rates, or just roads in general? Requested SHA
to consider an alignment along MD 382 and east of current development.
Supports No-Build Option.

SHA Response:

Accident rates are developed for similar type roads. An alignment near MD 382
and east of the current development was investigated and not selected. This

was not selected due to increased wetland impacts, right-of-way impacts, and
cost.
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6.

Ms. Virginia Richardson
Comment/Question:
Ms. Richardson does not want Trinity Memorial Gardens disturbed. She owns

lots there and was never notified. Stated she found out about this hearing by
word of mouth.

SHA Response:

The Selected Build Alternate will not disturb any graves at Trinity Memorial
Gardens Cemetery. The public hearing was advertised in the Washington Post,
MD Independent, Times-Crescent, the Enterprise (St. Mary’s), and the Maryland

Register. Brochures were mailed to all people on the mailing list including all
residents along MD 205. ‘

Mr. Stephen Frye
Comment/Question:

Mr. Frye did not know about the hearing either.  Objects to disturbing
cemeteries.

SHA Response:

See SHA Response #5.
Ms. Sylvelva Landman
Comment/Question:

Ms. Landman objects to disturbing cemeteries. Objects to poor publicity of
hearing.

SHA Response:
See SHA Response #5.
. Richard Centner

Comment/Question:

Mr. Centner felt the merge from 6 lanes to 4 lanes at Pinefield Shopping
Center will create a bottleneck. Objects to poor publicity of hearing. Supports
No-Build alternate.

SHA Response:

The Selected Build Alternate includes a four-lane roadway throughout the
project.  Therefore no reduction of lanes at Pinefield Shopping Center is
necessary. The Public Hearing was advertised in the Washington Post, MD
Independent, Times Crescent, the Enterprise (St. Mary’s), and the Maryland
Register. Brochures were mailed to all people on the mailing list including all
residents along MD 205.
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Ms. Linda Smith 900 Truro Lane, Waldorf, MD 20601 .
Comment/Question:

Children walk and bike between Pinefield and the commercial area. She is
concemed for their safety.

SHA Response:

The Selected Build Altemate includes a 12’ outside shoulder and 20’ curbed
median that could provide safety for pedestrians and bicyclists.

10. Stanley Jamison Sub-Station Road, Waldorf, MD 20601

11.

12.

Comment/Question:

Mr. Jamison questioned, Why six lanes? Opposes disturbing the cemetery. To
avoid displacements, relocate Schlagle to meet Sub-Station Road instead of
relocating Sub-Station Road.

SHA Response:

The Selected Build Altemate includes a four-lane roadwéy. No graves will be
disturbed at Trinity Memorial Gardens Cemetery. The no-build altemate was
selected at Sub-Station Road avoiding any displacements.

Don Pheulpin Pinefield

Comment/Question:

Mr. Pheulpin was concerned with the noise factor. Has SHA considered 40 year
plans as opposed to 20 year plans? Asked how does the proposed DC Bypass
affect this?

SHA Response:

Noise attenuation was evaluated within this project and several areas were
found to be reasonable. These areas will be evaluated again in final design.
The Washington Bypass Study is not to the point where a selected altemnate, if
any, has been choosen. The Washington Bypass Study has included the selected
altemnate of the project in its’ evaluation.

Naz Ortenzi St. Charles

Comment/Question:

Mr. Ortenzi felt that intermodal transportation in Waldorf is a joke due to no
rail and poor bus service. Objects to disturbing cemeteries.

SHA Response:

The SHA supports intermodel transportation. The Selected Build Alternate will
not affect any graves at Trinity Memorial Gardens Cemetery.
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13.

14.

15.

16.

Harvey Berlin Tri-County Council of Southem Maryland
Comment/Question:

Liked Park and Ride slated to be at ‘southem end of project. Commuter bus
and vanpool service will be improved soon.

SHA Response:

A park-n-ride location is being evaluated and will be considered further in final
design.

Kim Law Mattawoman-Beantown Road, Waldorf, MD 20601
Comment/Question:

Ms. Law questioned, Why 6 lanes? Would support adding a center turn lane to
the existing roadway.

SHA Response:
The Selected Build Alternate includes a four-lane roadway. A five-lane
roadway, which included a center tum lane was evaluated and not selected

because it did not provide for adequate future traffic needs and the accident
rate was anticipated to increase.

Mike Fallon 907 Truro Lane, Waldorf, MD 20601

Comment/Question:

Mr. Fallon felt a six lane highway in a residential area doesn’t make sense. He
was concerned for the safety of children in the area. He was concemed with
access to residential communities. Believed 6 lanes feeding into four is a
problem.

SHA Response:

See SHA Response #3, 8 and 9.

Bob Wells 1405 College Circle

Comment/Question:

Mr. Wells felt noise is getting worse and project will make it more so. MD
301/205 intersection should be the first part of the project. Objects to the 6
lane to 4 lane narrowing as it is a bottleneck.

SHA Response:

Noise attenuation was evaluated within this project and several areas were
found to be reasonable. These areas will be evaluated again in final design.

The Selected Build Altemate includes a four-lane roadway, therefore no
reduction of lanes is necessary.
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17. Chuck Delancey 5120 Alford Drive

Comment/Question:
Mr. Delancey was concemed with the noise, child safety. He was also
concemed with 6-lane to 4-lane bottleneck and traffic from side streets making
lefts across three lanes of traffic.
SHA Response:
See SHA Response #9 and 16.

18. Mark Watson
Comment/Question:
Representing mother who lives at 245 Nike Drive. He supports the No-Build.
Asked if we are representing the residents of the area or our neighbors to the
South?
SHA Response:
The No-Build Altemate was not selected because it does not address the

required traffic operations or safety of the roadway.

A complete transcript of the hearing is available for review in the Project
Development Division Offices, State Highway Administration, 707 N. Calvert Street,
Baltimore Maryland 21202. Written comments received subsequent to the public
hearing are discussed in the correspondence section of this document.
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Y. CORRESPONDENCE
The following presents the written comments received during or subsequent to the
Combined Location/Design Public Hearing (held February 26, 1990). Originals of
these correspondence are available for review in the Project Development Division
Offices, State Highway Administration, 707 North Calvert Street, Baltimore Maryland
21202. Oral comments received during the Hearing are presented in Section IV of
this document.

A. Written Comments Received Subsequent to the Combined Location/Design Public
Hearing

Elected Officials

C. Agency Coordination
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’ V. ‘CORRESPONDENCE

A.

Written Comments received Subsequent to the Combined Location/Design Public
Hearing and Responses

A total of 127 written responses were received from the Public Hearing. This
included two petitions of 7 people and 69 people. A summary of respones is as
follows:

88 people (69%) responded that they did not want to see the graves
disturbed at Trinity Meinorial Gardens Cemetery.

26 people responded that they were concemed with the noise impacts
associated with the proposed improvements.

26 people responded that they were concemed with the safety of making
turmns.

25 people responded that they were concemed with a 6-lane roadway
through a residential area. They felt that a no-build option should be
recommended or an alternative alignment, possilby behind the Pinefield
Community.

9 people responded that the interchange at US 301/Md 5 should be built
prior to the mainline improvements.

5 people responded that is made no sense narrowing the roadway from 6-
lanes to 4-lanes prior to the intersection with US 301/MD 3.

5 people responded that they were in favor of Segment I, Alternate 6 to
adequately handle future transportation needs

3 people responded that they were concemed with the safety of
pedestrians and bicyclists with a 6-lane roadway.
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QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS

Contract No, CH 586-151-571
Proposed MD 5 Relocated (MD 205)
Mattawcrman/Beantown Road
Existing MD 3 to US 301
Location/Design Public Hearing
Monday, February 26, 1880 @ 7:30 p.m,

NAME /\/ORA L. /1);//e1':-£ oate._3-9- 90
PLEASE oopeas A, 1 BoX [4 W '

cnwroyvn@&ﬂa.li_&_‘ileunﬂ&.__zw cooedob (b

1/Wée wish to comment or inquire about the following sspects-of this project:

Mc._Victor Janata Room 506
707 North Calvert St., Baltimore, MD. 21203
32 Plesee add my/our nameie} lo the Malling List.¢®

3 Plesee delete my/our namelsl Irom the Malling Llet.

ePersons who have reoelved a oopy of this brochure through the mall sre elready
2n tha 2rolect Mallln= 'lst,

Richard H. Trainor

Maryland Bepartment of Transportation st
State Highway Administration Agminizuwior
s :

April 11, 1990

Re: Contract No. CH566-151-571
Proposed HD 5 Relocated (MD 205)
Mattawoman-Beantown Road
PDMS No.082039

Ms. Nora L. Willett
Route 1 Box 14 W
Bryans Road, Maryland 20616

Dear Ms. Willett:

Thank you for your recent letter opposing impacts to the
Trinity Memorial Gardens Cemetery as the result of improvement:
studies for MD 205.

It is unfortunate that there is a misunderstanding about our
intentions regarding the cemetery. We are charged with
developing alternate solutions to transportation problems and:
docunmenting the impacts that would result. One of the build
alternates presented at the February 26th public hearing, Segment
II - Alternate 5/6, does impact cemetery graves. The other
alternate presented that night, Segment II - Alternate 5/6
Modified, does not impaat any graves. We have not reached any
decisions regarding the :desirability of either alternate.

Your opposition to disturbing any graves has been notéd and
will be considered in the development of our team recommendation.
Thank you again for identifying your position.

Your name(s) has been added to or verified to be on the
project mailing 1list, so that you will be kept informed of any
decisions reached on the MD 205 study-. ’

Very truly yours,

Louis H. Ege, Jr.
Deputy Director

office of Planning and
Preliminary Engineering

e Yk Ramols

Victor F. J ta
Project Hanigér
Project Planning Division

.

LHE:VFJ:kw
cc: Mr. Edward H. Meehan

My telephone ber is (301). 3331=-1108

Telstypewriter for Impeired Hearing or Spesch
383-7558 Baltimore Metro - 585-0451 D.C. Metro - 1-800-492-8002 Statewide Toll Free

aven Mot Malolmarn tasulans AIAAR AT

1. The Selected Build Alternate does not displace any graves at Trinity Memorial Cemetery.
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION .
' QUESTIONS . AND/OR COMMENTS

Contract No. CH 586-151-571
Proposed MD 8 Relocated (MD 205)
Mattawoman/Beantown Road
Existing MD 5 to US 301
Location/Design Publio Hearing
Monday, February 26, 1890 @ 7:30 p.m,

name N\ 1 N\ﬂ:.Toisﬁ\n WA\
PLEASE ppnese BA. ) Dhex 155\

crrvnownlnén&ﬂLerneMD_m copelNEAD

1/We wish to comment or Inquire about the following aspecta-of this projeot:

SéQQSL_ShuDibtJ“&sQ9LL_3&L:b&hj9&&3&&—&&“&‘&—1&~&Bﬁ&&—_
\ W

3 . 3

M\f\h A'\ \\A_\_L\_LA . . -

DATE_3-12.-40

Mr. Victor .anats Room 506
707 North Calvert St., Baltimors, MD. 21203
] Plesse add my/four nems(s) to the Malling Liet.®

O Pleass dslsts my/our nameis| from the Malling Liet.

eParsons who hava receilved e capy of this brochure through the mell ere elreedy
an the sralect Maitl==~ ‘lst,

1. See response p. V-3.

Richard H. Trainor

Maryland Department of Transportation e soff
State Highway Administration Adminisu ster

' -

~
April 11, 1990

Re: Contract No. CM566-151-571
Proposed MD 5 Relocated (MD 208)
Mattawoman-Beantown Road
PDMS No.082039

Mr. & Mrs. Joseph C. Mill, III
Route 1 Box 155 W
Indian Mead, ¥--vland 20640

Dear Mr. & Mrs. Hill:

Thank you for your recent letter opposing impacts to the
Trinity Memorial Gardens Cemetery as the result of improvement
studies for MD 205. .

It is unfortunate that there is a misunderstanding about our
intentions regarding the cemetery. We are charged with
developing alternate solutions to transportation problems and
documenting the impacts that would result. One of the build
alternates presented at the February 26th public hearing, Sedment
1T - Alternate 5/6, does impact cemetery graves. The other
alterhate presented that night, Segment II - Alternate 5/6
Modified, does not impact any graves. We have not reached any
decisions regarding the desirability of either alternate.

Your opposition to disturbing any graves has been noted and
will be considered in the development of our team recommendation.
Thank you again for identifying your position.

Your name(s) has been added to or verified to be on the
project mailing list, so that you will be kept informed of any
decisions reached on the MD 205 study.

Very truly yours,

Louis M. Ege, Jr.
Deputy Director

office of Planning and
Preliminary Engineering

.

Victor F.
Project Managér
Project Planning Division
LHE:VFJ :Xw
cc: Mr. Edward H. Meehan

133=-1105

My taleph ber is (301).
Teletypewriter tor impairad Hearing or Speech

383-7555 Baltimore Metrg - 565-0451 D.C. Metro - 1-800-492-5062 Sistewids Toll Free
707 North Calvert St., Baltimors, Meryiand 21203-0717

! e
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P80z Secrosary
bEVE f(‘,’,f ;; I Maryland Department of Transportation o Kaesoft
Crsrent State Highway Administration Administratior
fon 2 .
STATE HIGHWAY'ADMINISTA"IZT"(ON" b9 . . .
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS April 11, 1990 N
Contract No. O 566-1851-571 Re: Contract No. CH566~151-571
Proposed MD 5 Relocated (MD 205) Proposed MD 5 Relocated (MD 20%)
Mat tawoman/Beantown Road Mattawoman-Beantown Road
Bxisting MD 5 to US 301 : PDMS No.082039
Location/Design Public Hearing
Monday, February 26, 1690 @ 7:30 p.m, Mr. Henry D. Vance

Route 2 Box 608-F
White Plains, Maryland 20695

Dear Mr. Vance:

NAME tL/flR RY n. qu/('& oateLAreh LL. 79

PLEAS ﬁ 2 621 -

PRINT € ADDRESS é 0‘7 F Thank you for your recent letter opposing impacts to the
Trinity Memorial Gardens Cemetery as the result of improvement

cirvirown Jlhite Plasas arne.ﬁ?d.a_/mi_zw CODE. 208 P33~ studies for MD 205.

i/We wiah to comment or Inquire about the following aspects-of thisproject:

It is unfortunate that there is a misunderstanding about our

\ intentions regarding the cemetery. We are charged with
_%LM_&&LLM_ML developing alternate solutions to transportation problems and
. / _ ~ .

documenting the impacts that would result. One of the build
alternates presented at the February 26th public hearing, Segment
II - Alternate 5/6, does lqpact cenetery graves. The other
alternate presented that night, Segment II ~ Alternate 5/6
Modified, does not impact any graves. We have not reached any
decisions regarding the deﬂlrabllity of either alternate.

Your opposition to dis;turblng any graves has been noted and
will be considered in the development of our team recommendation.
Thank you again for ldentlﬂylng your position.

Your nanme(s) has been ;added to or verified to be on the
project mailing list, so that you will be kept informed of any
decisions reached on the MD 205 study. :

Very truly yours,

Louis H. Ege, Jr.
Deputy Director .-l
Ooffice of Planning and

§/‘ j Preliminary Engineering
—M&?— 2 ArCler e .
4 oy Fnethet . %ﬂ‘. by: \{Jm . '\?)\N‘Jﬁ\
<L d/j W oIIPR L ) — Victor F. Jag}ta

Project Manager
le o 3 71",.414;/ 6{“//114/4‘_ LHE:VE Ky Project Planning Division
M2 yictor Janata Room 506 Aot proy Ao Kt cc: Mr. Edward H. Meehan .
707 North Calvert St., Baltimore, MD. 21203 Yo edd Pt tonr EH e _ _
O Pisase add my/our neme(s) to the Maling List.e MAJL,@ My teleph ber ie (301)—_333-1105
) Pleese delete my/our namels) from tho Malling List, ~ .

Teletypewriter for Impelred Heering or Speech

383-755S Baltimore Metro - 565-0451 D.C. Metro - 1-800-492-5082 Siastewide Toit Free
sPersone who heve recelved a oopy of this brochure through the malil are elread AT Marth Palvert € Aaltimnare Wsrvisnd 2125NV-N717

20 tha srnlect Meilin= ‘3¢,

1. See citizen response p. V-3




Wiittam Donald Schasfer

Richard H. Tralnor

Stephen G. Tontz

. ‘ ‘ Maryland Department of Transportation DE\F!ECF);}:, b
The Secrelary’s Office pnnee Sevothry v

STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS

Contract No. CH 566-151~-571
Proposed MD 5 Relocated (MD 205)
Mat tawoman/Beantown Road
Existing MD 5 to US 301
Location/Design Public Hearing
Monday, February 26, 1990 @ 7:30 p.m.

NAME _ Wolfgang § Deborah Gaida DATE March 7, 1990
:%\IENATSE ADDRESS._ 108 Indian Lane

CITY/TOWN _Naldorf STATE__MD _ _______2IP CODE_20601

t/We wish to comment or Inquire about the following aapecta-of thisproject:

See Attached pages for comments.

Please do not detach -

1. See P. V=9 for comments.

) Pienee add my/our nameie) to the Malling Llet.®

) Pleace delete my/our namets) from the Malling Liet.

ePereona who heve received e copy of this brochure through the mall ere alreedy
on the project Malling Liet. R

Ma2d 3ahil'd

Deputy Secretary

March 26, 1990

Mr. and Mrs. Wolfgang Gaida
108 Indian Lane
Waldorf, Maryland 20601

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Gaida:

Thank you for your March 7th letter which raises a number of issues about the
ongoing planning study for improvements to MD 205 (Mattawoman-Beantown Road) in
Waldorf. 1 am responding on behalf of Messrs. Kassoff, Pedersen, Meehan and Janata.

No final decisions have yet been made concerning improvements to MD 205. The
purpose of the study is to develop alternative solutions to address the transportation
problem, and document the comparative impacts that result. Your input is welcomed as
valuable factors in the project planning process.

As described a1 the February 26th public hearing, commuter traffic will continue
to grow on MD 205. A six-lane divided highway improvement represents an ultimate
solution that is needed by the year 2015. Interim improvements with fewer lancs may be
feasible. The improvements proposed would accommodate the increasing commuter
traffic, as well as turning movements into and out of the residentially zoned land adjacent
to the road. In effect, the third lane in each direction would serve as a turning lane.

The existing US 301/MD 205 intersection is identified as a high-accident location.
As stated at the recent public hearing the ultimate solution to the intersection is an
interchange that would replace the existing intersection. Four interchange options were
presented at the hearing.

Existing MD 205 has a higher accident rate than the statewide average for similar
type roads. The proposed improvement would significantly reduce that rate. The
proposed median would act as a safety zone for any pedestrians or vehicles crossing or
turning left on the highway, and gaps in the highway traffic would be more likely to occur
with more lanes.

My telephone number ia (301)- 859-7397
TTY For the Deat: (301) 6846018
Bare AIRng Bav STRE  Airrvwe

Annd 21240-0758

o



Mr. and Mrs. Wolfgang Gaida
Page Two .7 v

Safety was the reason no median opening a1 Indian Lane was recommended. An
alternative to U-tumns that we are still considering is connecting Indian Lane to Schlagle
Road. Determining whether a traffic signal is warranted at Indian Lane will be done
when the project nears the construction phase. The ultimate highway improvements are
envisioned as a boulevard with a number of traffic signals at existing and future public
street intersections. :

A number of steps have been taken to reduce residential impacts, such as
alignment shifts and reducing the median width.

Thank you for sharing your concerns. For additional information, please feel free
1o contact Mr. Neil Pedersen, Director of the Office of Planning and Preliminary
Engineering for the State Highway Administration. Mr, Pedersen’s telephone number is
(301) 333-1110. !

Sincerely,

\
Richard H. Trainor
Secretary
RHT:as

cc: Mr. Hal Kassoff
Mr. Neil J. Pedersen
Mr. Edward H. Mechan
Mr. Vic Janata
This project has been developed in coordination with .

.Charles County. .

Access to Indian Lane will be provided by a right in/ .
right out to northbound MD 205. Southbound vehicles

will require a 'U' turn. It is not anticipated

that the 'U' turn will create extensive delays or a

safety hazard.

The Selected Build Alternate provides a four-lane divided roadway with a 20' curbed median and 12' outside shoulder.
This will not create a bottleneck at the Pinefield Shopping Centers.

The Selected Buila alternate includes Interchange Option A. This will improve traffic operation and safety at the [:
intersection of U.S. 301/MD 5. :
(v ]

The Selected Build Alternate includes a 12' outside shoulder and 20' curbed median to provide a refugee to non-motorists.



bee: Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr.
- Mr. John D. Bruck
Mr. John M. Contestabile
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Paldorf, Maryland 20601
SECRETARY OF Charch 7, 1990
TRANSPORTATIONY}., 13 2 =« '
Honorable Richard H. Trainor iz 133530030
Secretary
Deparment of Transportation
Post Offica Box 875%
BWI Airport
Baltimore, Maryland 21240

Dear Secretary Trainor:

We are requesting your assistance in the matter of the expansion
of Mattawoman-Beantown Road, Maryland Route 205.  Contract.
Number: CH 566-151-571, ’ .

After attending a meeting held February 26, 1990, at Thomas Stone
High School by the State Highway Commission, we were left with
the impression that, this highway was being built regardless of
vhat the community thought about it or what impact such a major
highway would have on the people living in the area. It leaves
us to wonder what this task force was looking at when thaey drew
up the plans for this road systenm,

The need for better and safer roads in the Charles County area is
needed, no doubt about that. Anyone driving down 301 at rush
hour knows exactly what a nightmare our road system is. However,
the need for a 6-lane highway through a residential area at
Maryland Route 205 is not an answer to th@s problen,

It appears that ths State Highway Commission has taken over this
project and it is not an issue that Charles County has any
control over any longer; that the people who live in this arsa
really do not have a choice. We disagree. The people who' live
in this area = must live with whatever havoc the State puts on us
and that gives us the right to choose and voice our objections.

Although a 4-lane highway was mentioned, the 6-lane highway was
presented as the only option justified as "think big - don’t
build small so that in 20 years wa need to rebuild.® That is all
well and good but how can you justify not changing the }
intersection at Route 301 and Maryland Route 205, and how can you
justify taking 6 lanes and narrowing it down to 4 lanes “creating
a bottleneck of traffic" because you do not want to affect the
shopping center? What about the people who live on the road -
why is the “"consideration® not of the peopls but of the shopping
centsr? : '

The fact that the point of the intersection at Maryland Route 205
and 301 is one of the highest accident points in the Stats of
Maryland may be true, but if this is true why is this high
accident intersection remaining unchanged? The accident rate has
increased in this particular area mainly aftsr a shopping center

P
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Honorable Richard H. Trainor 2

was built on the corner. The same corner that is not going to be 1
changed with the construction of the naw road. Now tell us this .
= taking the scenario of tha existing 2-lane road and making it i
6-lanes, narrowing down to the existing 4-lanes at the sane high '
accident intersection and not changing anything about the high
*accident intersection, wouldn’t logic dictate that.the rate of
accidents is only going to increase, not dacrease. Wouldn’t a
better plan be one of which dealt with the intersection first -
then in later studies see vhat would be needed and baneficial to
the community.

The "safety® igsue has not been mentioned. How safe Will it be :
to live in a house diractly on this 6-lane highway? What of the !
small children which live in these housing developnents? How :
will this affect children gstting on and off the school bus? How

will their lives be affected by the increased volume of .traffic?

How is the inorease in speeding vehicles going to be controlled?

Next, as a resident of Mattawoman Estates, Indian Lane, we fsel
that the magnitude of losing the right of way into our housing
davelopment needs to be looked into further. Without diract
access' into our subdivision, our only option is one of making a
U-turn at Schlagle Road across three lanes of traffic which is
suicide, Or as an alternate putting in an access road in the
cul-de~sac which still leaves you making a left turn across three
lanes of traffic without the aid of a traffic signal,

Finally, it has come to our attention that the primary purpose
for rebuilding and extending Maryland Route 205 may not even be
for the average citizens, but rather for those wealthy
influential developers and landowners who want to develop
property along the new highway.

We feael that a stronger study needs to be done and that other
options nesd to be taken into consideration. Preferably one that
does not interfere with a residential area. Until further
studies are performed and other options presented we feal that at
this time a "No-build"® situation exists. :

Thank you in advance for your consideration in this matter. We
would hope to hear from you at your sarliest convenisnce.

Sincerely, :

L el

Mr. & Mrs. Wolfgang Gaida

. 7
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H&horable Richaxd H. Trainor

Identical letter sent to:

" commissioner Murray D. Levy

Commissioner Nancy J. Stefton
Comnissioner Thomas Mac Middleton
Honorable Barbara A. Mikulski
Honorable James C. Simpson
Honorable John R. Wood, Jr.

. Honorable Michael J. Sprague

Honorable Paul S. Sarbanes
Honorable Roy Dyson

Honorable Samusl C. Linton
Honorable Thomas V. "Mike" Miller,
Mr. Edvard Meehan

Mr. Hal Kassoff

Mr. Michael Rothenhsber

Mr. Neil J. Pedersen

Mr. Victor Janata

Jre
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. ) ER Cu ; {: , / Richerd H. Trainor

. Dl‘v . Secrwary
. pibd .. e Maryland Department of Transportation Hal Kousoff
State Highway Administration Adminicusar
'STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRAT|ON l’o o
' QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS ) WHELY)
Contract No. CH 566-151-571 . : . -

Proposed MD 5 Relocated (MD 205)
Mattawoman/Beantown Road
Existing MD § to US 301
Location/Design Public Hearing . March 28, 1990
Monda, ruary 26, 1990 @ 7:30 p.m, : .
, e ' P ! Re: Contract No. CH566-151-571

/69/ ) Proposed KD S Relocated (MD 205)
Kattawoman-Beantown Road

name __DOL/ ARL Ir14H DATE 2,/23/70 PDM3 KO, 082039

PLEASE , oocea L7 ¢ Box I3 Kr. Don H, Harriman

PRINT ] 21 Route 1 Box 13

crrvitown CihaetoZle At frare_ L9 zip cope20€ - Charlotte Hall, Maryland 20622
. 1/Ws wish to comment or Inquire ebout The following aepeote-of thie project: Dear Kr. Harriman:
S &G e L AL T Eeple € Thank you for your fecent submittal on the MD 205 project

planning study. Your regommendations will be taken into
consideration in the dev?xoplent of team recommondations for the

SEgmer A ALTEentiTE S/6 Ared el study.

You wiil be kept informed of future decisions reached on the

— i KD 205 study through the;project mailing list. Thank you for your
Sehmen L Subs? Tou Load ooron /L interest in and input to the project planning process.

40T h4vke  OPTion 3.

Very truly yours,

8I-A

Louis H. Bge, Jr.
Deputy Director

. e conmed e 2 ove O Lo ‘ . . Office of Planning and

Preliminary Engineering

Yictor P.(zanau
Project Kahager
Project Planning Division

: LHE:VPJ:as
CC: NMr. Edward H. Meeohan

{3 Plesse edd my/our neme(s) to the Meling List.®

[ Pisese delete my/our nem>is) from the Meliing List,

My telephone number 19301)..333=1108 ______

oPersons who heve ucolvof, - copy ol‘ \"l- brochure through the mall ors already Telstypewriter for Impelred Mearing or Bpe

ech
roject Melling List. . 383-7858 Balitmore Metro ~ 585-0451 D.C. Metr0 ~ 1-800-482-5082 Statewlde Tail Free
on the prol o 707 North Csivert 81., Seltimore, Meryland 21203-0717

1. The Selected Build Alternate includes Segment I, Alternate 6, Segment II, Alternate 5/6, and Segment III,:
Alternate 5/6. This will provide a four-lane divided roadway with 12' outside shoulder.

2. The No-Build option was selected for Sub-Station Road due to wetland impacts or displacements.
was not required for adequate traffic operations. &

3. I'change Option A was selected instead of Option bThls provides the same traffic operations but w.
conventional right side exit.

This connection

=
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!'erd H. Trainor

PRCGEDT e
A S 8t} e Secretery
CEVELIPI STRA N\ Maryland Department of Tiansportation Hal Keusoff
Ciw o Y\  State Highway Administration Administrator
STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 0 | | 10 i gy ' . .
" QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS ™ I o .
Contract No, CH 566—151-572165)
ted (MD
mﬁﬂﬂmnmm r({oad #e: contract No.CH566-151-571
Existing MD 5 to US 301 ' Proposed MD S5 Relocatea (MD 205)
Location/Design Public Hearing Mattawoman-Beantown Road
Monday, February 26, 1990 @ 7:30 p.m. PDMS No. 082039
= Mr.& Mre. James Hebert
JAmes aAnD P/Yr Hererc™ DATE & MagceH 70 120 Indian Court
. NAME ¥aldorf, Marylana 20601
%  BLEASE ,poress 120 InvdiAn CT Dear Mr. and Mrs. Hebert:
CITY/TOWN u}A‘dOFCP STATE mMD ZIP CODE_‘_ZO_G’QL ThanX you foOor your recent letter supporting the No-Bulld
. Alternate for the MD 205 project planning study.
1/We wilah to oommsnt or tnquire sbout the fottowing sspeots-of this projeot: . -
Ag descrided at the Febdbruary 26th pubdblic hearing, commuter
traffic-will contfnue to grow on MD 205, even with the No-Build
Alternate. Noise mitigatfon sites remain under consideration in
the Mattawoman-Estates area. The Federal Highway Administration
noise abatement criteria {s estimated to be marginally exceeded
at these locations in the design year (2015). A declision will be
made as Lo whether noise n_!lr.lganon should be considered at this
area in the design phase of this project.
Existing MD 205 has 4 higher accident rate than the state-
. wide average ior similar type roads. The proposed improvement
would significantly reducd that rate. This 18 because the medlan
| would act as a safety zone for any pedestriana or vehicles
Individuelly end in conjunction with the support of my neighborhood, crossing or turning left dn the highway. Additionally, gaps 1in
Mettewoman-Estetes, we wish to ragistar our opinions concerning this Routa 205 projecs. the highway traffic (wnxcr{ would allow turning movements) would
We edamently OPPOSE any "Build Alternatives” of Rt. 205 es e bypess through whet is be more likely to occur with more lanes.
pradominately a residantiel eres. The Stete's proposel for e 6-lena bypass would creste £
e dengerous Beltway environmant in e residential erae, which is totally unaccepteble. The improvements proposed, four through lanes with outside
In addition to more cers, more trucks of ell sizes, as well es buses rasulting from 2 shoulders, would accommodate the increasing commuter traffic as
planned commuter park & ride et the corner of Rts. 205 and 5 will be travaling this well as right turns into and out of the residentially zoned land
bypass: consaguently the noise pollution will ultimetely incraese to unecceptable adjacent to the road. The shoulder would serve as a combination
levals. The sefety factor is et e vary high risk laval es wall. Asking citizans to turning and breakdown lane. The ultimate highway improvemen:is
anter onco 3-6 lanes of what undoubtedly will be e high-speed bypass, no mattar whet i:e are envisioned as a boulevard with a number of traffitc-signals at
posted speed limit is, for left or right turns and U-turns promotes & Y8ty substanties existing and future publié¢ street intersectiona. The existing 40
safety hesard. mph speed limit would remain. This road has and will contirfue to
. have at-grade intersections and entrances. This type design
We do recognise the need for a bypess and do support & bypass to the north and eest cf should not be confused with a "deltway".
Rt. 205 which would have a tremendously reduced impact on residantiel homas end
neighdbhorhoods.
. PSS
————
] Please edd mylour neme{s) to the Melliing List.®
] Pleass delets my/our nama(s) from tha Malling List, My teleoh ber is (301)___333-1105
|s brochurs through tha mell ere elreed ) ¢Iter for Impalred Hearing or Speech
.::r:::’sztzcru:"{ﬂ.:ﬂ:? © copy ol ’ ’ 383-7555 Baltimore MeuoT: ?{:f;.,, D.C. Mzuo - 1-800-492-5062 Stmewlide Toll Free

. N 707. North Ceivert St., Beltimore, Maryisnd 21203-07%7
1. The Selected Build Alternate provides for a four-lane divided roadway with 12" outside shoulders.

. These improvements will provide a safer roadway than currently exists providing additional capacity and turn lanes.
Noige barriers and/or berms will be investigated again in final design for areas that exceed or approach the Federal
Noise Abatment Criteria. See p. III-46 to III-54.
. : <
W
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Mr. and Mrs. James Hebert A
Page Two,

MD 205 skirts the Mattawoman-Bstates community on its
western edge. Your suggestion for an alternate around your
community would then pass close to the eastern edge of Pinefield
in order to avoid the state parkiand. Our initial study has
shown that this alternate would require additional streanm
crossings (including Mattawoman Creex), 1mpact appreciably
greater amounts of wetland, and still 1ie adjacent to a nuaber of
residential areas. This "bypass" would be almost twice as long
(and expensive) to construct, with the lixelihood that motorists
would continue to takxe Mattawoman-Beantown Road as the shorter
route. For these reasons,. we are proposing alternatives tnat
make use of the existling highway corridor.

Recognizing your support for the no-build, if a puild
solution 18 selected, which option would you prefer: turning
movements requiring U-turns on MD 205, or the congtruction of a
connection between the Indlan Lane cul-de-sac and Schlagel Road?
Please call me toll free in Maryland at 1-800-548-5026 with your
thoughts on this element of the project.

Thank you for sharing your concerns. Your support for the
No-Build Alternate has been noted and will be considered in the
selection of alternates for this project. Your name has been
added or been verified to be on the project mailing list, so you
will be kxept informed of any future decisions made on this
project.

very truly yours,

Ltouis H. Bge, JT.
Deputy Director

office of Planning and
Preliminary Englneering

\/mmffz

viétor Jan
Project Ma ger
Project Planning Divisiod

LHE:VJ:as
cc: Mr. Sdaward H. Meehan




STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION .
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS

Contract No, CH 566-151-571
Proposed MD 5 Relocated (MD 205)
Mattawoman/Beantown Road
Existing MD 5 to US 301
Location/Design Public Hearing
Monday, February 26, 1990 @ 7:30 p.m.

NAME @j‘;«u Q J‘w paTE R - RA6-9¢

:hﬁ?rse AoDRESS__ L0 /R W \23447 é, le)est
crrvnown_m{f_/__sureﬁ__zw CODERL S

1/We wish to comment of Inquire about the following sspeots-of this projeot:

U g Tl ppptolk T
e, 2Lerw TDZ ~’LM o
yZ4 ‘;g&zzz‘ z;// ,23221 \1%4»¢;j§ éﬁla»tt{aiZ;L‘

\-WMQL y X %—z;w/u-.} zuihs S ot
el Cul) Zhd vl Sewe Z

P oieed, gutall et T 9y Zg el

Pl pul ghdetas 228 Moo YD g zen) <

YA /

(Heawe Mif Lo /AR YD
) Sereed fose el Seen)
W’J’n L1 Z’w ‘4'7‘/ k/.u.zé 27/141

¢ 2 /»{/Mmj

e civs Lo &L,.M;éu?

T
N
—

L jf“-’x//ld’u.?‘.

Z

I Piease add my/our namefe] to the Maliing Liet.®

[ Pisace delete my/our name(e) from the Maliing Llet,

ePersone who have received a copy of thls brochure through the mail are aiready
on the project Malling Llet.

1. See response p. V-3

’g H. Trainor

Maryland Department of Tiansportation ot Knaoft
State Highway Administration Admiriovsir

April 1ii, 1990
Re: Contract No. CHS566~151-571
proposed MD 5 Relocated (MD 205)
Mattawoman-Beantown Road
PDMS No. 082039

Ms. Patricia B. Ivie .
1012 State Highway 6, West
La Plata, Maryland 20646

Dear Ms. Ivie:

Thank you for your recent letter opposing impacts to the
Trinity Memorial Gardens Cemetery as the result of improvement
studies for MD 205. :

It is unfortunate that there is a nisunderstanding about our
jntentions regarding the cemetery. We are charged with
developing alternate solutions to transportation problems and.
documenting the impacts that would result. One of the build .
alternates presented at the February 26th public hearing, Segment
II -~ Alternate 5/6, does gnpact cenmetery graves. The other
alternate presented that pight, Segment II ~ Alternate 5/6 .
Modified, does not impact any graves. We have not reached any
decisions regarding the dpslrabllity of either alternate.

Your opposition to d}.sturblng any graves has been noted and
will be considered in the development of teanm recommendations.
Thank you again for identifying your position.

Your name has been added to the project majling list, so you
will be kept informed of any future decisions made on this
project.

Very truly yours,

Louis H. Ege, Jr.
Deputy Director

office of Planning and
Preliminary Engineering

\
byt / (et
Victor F. Ja.(:ga

Project Manag
Project Planning Division

LHE:VFJtkw

cc: Mr. Edward H. Meehan

. 333-1105
My h ber is (301)

Telotypewriter for Impelred Hearing or Speech
383-7555 Baitimore Metro ~ 585-045t D.C. Metro ~ 1-800-492-5082 Stmawide Tall Frae

o
3>
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION .
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS

Contract No. CH 566-151-571
MD 5 Relocated (MD 205)
Mattawoman/Beantown Road
Existing MD 5 to US 301
tocation/Design Public Hearing
Monday, February 26, 1990 @ 7:30 p.m.

NAME r1e Me Gonlqa/ DATE\{/z' /¢ 0

PLEASE ,nnpess /07 I =»n dion ,_[;a

PRINT
cirvitowsWalde o £ sTaTe_Md zip cope_LoLo/l

1/We wish to comment or Inquire about the following aspects-of thisprolect:

) Pleese add my/our neme(s] to the Mailing List,®

] Piease delete my/our name(s] from the Mailing List.

ePersons who hsve recelved e copy of this brochure through the mall ere alraedy
on the project Melling List,

Richard H. Trsinor
Maryland Department of Transportation e ot
State Highway Administration

Administrstor

April 11, 1990

Re: Contract No. CH566-151-571
Proposed MD 3 Relocated (MD 203)
Mattawoman-Beantown Road
PDMS NO. 0820239

Ms. Anne Marie McGonigal
107 Indian Lane
Waldorf, Maryland 20601

Dear Ms. McGonigal:

District Engineer Edward H. Meehan asked me to thank you for
your recent letter regarding the potential impacts of future
improvements to Mattawoman-Beantown Road. Mr. Meehan also asked
me to respond to you directly.

No Indian Lane homeowners would have to move because of the
proposed highway improvements. An alternative to U-turns for
Indian Lane residents that we are still considering, the
connection between the end of Indian Lane and Schlagle Road,
would not displace any hohes.

It is unfortunate that there is a misunderstanding about our
intentions regarding the cemetery. We are charged with
developing alternate solutions to transportation problems and
documenting the impacts that would result. One of the build
alternates presented at the February 26th public hearing, Segment
II - Alternate 5/6, does impact cemetery graves. The other
alternate presented that night, Segment II - Alternate 5/6
Modified, does not impact any graves. We have not reached any
decisions regarding the desirability of either alternate.

MD 205 skirts the Pinefield community on its western edge.
An alternate around Pinefield as suggested by Mr. Burch, would
pass close to the eastern edge of the comnunity to avoid the
state parkland, require additional stream crossings, including
Mattawoman Creek, likely impact greater amounts of wétland, and
still lie adjacent to a number of residential areas. This
“hypass" would be almost twice as long (and expensive) to
construct and would be unlikely to attract the motorists who
would continue to take what you identified as “a short cut®™ along
Mattawoman-Beantown Road. For these reasons we are trying to
develop a solution along the existing corridor.

My tolaph ber it (301 333-1105

Teletypewriter tor Impeired Hearing or Speech
383-7553 Baltimore Metro - $85-0451 D.C. Metro - 1-600-482-5082 Statewide Toll Free
TAY Nerth Qalvart R¢ Ratsimnre Marviend PIPINN=-AT7I?

e
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IEEE o Ms. Anne Marie McGonigal .
"Sﬁ 3/’—/?0 Page Two 5

Your opposition to the widening of existing MD 205 has been
noted and will be considered in the development of team’
recommendations. Thank you again for identifying your position.

. ' Very truly yours,
/555 7 éﬂ?"m* . %4;:2:; Yo
‘ Louls H. Ege, Jr.
Zé‘ 4 é&,ﬂ/ Deputy Director
. ? 7 .. . office of Planning and
- Preliminary Engineering .
/jfséﬂ—gz‘“,w V M
) . ' ‘. . : . . ! .
. 250/ S >

p ) vidtor F. Ja(g:ta
. . Project Mana:
)% ’ Project Planning Division
OJ:/W ol W ’ LHE:VFJ:kv

. Xk ,
e MW J}b*/; % . cc: Mr. Edward H.Meehan
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The Selected build alternate is a four-lane divided roadway with 12' outside shoulders. The 12' outside shoulder
will provide a merge area for motorists leaving Indian Lane and a turn lane for people entering Indian Lane. It

is anticipated that the selected build alternate will provide safe access to Indian Lane.

The selected build alternate does: not impact any graves at Trinity Memorial Gardens Cemetery.

An alignment on relocation was investigated and not selected due to increased wetland impacts, right-of-way impacts
and cost,

Noise Analysis were completed for this project (see p. III-46 to III-54). Several areas will be evaluated further
in final design.

The Public Meeting was advertised in the Washington Post, MD Independent, Times-Crescent, The Enterprise (St. Mary's)
and the Maryland Register. Brochures were provided to all people on the mailing list including all residents along
MD 205. ———

<
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION}"n « i:3. .:°%
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS

Contract No. CH 566-151-571
Proposed MD 5 Relocated (MD 205)
Mattawoman/Beantown Road
Existing MD 5 to US 301
Location/Design Public Hearing
Monday, February 26, 1990 @ 7:30 p.m.

NAME \j—;”,\j L, BOLU)AA‘?

;lﬁlENA‘l’se ADDRESS_S7€cs + rMAr:ss Deivg

DATE._;A.L 2]

CITYITOWN Kock R .wr STATELA%) ____ 2IP CODEL206A3 _

I/We wish to comment or Inquire about the followlng sspects-of thiaproject:

LU/ E e bnroe leDCra- Lo Lrarus P T rvond

PRo Blomea ___OF biis pesp, T REQuesT FZu/s -~
174 plum. . Lo TECTIond B E AFLLoRrRDED

SA e 2EKINL Sty ren D o LTS [E5DER S TIRESMI

BOs ARGCRE AND Mo TR XS DerrralC  #hS

DESrEw , ConvSTrRUCTIoN |, AIA 100 TeE qveS v

AnsD Us & Of Sl J?ZvFZ>LU/$:}

v/ £ Please add my/our namelel to the Malling Llet.®

3 Pleaee delete my/our name(el from the Malling Liet.

sPereone who have recelved a copy of thie brochure through the mail are already
on the project Malling Liet, .

Maryland Department of Transportation e ol
State Highway Administration Adminimrata

April 11, 1990

Re: Contract No. CH566~151-571
Proposed MD 5 Relocated (MD 205)
Mattawoman-Beantown Road
PDMS No.082039

Ms., Joan L. Bowling
Stella Maris Drive
Rock Point, Maryland 20682

Dear Ms. Bowling:

Thank you for your recent letter requesting that we make
every effort to protect Zekiah Swamp and any associated wetlands
in the development of improvements to MD 205. A number of
federal and state agencies are very concerned about impacts to
any wetlands, and particularly Zekiah Swamp. We must document to
their satisfaction our pfforts to avoid, minimize or mitigate any
effects to wetlands. !

Your support for tpe protection of the swamp and associated
wetlands from any highway improvements has been noted and will be
considered in the development of team recommendations. Thank
you for identifying youy position.

Your name has been added to the project mailing list, so you

will be kept informed of any future decisions made on this
project. . :

Very truly yours,

Louis H. Ege, Jr.
Deputy Director

Office of Planning and
Preliminary Engineering

‘ﬁ%‘m LREEN

by:
Victor F\MJJanata
Project Manager
Project Planning Division
LHE:VFJ :kw -
cc: Mr. Edward H. Meehan
My toleph ber is (301) 333-1105

Teletypewriter tor Impeired Hearing or Speech
383-735S Baltimore Metro - 565-04510.C. Metro ~ 1-000-492-5082 Sistewide Toil Free
77 North Calvart St,, Beftimore, Marviend 21203-071?

1. All efforts have been made to avoid and/or minimize impacts to wetlands and streams. Erosion and Sediment
Control and Stormwater Management techniques will be employed to protect these resources.

® -
v -

Richard M. Trainor
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“‘ h ’ T hard H. Treinor
- Maryland Department of Tiansportation "('; ot
S A State Highway Administration Administrator

STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATIONH 3j v . °
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS W2 41 'S

%

June 28, 1990
Contract No. CH 566-151-571

Proposed MD 5 Relocated (MD 205) ~
Mattawoman/Beantown Road Re: contract No.566-151-571
Existing MD 5 to US 301 Proposed MD 5 Relocated (MD 205)
Location/Design Public Hearing Mattawoman-Beantown Road
Monday, February 26, 1990 @ 7:30 p.m. L PDMS No. 082039

Mr. ¥William F. cooke
NAME M.LMLF 67”/(5 DATE 3-5-92 P.0.Box 1

Wwaldorf, Maryland 20604-0001
PLEASE ,pDRESS QOIBO‘K l,

PRINT Dear Mr. Cooke:
CITYITOWNM@E__—STATE_MQV ZIP cooelﬂ_@{_@/ Thank you for your letter regarding the MD 205 project

. planning study. YouTl opposition to widening Mattawoman-Beantown
I/Wo wish 1o comment o¢ Inquire about the following aspects-of this projeot: Road and support fol a new road to Lhe east haa been noted and

—(g g V au_ ('Mwl WM/M /)’/#UL, 27’%#0 446(!/((41 will be consicered in thé decision-making process.
N & L I

MD 20% sxirts the Pinefield community on 1ts western edge.
Your suggestion for an alternate to the east would then pass
close to the eastern edge of Pinefleld in order to avoid the
state parkland. Our initial study has shown that this alternate
would require additional stream crossings (including Mattawoman
Creek), likely impact greater amounts of wetland, and still lle
adjacent to a number of fesldential areas. This "bypass" would
be almost twice as long ¢(and expensive) to construct, with the
likelihood that motorists would continue to take Mattawoman-
Beantown Road.as the shorter route. For these reasons, we are
‘proposing alternatives tnan make use of the existing highway
corridor.

The improvements we have proposed for Mattawoman-Beantown
Road (four through lanes with outside shoulders) would
accommodate the 1ncreasing commuter traffic as well as right
turns 1nto and out of the residentially zoned land adjacent to
the road. The shoulder would serve as-a combination turning and
breakdown lane. The ultimate highway improvement 1s envisioned
as a boulevare¢ with a number of traffic signals at existing anc
future public street intérsections. The existing 40 mph speed
limit would remain. This road has, and will continue to have,
at-grade intersections and entrances. Thls type design should
not de confuse¢ with a "super highway".

) Pleese edd my/our neme(e) to the Malling Llet.®

[ Pleaee delete my/our nemele) from the Maliing Llet, My teleph bar is [3011333-1105
recelved a copy of this brochure through the mall are alreedy Telotypewriter tor tmpelred Hearing or Speech
.:;r:::.pr';?:c:‘u':lllng List. oy 283-7555 Saltimors Metro - 365-0451 0.C. Metro - 1-800-492-5062 Statewide Tl Free

707 North Caivert St., Saltimore, Maryland 21203-0717

1. The Selected Build Alternate provides a four-lane divided roadway with 12' outside shoulder.

2. A bypass east of MD 205 was investigated and not selected due to increased wetland impacts, right- of—way
impacts, and cost.
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Nr. ¥William F. Cooke
Page Two

I3 -

b

Thank you again for identifying your position on this study.
We appreciate your participation !n the project planning
process. :

Very truly yours,

Louls d. Ege, JT.
Deputy Director

Office of Planning ana
Preliminary Engineering

Victor F. Janaya
Project Manager
Project Planning Division

LHE:VRJ:as
cc: Mr. Edward H. Meehan




) ‘ ' .rd H. Treinor
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Maryland Department of Transportation

. . . . Hel Ksssoff
State Highway Administration Admioirmor
STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS
Contract No, CH 566-151-571 , ¥ 7 y

Proposed MD 5 Relocated (MD 205) April 11, 1990
Mat tawoman/Beantown Road
Existing MD 5 to US 301
Location/Design Public Hearing
Monday, February 26, 1990 @ 7:30 p.m. Mr. James L. Hebert
120 Indian Court

Waldorf, Maryland 20601
NAME \hme‘s L. HeberT oave 2b kb 90 aldorf, Mar

Deaxr Mr. Hebert:

PLEASE o TLNDAN CT
PRINT ADDRESS 12 Thank you for your recent letter regarding the MD 205
project planning study. Your support for building the
crryirown_WAldoRF sTave.___MD 21p cope 2960/ interchange at US 301 and HD 205 first, and the reasons why, has

been noted and will be considered in the development of our

{/We wiseh to comment or Inquire ebout the following sepecte -of thle project: recommendation to the Administator.

The engineering phase would involve the detailed design of a

. : Y4 1 roadway alternate and an interchange option. Our goal would be
ﬁd //’7?20'{‘7”45 ST é\i édl//. b(’é ¢ 7l W/ﬂédr/blé' 0/ to construct an interchange at US 301/MD 205 before the inmproved
208 forr A ,4//,,,0/,\/( AS0725 intersection (with four lanes) reaches capacity. A six-lane
L d s A7 7%?, / %7,_ divided highway improvement represents an ultimate solution that
77 A’l{ofe;ﬂ)//?f on A0S porrd) AN ‘7‘703 ’”_;)/ ;,7 is needed by the year 2015. Interim improvenments with fewer
< o 205 avd 301/ 5 S bwes go Sout Ar +hSEmcstansy sl ande o ei3T lanes may be feasible.
I& Build He_pommectiivee 1700 Hen eenlvars 12994 /70,,() - ;!)ou: nta:mg rf\as bgentagdedttg t:hedprt;jict: mai:iing 1:.::2, so you
- - 7 - w e kept informed of any future decisions made on 8
onv 205 - wi ey 79 . _Lawes /»34/ by mope Fh1y C”“{/"#"é’[ project. Thank you again for your suggestions on this study.
[anes gy ror 4¢ ma%dmziﬁ{_@&ié;’wm
The rarcectunice Kok [l grTe M7 L pes FAe Very truly yours,
Lesreen égj_’qg/y ovrp_39//s” prTh /m/ Layse A _SHVATON  — : Louis H. Ege, Jr.
/ . . ‘ ,5C ¢~ Deputy Director
wpesT thav rhe Conad?7T SIhATRA nr? .,:ers‘.é, ﬁ&_lm.u m-ﬁ[”_a < office of Planning and
: N Prelininary Engineering
S otinig g bnes (windened fopel) #_ s lies _ar 30l/S pud 205 ..
prll hheace Hrgze _flecd 30 FOS, 7D el ntpouE IR 0 5"’:/‘/7 . by .{ V’/Gl 7@ .
A inTer e foreg will Otuse prone AeciclnTs A/ A You fod gigggztrﬁg:;:? .
fety ta /loj&m,véélff £lopC-, IN Susmmary, Tt l(/m/k/ﬁ{ S+Hxl : Project Planning Division
o buld e snvenelomgy BaST if 205 pud S50] tpid Hon Lot
A0S Zow! e Fow pumcass 00ce fre ppreithang /s amplete. LHE: VFJ :kw
ey decrdy (K 3¢ o & bnes ‘é’ﬂ(i;:u}w{/ cc: Mr. Edward H. Meehan
% Piesee sdd my/our nsms(s) to ths Mllllng‘(ln.t )

"3 Pissee dslets my/our nameisl from the Meliiing List. 333-1105

My telephone r is {3011

¢Psrsons who hsvs rscelved o copy of this brochure through the msil sre siresdy Teletypawriter for Impaired Hearlng or Spesch
on the projsct Melling Liet, 383-7558 Baltimore Metro - 565-0431 D.C. Metro - 1-800-492-5082 Statewids Toll Free

1. The Selected Build Alternate provides a four-lane divided roadway with 12' outside shoulder.
2. Interchange Option A was selected to improve the intersection with U.S. 301/MD 5. Due to funding
constraints, staging of the improvements will occur.
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Contract No. CH 566-151-571
Proposed MD 5 Relocated (MD 205)
Ma ttawoman/Beantown Road
Existing MD 5 to US 301
Location/Design Public Hearing
Monday, February 26, 1990 @ 7:30 p.m.

NAME {/l/l‘l’ol/kg\‘.([" K(O‘r’y

PRINT = ADDRESS i Tadon lope—

cnvnownwld&y__srne_m_zw cooe o [
1/We wiah to comment or Inquire about the tollowlng aspects-of thiaprojeot:

Individuelly and in conjunction with the support of my neighborhood, .
Mettewoman-Estetes, wa wisb to register our opinions concerning this Route 205 project.
Ws edamently OPPOSE eny “Build Altarnetives® of Rt. 205 es e bypess through vhet is
predominetaly 2 residential eree. The Stete‘'s proposel for a 6-lene bypass would creste
a dengarous Baltwey environment in » residential erea, which is totelly unecceptable.

In addition to mors cers, mora trucks of ell sizes, as well es buses resulting from e
plsnned commutsr park & ride at the corner of Rts. 205 end 5 will ba travaling this
bypess; consaguently tbe noiss pollution will ultimetaly incraasa to unacceptable
levels. The sefety factor is at a very high risk lavel as well. Asking citizens to
enter onto 3-6 lenes of what undoubtedly will be a high-speed bypess, no metter whet the
posted speed 1limit is, for left or right turns end U-turns promotes e yery

sefety hasard. .

DATE &I Mo—/ qo

We do recognize the need for e bypess and do support a bypass to the north and east of
Rt. 205 which would heve a tremendously raduced impect on residential homes end
neighbhorhoods.

) Pisass add my/our nams(a} to tha Malling List.®

] Plsasa delsts my/our nama(a) from the Malling Liat.

ePgrsona who hsvs rscalvad a copy of this brochura through tha mall srs alrsady
on tha projsct Malling Liat.

1. See response p. V-19.

Richard H. Trainor

Maryland Department of Transportation e ot
State Highway Administration Adminemriod

May 22, 1990 *

Re: Contract No. CH566-151-571
Proposed MD 5 Relocated (MD 205%)
Mattawoman-Beantown Road
PDMS No. 082039
Mr. & Mrs. Mike Klotz
111 Indian Lane
Waldorf, Maryland 20601

Dear Mr. & Mrs. Klotz:

Thank you for your recent letter supporting the No-Build
Alternate for the MD 205 project planning study.

As described at the February 26th public hearing, commuter
traffic will continue to grow on MD 205, even with the No-Build
Alternate., Noise mitigation sites remain under consideration in
the Mattawoman-Estates.area. The Federal Highway Administration
noise abatement criteria is estimated to be marginally exceeded
at these locations in the design year (2015). A preliminary
decision will be made as to whether noise mitigation should be
considered at this ared in the final environmental document

Existing MD 205 has a higher accident rate than the state-
wide average for similar type roads. The proposed improvement
would significantly reduce that rate. This is because the median
would act as a safety done for any pedestrians or vehicles
crossing or turning left on the highway. Additionally, gaps in
the highway traffic (wHich would allow turning movements) would
be more likely to occur with more lanes.

The proposed improvements would accommodate the increasing
commuter traffic, as well as right turns into and out of the
residentially zoned land adjacent to the road. In effect, the
third outer-most lane in each direction would serve as a turning
lane. The ultimate highway improvements are envisioned as a
boulevard with a number of traffic signals at existing and future
public street intersections. The existing 40 mph gpeed limit
would remain. This road has and will continue to have at-grade
intersections and entrances. This type design should not be
confused with a "beltway".

MD 205 skirts the Mattawoman-Estates community on its
western edge. Your suggestion for an alternate around your
community would then pass close to the eastern edge of Pinefield
in order to avoid the state parkland. Our initial study has
shown that this alternate would require additional stream

333-1105
My telephone ber is (301},

Teletypewriter for Impeired Hearing or Speech
383-755S Baltimore Metro - 385-0451 D.C. Metro ~ 1-300-492-5002 Statewide Tall Free

® -
" a——
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Contract No. CH 566-151-571
Proposed MD 5 Relocated (MD 205)
Mattawoman/Beantown Road
Existing ¥MD 5 to US 301
Location/Design Public Hearing
Monday, February 26, 1990 @ 7:30 p.m.

NAME ROD s MARSHA _NEWMAN

PLEASE ,nppess (/9§ TNOLAN Coull

DATE MA?IC// R, /79')

CITYITOWN_WALDORE ___STATE mo 21p CODER0CO/

1/We wieh to oomment or Inquire about the following aspecte-of this projeot:

. ( Individually and in conjunction with the support of my naighborhood,

Mattawoman-Estates, ve wish to register our opinions concerning this Route 205 projec:. (

We adamantly QPPOSE any "Build Alternatives” of Rt. 205 as a bypass through what is

predominately a resldential area. The Stata’s proposal for a 6-lane bypass would crel:o(

¢ dangerous Beltway environmant in a rasidantial area, which is totally unacceptable.

In addition to mors cars, manre trucks of all sizee, as well es buges resulting from a

planned commuter park & 'rids at the corner of Rts. 205 and 5 will be traveling this

bypaes; consequently the noise pollution will ultimately increase td unacceptable

? levels. The safety factor is at a very high risk level as well. -Asking citizens to

. enter onto 3-8 of what undoubtedly will be a high-speed bypase, no matter what iis
pnsted spaed limit is, for left or right turns and U-turns promotes ‘a yery substantjie.
safety hasard. '

CE=A

"

We do recognise the need for a bypass and do support a bypass to the north and east ol
¢, 205 which would have ¢ tremendously reduced impact on residential homes and
kiqhbhorhocdl .

-~

) Pleese sdd my/our nemele) to the Melling Liet. ¢

3 Pleese dslete my/ouf neme(s) from ths Melling List.

ePsreons who heve recelvaed ¢ copy ol this brochure through the mell ers elreedy
on the project Melling Liet.

1. See response p. V-19.

crossings (including Mattawoman Creek), likely impact greater
anounts of wetland, and still lie adjacent to a number of
residential areas. This "bypass" would be almost twice as long
(and expensive) to construct; with the likelihood that mdtorists °
would continue to take Mattawoman-Beantown Road as the shorter
route. For these reasons, we are proposing alternatives that
make use of the existing highway corridor.

-2a

Acknowledging your support for the no-build, if a builad
solution is selected, which option would you prefer: turning
movements requiring U-turns on MD 205, or the construction of a
connection between the Ipdian Lane cul-de-sac and Schlagel Road?
Please call me toll free: in Maryland at 1~800-548-5026 with your
thoughts on this element. of the project.

Thank you for sharing your concerns. Your support for the
No-Build Alternate has been noted and will be considered in the
selection of alternates for this project. Your name has been
added or been verified to be on the project mailing list, so you
will be kept informed of, any future decisions made on this
project. :

Very truly yours,
Louis H. Ege, Jr.
Deputy Director

office of Planning and
Preliminary Engineering

b.y : \\//b’(‘#)w’\ aﬁ(

victor Janata
Project Manager
Project Planning Division
LHE:VJ tkw
cc: Mr. Edward H. Meehan

all



““Mr. & Mrs. &iKe Kiotz
111 Indian Lane

o8R0l . Waldorf, Maryland 20601
CEVELOM: -
nitee s Dsar Mr. & Mrs. Klot2:
STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION r'ﬂ IS y U1 A Mr. & Mrs. Su Ysn Yang
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS o URERLI 102 Indian Lans
S . Waldorf, Maryland 20601
Contract No, CH 566-151-571 ; %’
Proposed MD 5 Relocated (MD 205) || Dear Mr. & Mrs. Yang:
ewoman ad
“;::,ung A)Be:" ::”SSR:;’O:L : Mr. & Mrs. Ernie Heimpel
Location/Design Public Hesring 112 Indian Lane
Monday, February 26, 1990 @ 7:30 p.m. . Waldort, Maryland 20601
/ Dear Mr. & Mrs. Hsinmpel:
: NAME Yottt C’a#j Ff’//um L) DATE 3 Z/{//; Mr. & Mrs. Tomas Pagan
3 — . 106 Indian Lane
2 :%‘fNATSE ADDRESS. JLY Loliard LALE. Waldorf, Maryland 20601
4
cnvnowu_ﬂ»ﬂél&gﬂ__snre_ﬂL__zm cope_2L&2/. Dear Mr. & Mrs. Pagan:
{/Wa wish to comment or Inquire about the toliowing aepecte-of this project: ‘ Mr. & Mrs. Richard Satterfield
- - 122 Indian Court
Individuslly and in conjunction with the support of my neighborhood, Mattawoman- wWaldorf, Maryland 20601
Estates, we wish to register our opinions concerning this Route 205 project. We Dear Mr. & Mrs. Satterfield:
adamantly OPPOSE sany “"Build Alternstives” of Rt. 205 as a bypass through what is Mr. Dan Cosgrove
G o2 L et Biape! fot ‘s Swlane- would 121 Indian Court
predominately 4 regldential dxea, The State's propox al fot's ne bypasg Wou Waldorf, Maryland 20601
< create a dsngerous Beltwsy environment in s residential avea. which 19 totally
) Dear Mr. Cosgrovs:
w unscceptsble. In addition to more csrs, more trucks of all sizes, as well as buges
[ea) . . .
" resulting from a plsnned commuter psrk & ride st_the corner of Rts. 205 and 5 wil) _ ,:;5 ;n::lltgn f:::s Moysr
v . consequently the noise pollution will ultimately increase Waldorf, Maryland 20601
to unacceptable levels The aafety fsctor is st s very high risk level as well. Dsar Mr. & Mrs. Moysr:
. Asking citizens to enter onto 3-6 lsnes of what undoubtedly will be a high-speed Mr. & Mrs. Grsgg Rzechula
¢ bypasa, no matter vwhat the posted speed limit is, for left or right turns and U-turns 125 Indian Court
: T Waldorf, Maryland 20601
_promotes g _very sybstantial safety hazsrd. .
. N i Dear Mr. & Mrs. Rzechulat
We do recognize the need for a bypsss snd do support L bypass to the' north and east ’;{5 ;ng:;u i::grt J. Hawkins —
of Rt. 205 which would have a tremendously reduced impact on residentisl homes and Waldorf, Maryland 20601
eighborhoods. : Dear Mr. & Mrs. Hawkins:

) Pleess add my/our namelel to the Malling Liet.®

) Please delete my/our namael(sl from the Malling Llet.

sPersone who have recelved ¢ copy of this brochure through the mall are already
.on the project Malling List.

1. See response p. V-19.

l’

N
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Contract No. CH 566-151-571
Proposed MD 5 Relocated (MD 205)
Mattawoman/Beantown Road
Existing MD 5 to US 301
Location/Design Public Hearing
Monday, February 26, 1990 @ 7:30 p.m.

NAME (.)QMES QC\!V\‘“\‘A VARMECY{Y DATE g mAK qa
PLEASE ,poness_ L1 G T NDI1AN L uwe
CiTy/TOWN W ALDO R & gyare_M O ziP COopE RO 6O\

1/We wish 10 comment or Inquire about the following aspeota-of thle project:

Individually and in conjunction with tha support of my neighborhood,

Mattawoman-Estates, we wish to register our opinions concerning this Route 205 project.
We adamantly QPPOSE any “Build Alternatives” of Rt. 205 as a bypass through vhat is
pradominetely a residential area., The Stata‘s proposal for a 6-lana bypass would craate
a dangerous Deltway environmant in a residential area, which is totally unacceptable.
In addition to more cars, mora trucks of all sieas, as well ae buses resulting from a
planned commuter perk & ride at the cornmer of Rts. 205 and 5 will be travaling this
bypess; consequently tbe noise pollution will ultimataly incraase to unacceptable
levels. The safety factor is et a very bigh risk lavel as well, Asking citieans to
enter onto 3-6 lanes of what undoubtadly will ba a high-spaad bypass, no matter what the
posted spead limit is, for left or right turns and U-turns promotas a yery substantial
safety baeard.

We do recognise the nead for e bypass and do support a bypass to tbe north and eest of
_ Rt, 205 which would have a tremendously reducad impact on tuldonual_honu and

naighbhorhoods.
’
Qom ez

MET Pisase add my/our namae(s) 1o the Maliing List.®

3 Piease delste my/our name(s) from the Malling List,

ePersons who have received a copy of this brochure through the mail are already
on the project Malling List. . .

1. See response p. V-19,

. o | PROJIT o
DEVELAPIIE: ¥
DIV’

Mr. & Mrs., David Sauerbry
114 Indian Lane
Waldorf, Maryland 20601

Dear Mr. & Mrs. Sauerbry:
Mr. & Mrs. James Varmecky
116 Indian Lane

Waldorf, Maryland 20601

pear Mr. & Mrs. Varmecky:
Mr. & Mrs. Scott Ferguson
104 Indian Lane

Waldorf, Maryland 20601

Dear Mr, & Mrs. Perguson:
Mr. & Mrs., Rod Newman

118 Indian Court

Waldorf, Maryland 20601

Dear Mr. & Mrs. Newman:

Il
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Contract No. CH 566-151-571
Proposed MD § Relocated (MD 205)
Mat tawoman /Beantown Road
Existing MD 5 to US 301
Location/Design Public Hearing
M¥onday, February 26, 1990 @ 7:30 p.m.

NAME DAWD Y Virgin:e S-ﬁUERBR/y pATE Zm AR 2 U
PLEASE aooress /[y =NOIBW L&
CITYITOWN WAL D02 grate_m D z1P cope2d6C /

1/We wish to comment or (nquire about the following aepects-of this project:

Individuelly and in conjunction with the support of my neighborhood,
Mattavoman-Estates, we wish to ragister our opinions concarning this Route 205 projsce:.
We edamantly OPPOSE any "Build Alternatives” of Rt. 205 as a bypass through what is
predominately a residential area. The State's proposal for a 6-lana bypass would crsate
a dangerous Beltway anvironment in a residantial araa, which is totally unacceptabdle.

In eddition to more cers, more trucks of all sizes, as vall es buses rasulting from e
plenned commuter park & rida et the cornmer of Rts. 205 and 5 will ba traveling this
bypass; consequently the noise pollution will ultimataly increase to unacceptabla
levele. The sefaty fector is at e very high risk lavel as wall. Asking citizans to
snter onto 3-6 lanes of what undoubtadly will be a high-spead bypass, no mattar what the
posted speed 1imit is, for left or right turns and U-turns promotes & yery substantial

sefoty hesard.

He do recognise the need for a bypass and do support a bypass to the north and aast c?
Rt. 205 which would heve a tr dously reducad impact on residential homas and

neighbhorhoods.

C ‘ '

(‘,\
ﬂ?

] Pleess edd my/our neme(s) to the Melling List.®

[T Pleese delete my/our neme(s) irom the Melling List.

sPersons who heve recelved e copy of this brochure through the mell ere oluady
on lho project Melling List.

1. See response p. V-19
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Contract No. CH 566-151-571
Proposed MD 5 Relocated (MD 205)
Mat tawoman /Beantown Road
Existing MD 5 to US 301
Location/Design Public Hearing
Monday, February 26, 1990 @ 7:30 p.m.

NAME Dcbeet ¥ and (odhteun Hanlking DATE .‘3[1;:[2&

PLEASE .
BT = ADDRESS.LI3 Tndisn Land—

cirvrTown _{unldos€ STATE_ MY ___ ZIP CODE20G0)
|I||h to oomment or Inguire about the following aspects -of thie project:

Individuelly and in conjunction with the support of my neighborhood,

Mettevomen-Estetes, we wish to register our opinions concerning this Route 205 project.
We edamently QPPOSE eny “Build Alternecives” of Rt. 205 e3 a Lypess through what is
predominetely e residentiel erea. The Stete's proposel for a 6-lene bypess would create
a dengerous Beltwey enviromment in e residentiel eres, vhich is totelly uneccepteble.
In eddition to more cars, more trucks of ell sizes, o3 well es huses resulting from a3
plenned commuter park & ride at the corner of Rts, 205 end 5 will he treveling this
bypess; consegquently the noise pollution will ultimately increese to unacceptable
jevels. The sefety factor is at a very high risk level es well. Asking citizens to
enter onto 3-0 lenee of what undoubtedly will he e high-speed hypess, no metter whet the
posted speed limit is, for left or right turns end U-turns promotes a yery aubatantial
safety hasard, .

6€-A

We do recogniee the need for a bypass end do support a bypess to the north end east of
Rt. 205 which would have a tremendously reduced impact on reeidentiel homes and
neighbhorhoods. ’

) Plesse edd my/our nemsis) to the Melling List.®

) Pteese delete my/our namel(s) from the Msiling List,

sPersons who hsve recsived & copy of this brochurs through ths mall ere eireedy
on the project Melling List.

1. See response p. V-19.
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Contract No. CH 566-151-571
MD 5 Relocated (MD 205)
Mattawoman/Beantown Road
Existing MD 5 to US 301
Locstion/Design Public Hearing
Monday, February 26, 1920 @ 7:30 p.m.

/- " - )
NAME enfin LN DATE I =820
:lf'!lENATsE ADDRESS /ﬂ\ﬁ/ Zoup, A /ﬁ;m—‘?"
CITYITOWN bl 208 _sTate__ L7270 ___zie cove Xl

o comment or Inquire about the tollowing aspeots-of this projeot:

1/We wish t

lzllvldullly and in conjunction with the support of my neighborhood,

MAttawvoman-Estates, we wish to register our opinions concerning this Route 205 projyct.
He adamently OPPOSE any "Build Alternetives” of Rt. 205 es a bypess through what is\
predominately a residential area. The Stete's proposel for a G6-lene bypess would creete
a dangerous Beltway environment in a residential aree, which is totelly unecceptable.

In addition to more care, more trucks of all sises, es well as buses resulting from e
planned commuter park & ride at the corner of Rts. 205 end § will be treveling this
bypass; consequently the noise pollution wil) ultimately increase. to unacceptable
levels. The eafety factor is at a very high risk level as well. Asking citizens to
enter onto 3-6 lanee of what undoubtedly will be e high-speed bypess, no metter what the
posted speed limit is, for left or right turns and U-turns promotes & yery substantial
safety hasard. ' Co-

Rt. 205 which would have a tr douely reduced impact on residential homes and

neighbhorhoode. //
‘ /%‘549 * ug‘w«y ‘@z«,{;"

He do recognise the need for a bypass and do support a bypess to the ‘north and east of \

C3) Piease add my/our namels) to the Msiling List.®

) Plesse delete my/our nsme(s) from the Mailing List,
ePersons who have received 8 copy of this brochure through the mail are already
on the project Maliing List.

1. See respouse p. V-19.

[
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Contract No. CH 566-151-571
Proposed MD 5 Relocated (MD 205)
Mat tawoman/Beantown Road
Existing MD 5 to US 301
1ocation/Design Public Hearing
Monday, February 26, 1990 @ 7:30 p.m.

NAME Steve and bonv\a Moycr DATE _}/ql/qo
PLEASE Apppess. [0S Twdiaw Lane
CITY/TOWN L\.)A[Jer‘f STATE md 21p copg_ 20601

I/We wish to oomment or Inquire about the following aspecte-of thia project:

Individuelly and in conjunction with tha support of my naighborhood,

Mattawoman-Estates, we wish to registar our opinions concerning thie Routa 205 project.
HWe adamantly QPPOSE any "Build Altarnatives" of Rt. 205 as a bypass through what is
predominetely a residential area, The State's proposal for a 6-lane bypass would create
a dangerous Baltway environment in a residential araa, which is totally unacceptable.

In eddition to more cera, more trucks of all sizas, as well as buses resulting from e
plenned commuter park & rida at the corner of Rts, 205 and 5 will da traveling this
bypaes; consaquently tha noisa pollution will ultimately increasa to unacceptable
levels. The safety factor ie at a vary high risk lavel as well. Asking citizens to
enter onto 3-6 lanes of what undoubtedly will ba a high-spead bypesa, no matter what the
posted speed 1imit ie, for left or right turma and U-turns promotes 8 yory substantiul

safety haserd.

Iv-A

We do rocoqnlu the need for a bypase and do support e bypase to tho north and east of
Rt. 205 which would have a tramandously reduced impect on reeidentiel homes and

neighbhorhoode.

3 Pleses 8dd my/our neme(e) to the Malling Llet.®

"] Plesse delste my/our name(e) from the Melling Liet.

*Pereone who heve recelved a copy ol thle brochure through the mell are elreedy
on the project Malling Llet.

-t

1. See response p. V-19
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Contract No. CH 566-151-571
Proposed MD S Relocated (MD 205)
Mat tawoman/Beantown Road
Existing MD 5 to US 301
Location/Design Public Hearing
Monday, February 26, 1990 @ 7:30 p.m.

NAME Day Cosérove onye & NaR e

PLEASE ,ppress. D/ LA £

PRINT
crrv/'rown_ld_//_*_lént_’r_srne mMD 21p coped06 0/

1/We wish to oomment or Inquire about the following aspeote-of thleprojeot:

Individuelly ond in conjunction with the support of my meighborhood,

Mettovomen-Estetes, we wish to register our opinions conceraing this Route 205 project.
wWe adamently OPPOSK eny "Bui_l__d___lltorn.tlves" of Rt. 205 as a bypass -through whet is
predominetely e residential eree. The State's proposal for e 6-lene bypass would creete
a dangerous Beltway environment ia e residential eree, which is totelly umecceptable.
In eddition to more cers, more trucks of all sizes, as well es buses resulting from o
plenned conmuter park G ride et the corner of Rts. 205 ahxd 5 will be treveling this
bypass; consequently the noise pollution will ultimataly iacrease to unecceptabla
Jevels. The sefety fector is ot e very high rizk level es well. Asking citizens to
enter onto 3-6 lenes of whet undoubtedly will be a high-speed bypess, no metter whet the
posted speed 1imit is, for left or right turas and U-turns promotui. yery substantial
sefoty heserd.

We do recognise the need for o hypess end do support e bypess to the north end east of
Rt. 205_shich would heve o tremendouzly reduced impect on res dontlgl ‘homes and

pslghbhorhoods. .

52 Plesse edd my/out neme(sl to the Meliing List.®

[=) Pleese delete my/our neme(s) from the Melling List.

ePsrsons who heve recelved e copy of this brochure through the mell efe elreedy
on the project Meliing List. :

1. See response p. V-19
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Contract No. CH 566-151-571
Proposed MD 5 Relocated (MD 205)
Mattawoman/Beantown Road
Existing MD 5 to US 301
Location/Design Public Hearing
Monday, February 26, 1990 @ 7:30 p.m.

NAME Richerd § Linda Satterflield DATE March 9, 1990
;%&ENATSE ADDRESS 122 Indian Court
cirysTown __Hardorf state___ "0 2P cooe__ %%

1/We wiah to comment or Inquire about the fotlowing aspects -of thleprojeot:

Individually and in conjunction with the support of my neighborhood,
Mattavoman-Estates, wa wish to ragistar our opinions concerning this Route 205 projecz.
We adamantly QPPOSE any »Build Alternatives” of Rt. 205 as a bypass through what is
predominetely a cresidential area., The State's proposal for a 6-lane bypass would create
a dangarous Beltway environment in a rasidential ares, which is totally unacceptable.

fIn addition to more cars, more trucks of all sizes, as well as buses resulting from 3
planned commuter park & ride at the corner of Rts. 205 and 5 will ba traveling this
bypass) consequantly the noise pollution will ultimately incraase to unacceptable
levela. The safety fector is et a very high risk lavel as well. Asking citizens to
enter onto 3-6 lanas of what undoubtadly will ba a high-speed bypass, no matter what zhe
posted speed 1imit is, for left or right turns end U-turns promotes’o yery .
safety bhasaard, ’ .

We do recogniae the need for a bypass and do support a bypass to the north and east of
Rt. 20% which would have a tremendously reduced impact on residantial homes and
neighbhorhooda. :

) Please add my/our namels! to the Malling List.®

[ Pleass delete my/our namelis) from the Maliling List.

*Persons who have recelved a copy of this brochure through the mall are already
on the project Malling List.

1. See response p. V-19,
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Contract No. CH 566-151-571
Proposed MD 5 Relocated (MD 205)
Mattawoman/Beantown Road
Existing MD 5 to US 301
Location/Design Public Hearing
Monday, February 26, 1990 @ 7:30 p.m.

NAME Tomas Fll Rosa Pdgdn nnleQYd'l 9199,
:IﬁfNATSE apopress_L06 Ind/.ﬂn Lané
CITY/TOWN M/dohe erare__MD 21p cope2060(

1/We wieh to comment or Inquire sbout the following eepecte -of thieprojeot:

Individually snd in conjunction with the support nf my neighbnrhand,
Mattavoman-Estates, we wisb tn ragister nur opininns concerning this Rnute 205 prnjac:z.
He adamently OPPOSE any “Build Alternatives™ nf Rt. 205 as a bypaas thraugh vhat is
predonminetely o residential eres. The State‘s prnposal fnr e 6-lane bypass wnuld create
o dengerous Beltwey environment in e rasidentiel eres, which is totally unacceptable.

In addition to more cers, more trucks of ell sizas, as well as buses rasulting fram e
plennad cnmmuter park & ride at the corner of Rts. 205 and 5 will be travaling this
bypess; cnnsequently tbe noise pollutinn wil)l ultimataly increase to unaccaptable
levels. The sefety factor is et a vary high risk level aa wall, Asking citizans to
onter nnto 3-6 lanes of vhat undoubtedly will be e high-spead bypass, no mattar what zhe
posted spaed limit is, for left or right turns and U-turns pramotas e very substantis.
sefety hasard.

We do recognise the need for a bypass and dn support a bypass tn the nnrth and aest c!
Rt. 205 which would beve e tramendnusly reduced impact on residantial homes and
neighbbnrbnods.

oy [)- )2 ~fFene =
At 2. /a;gﬁ/

@ Please edd my/our nemsi{s) to the Malling List. e

T Pleese dsiste my/our nemels) from ths Malilng List,

ePersone who heve racelved e copy of this drochure through the mell are elreedy
on the project Melling List.

1. See response p. V-19.
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION .

QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS;: | 13§ii'%0

Contract No. CH 566~151-571
Proposed MD 5 Relocated (MD 205) .
Mattawoman/Beantown Road
Existing MD 5 to US 301
Location/Design Public Hearing
Monday, February 26, 1990 @ 7:30 p.m.

Name ERNIE & LINDA WEWMPEL. pate.32l0 %0
: :ll.iIENATSE ApDRESs_ V% INDIAN LANE
‘ cITy/TowN_WALDARE _ sTATE MD 21p cope &0G0\
1/Ws wish to commant QfSRamice” sbout the foilowing sspeots-of thlsproject:

Individually and in conjunction with the support of my neighborhood,

Mattavomao-Estatas, wa wish to ragister our opinions concerning this Route 20S projact.
We edamantly OPPOSE any “Build Altarnativas™ of Rt. 205 as a bypass through what is
pradomioetely e residentisl area. The State's psopusal for a 6-lane bypass would create
e dangarous Baltway aovirommant in a residential araa, which is totally unacceptabla.

Io 2dditioo to more cers, more trucks of all sizas, as well as busas resulting from a
placoed commutar park & rida at tha cornar of Rts. 205 eod 5 will be traveling this
bypases consequently the noise pollution will ultimataly increass to unacceptabla
levele. The sefety factor ie at a very high risk lavel as wall. Askiog citizans to
eoter onto 3-6 lanas of what undoubtadly will be a high-speed bypass, oo mattar what the
posted speed limit ie, for left or right turns and U-turns promotas e very substantial
sefety haserd.

We do recognise the need for ¢ bypass aod do support e bypass to the north and east of
Rt. 205 which would heve e tremendously reduced impact on rasidentiel homes and
neighbhorhoode.

3 Plssse sdd my/our nsme(s) to ths Meiling List.®

) Piesse dsiets my/our nsme(s] from the Msliing List.

ePersons who hevs received 8 copy of this brochurs through the meil sre eireedy
on ths project Msiiing List. * :

1. See respouse p. V-19,
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION. - «
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMM Tl fil '50
ﬁ

Contract No. CH 566-151-571
MD 5 Relocated (MD 205)
Mattawoman/Beantown Road
Existing ¥D 5 to US 301
location/Design Public Hearing
Monday, February 26, 1990 @ 7:30 p.m.

SU YenYang & SUSUE YAMG  oate MAR. 9 'Go

NAME
PLEASE ,oopess_ 102 IwnDiAwn LANE

PRINT R
CITY/TOWN WaLDoRE __sTATE MI> 2IP CODE Lo bt |

W We wish to comment or inquire about the tollowing eepects -of thiaprojeot:

Individually and in conjunction witb tha support of my naighborbood,

Mattawvoman-Estates, we wish to ragistar our opinions concaraing this Routa 208 project.
He adamantly OPPOSE any “Build Altarnativas™ of Rt. 205 as a hypass through what is
predominetaly a rasidential araa. Tha Stata‘s proposal for a 6-lana bypass would creata
¢ dangerous Baltway environmant in a rasidential araa, which is totally unacceptabla.

In addition to mora cars, more trucks of all sizas, as wall as buses rasulting from a
planned commutar park & rida at the cornar of Rts. 205 and 5 will ba travaling this
bypass; consequantly tbe noise pollution will ultimately incraase to unacceptahla
lavals. The safety factor {s at a vary bigh risk laval as wall. Asking cftizans to
antar onto 3-6 lanas of wvhat undoubtadly will ba a bigh-spaad bypass, .no mattar what tha
postad speed limit $s, for left or right turns and U-turns promotas a yery substantial
safety hasard, ’

Wa do racognize tba naad for a bypass and do support a bypass to tha north and aast of
Rt. 205 which would have o tr dously rad 4 impact on rasidsatial homas and

neighbhorhoods.

) Pieass sdd my/our nemels) to the Malling List.2

) Pleass dalete my/lour namels) from the Melling List.
copy of this brochurs through the mall are alraady

ePersons who hava recelved a
on the project Malling Llst.

1. See response page V-19,
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Individuslly an® in conjunction with the support of my neighborhoed,

Mattevomen-Zetetes, wa wish to reglster our opinions concerning this Route 205 project.
We edamantly QPPOSE eny #Build Alternatives*” of Rt. 205 es a bypass through whet .is
predominately e residential eree. The Stete's proposel for e 6-lane bypess would creete
e dengerous Beltwey enviromment in e residentliel area, which is totelly unacceptable.

:, In addition to mora cers, more trucke of all eizes, as well es buses resulting from a
planned commuter park & rids at the corner of Rts. 205 and 5 will be traveling this : ..
bypess; consequently the nolse pollution will ultimately increese to unecceptable .
levele. The safety factor ie et e very high risk level as well. Asking citizens to Re: contract No. CHS566-151-571
enter onto 3-8 lenee of what undoubtedly will be a high-spaed bypass, no matter whet the Proposed MD 5 Relocated (MD 205)
posted speed limit ie, for laft or right turna end U-turne promotes & yery subatantial Mattawoman-Beantown Road
sefety haserd. PDMS No. 082039

Richerd H. Trainor

Maryland Department of Transportation ‘ x':;: i,
State Highway Administration i

N 2 00q

We do recogniee the need for e bypess end do support 8 bypase to the north end east of Richarda B. Honaker, M.D.
Rt. 205 which would heve e tremendously reduced impect on rasideatliel homWﬁ 101 Inalan Lane
1

neighbhorhoode. 180 & A, Lan Q g 7 f? vwaldorf, Marylana 20601
; wakdorf, MY deto/ : '

Dear Dr. Honaker:

rriet

Thank you for your recent letter supporting the No-Bulld
CITYITOWN wnLJd,:p STATE MD 2IP CODE :,\a(w‘ Alternate for the MD 205 project planning study.
1/Wa wlah to comment or Inguire about the following aspects-of thie project: A8 described at the February 26th pubdblic hearing, commuter
- A traffic will continue to grow on MD 205, even with the No-3ulld
T skl Heanboly, papel Wy 1L Alternate. Nolee mitigation sites remain under comnsideration 1m
{_ v V4 U the Mattawoman-Estates area. The Federal Highway Administration
phawd STATR AALack . Y noise abatement criteria 1s estimated to be marginally exceeded
at these locatlons in the desilgn year (2015). A declsion will be
Aj\)/ How L : FAceS i Roae 4 265 + Art 2ade as to whether noise mitigation should be considered at this
) cc g NE AL kasdy VN Aceanp Fa b (L area 1n the cesign phase of thls project.
'\LL—- + 4 v
The ofd  hag Ol L—L.ul/v hotar A Great ('kau»}/ " Sxisting MD 205 has a hilgher accident rate than the state-
- . wide average for similar type roads. The proposed improvement
S Jpee B T (),,thl\d('zﬂé/ this ’D..A MIJ\/- - would significantly reduce that rate. This 18 because the Iedlan
1 Lioale s + would act as a safety f
s laat Mg faeps/ AL O R a zone for any pedestrians or vehicles
L RBalisud KL - L = 7 croesing or turning left on the highway. Addltionally, gaps 1m
PV YA U BN i dawarae (b Sp hadky the highway traffic (which wouid allow turning movements) would
h'fJ W < IR Y 'L.Lv\/ .2 Tats LL - be more 11kely to occur with more lanes.
1 Ia $ra . { ) i
. . i The improvements proposed, four through lanes with outslde
My\{‘}/ r e Y cappug o b A_f . - ghoulders, would accommodate the INcreasing commuter traific as
NV OWin F’Ag al.  aAx i Hn!pj ;S well as right turns into and out of the residentlally zoned land
-rn' %( o '![ w b DA (L\ aAtd }\u] A’ adjacent to the road. The shoulder would serve as a combination
[4 2 Ld
' 4 4 4 i

turning and dbreakdown iane. The ultimate highway laprovexment :s
envisioned as a boulevard with a number of trafflc signals 2t

rlak Ky P£4<S Nopllh puacd EAST o 1=

: ] : €x18ting and future public Street intersections. The existing 40
D pud = LA . ?;gcesgze:rlémn would remain. 7This road has and.wiil contilue to
4 “ - ; -grade ‘ntersections and entrances. Thils iypes cesign

I Agards Lo tHa Tt A/j.l’/j\/ ; }H,+ dls Af’h.u( should not e coniused with a "bdeltway". ) .
. - 3s Mos T .
;ka‘(" S L8 MO.A/\/ Lﬁs;d.lu'l(l Al ﬁl—.f— S MD 205 skirts the Mattawoman-Estates communlty on 13
2 ; ) Hop procesSy And [ E So s weszer:lltedge.‘ Yo:r suggestion for an alternate around your
- 4 : N N community woulc¢ then pass close to the eastern eage of ?izeileld
40 AL pS 10 Hu State 'D/\.-\M.n,.e 5 Considipsl $hit te ta ort:e;-l to avold the state parkland. Our initlal study has
= 7. . 3hown that this alternate would require additional
] P t na! streas
e npn darndasto M - -f/fmfl b TN ( crossings (1ncluding Mattawoman Creek), llkely impact greaer
2 Pleans edd my/our neme(s) to the Melling List. /ﬁn!s—'omlmgl?q ?M“"M

3 Plesas delete my/our name(e) trom the Maeliing List. My telephone number is (301)..333-1105

Teletypewtiter tor Iimpalrad Haaring or Speech
«Porsone who heve recelved e copy ot thle brochure through the mail ere elready 383-755S Saltimora Metro - 565-0451 0.C. Metro - 1-0009492-5002 Statewide Toll Frae
on the project Malling Llat. . 707 North Celvert St., Saltimore, Meryland 21203-071%7

1. See response p. V-31.



8Y7-A

Rilchara E. Honaker, M.D.
pPage Two

amounts Bf wetland, and still lie adjacent to a number -of -

residential areas. This "bypass” would De almost twice as long
(and expensive) to construct, with the likelihood that motorists
would continue to take Mattawoman-Beantown Road as the shorter
route. For these reasons, we are proposing alternatives that
make use of the éxisting highway corridor.

Recognizing your support for the no-bulld, if a build
solution is selected, which option would you prefer: turning
movements requiring U-turns on MD 205, or the construction of &
connection between the Indian Lane cul-de-sac and Schlagel Road?
Please call me toll free in Maryland at 1-800-548-5026 with your
thoughts on this element of the projeot.

Thank you for sharing your concerns. Your support for the
No-Bulld Alternate has been noted and will be considered in the
selection of alternates for this project. Your name has been
verified as being on the project mailing 1ist, 80 you will be
xept informed of any flture decisions made on this project.

4

very truly yours,

Louis H. Bge, Jr.
Deputy Director

office of Planning and
preliminary Engineering

o Vet

victor Jpjata
Project nager
Project Planning Division

LHE:VJ:as
cc: Mr. Eaward H. Meechan
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o
v Individually and in conjunction with tha support of my naighborhood,
Mattawvoman-Estatas, we wish to ragistar our opinions concerning this Routa 205 projact,
Wa adamantly OPPOSE any “8uild Altarnatives” of Rt. 205 as a bypass through vhat is
pradominataly a rasidantial area. Tha State's proposal for a 6-lana bypass would craats

a dangnrous Saltway anvironment in a residantial araa, which is totally unacceptable.
In addition to more cars, more trucks of all sizas, as well es buses rasulting from a

b4 "

bypess; consequantly the noisa pollution wjill ultimataly isCrease to unaccaptabla
levels. The safaty factor ie at a vary high risk laval as well. Asking citizans to
enter onto 3-6 lanas of what undoubtadly will be a high-spaad bypass, no matter what the

posted epead limit is, for left or right turne and U-turns promotes e yary aubatantial
safety hazard,

/ plenned commutar park & rida at tha cornar of Rts, 205 and § will be traveling this

We do recognize the naed for a bypass and do eupport a bypass to the north asd east of
Rt, 205 which would have a tremandously reduced impact on residential homas and

neighbhorhoode.
NAME DATEM
PLEASE yooness L2l sdrchin O (fllcfioman Ethes)
CITY/TOWN zip cope 2060 /]
i/We wish to comment or inquire about the following aapects-of thisproject:
J O AAS A4 - . d l<‘l‘:.-" I P el A‘-‘/ c 2 . d L.A/
’I

-l AARANA Al A ..:Z. “. 4
the Melling List, L ot al e i
Newtfie

[&} . :
ing AT )
O Please delete my/our neme(s) from the Mallin ')l!‘:tlf G"“EX;M..”::'M e
ePersons who heve recelved a copy of this brochure through mall are alread
on the project Malling List. ermengs rukw'?:-‘ ol;l’uﬂv;\v': he .sAr s;nl p'\'/grs{vwl-@
. ans et . \
' ' help Feve Seing avthbend ! DN Reehlia,

1. See response p. V=19,

Richard H. Treinor

Maryland Department of Transportation ot
State Highway Administration . Admimstrator
JUL 3 1989- .

. Re. Contract NO.CH566-151-571
Proposed MD 5 Relocated (MD 20%5)
Mattawoman-Beantown Road
PDMS N0.082039

Mr. and Mrs. ¥ichael Ritchlin
126 Indian Court
v¥aldorf, Marylanda 20601

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Ritchiin:

Thank you for your recent letter supporting the No-Bullad
Alternate for the MD 205 project planning study.

A8 described at the February 26th public hearing, both local
and through commuter traffic will continue to grow on MD 205,
even with the No-Bujld Alternate. Noise mitigation sites remain
under consideration’'in the Mattawoman Estates arca. The Federal
Highway Administration noise abatement criteria 1s estimated to
be marginally exceeded at these locations 1n the deslgn year
(2015). A decision.will be made as to whether noise mitigation
should be considered at this area 1n the detall design phase. A
detailed air quality analysis was completed for this project. It
tndicated that no vlolations of state or national amblent ailr
quality standards for carbon monoxide (CO) would occur as the
result of the projegt: even Dy ihe deslgn year.

Existing D 205 has a higher accident rate than the state-
wide average :or sipilar type roads. Theé proposed improvement
would slgnificantly reduce that rate. This 18 because the median
would act as a safety zone for any pedestirians or vehicles
crossing or turning left on the highway. Additionally, gaps in
the highway traffic (which would -allow turning movements) would
be more likely to occur with more lanes.

™he improvements proposed, four through lanes with outside
shoulders, would accommodate the increasing commuter trafflc as
well as righ: -u2rns 1nto and out of e resideftia. .y ‘zoned land
adjacent Lo =he road. The shoulder would serve as a combinatioa
turning and Sreakdown :ane. Bus stops and dicycie iravel could
also be accommocated by the outside shoulcer. Pedestrians would
me able Lo walx safely along a graded area dehind -ae curd. The
ultimate highway .mprovement 1s envisioned as a boulevard with a
aumber of trari'c. s1gnals at existing and future public strzet
intersections. ~he existing 40 mph speed limit would remaln.
™his road has, and will continue to have, at-grade ‘nterseciions
and entrances., This type design should not be confused with a
“neltway".

My teleph bar is (301)__333-1105

Taletypewrilar for Impsired Hearing or Speech
383-755%% Saltimore Matro - 565-0451 0.C. Metro ~ 1-800-492-5062 Statewide Toll Free
707 North Calvert Si., Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717
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Mr. and Mrs. Michael Ritchlin

Page Two %7 -

MD 205 skirts the Mattawonman-Estates community on its
western edge. Your suggestion for an alternate around your
community would then pass close to the eastern edge of Pinefield
in order to avold the state parkland. Our initial study has
shown that this alternate would require aaditional streana
crossings (including Mattawoman Creek), likely impact greater
apounts of wetland, and still 1lie aajacent to 3 number of
residential areas. Thip "bypass" would be almost twice as 10ng
(ana expensive) to construct, with the 1iXelihood that motorists
would continue to take Mattawoman-Beantown Road as the shorter
route. FPFor these reasohs, we are proposing alternatives that
make use of the existing highway corridor. The Bastern Bypass
atudy has one preliminaty alternate that would pass between
Pinefield and the stategparxland. Other preliminary alternates
are west of US 301 and @0 not address the MD 5 corridor problenms.

We are looking at restricting the number of shopping center
access points from MD 205 in conjunction with each of the four
interchange options. The cemetery 18 not impacted by any of our
proposals, and Trinity yemorlal Gardens to the south is only
affected by one of the two build alternates at that location.

Acknowledging your support for the no-build, if a bdbuilad
soiution is selected, which option would you prefer: turning
movements requiring U-turns on MD 205, or the comstructlon of a
connection between the Indian Lane cul-de-sac and Schlagel Road?
please call me toll free in Maryland at 1-800-548-5026 with your
thoughts on this element of the project.

Thank you for sharing your concerns. Your support for the
No-Build Alternate has been noted and will be considered 1in the
selection of alternates for this project. Your name has been
added o been verified to be on the project malling list, 8o you
will be Xept informed of any future decisions made on this
project. . .

Very truly yours,
L 2

"Louis H. Ege, Jr.
Deputy Director

Ooffice of Planning and
Preliminary Engineering

Viclor Janata
Project Manage

Project Planning Division
LHE:VJ:as

cc: Mr. Baward H. Meehan
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March 9, 1990 ot

Mr. Neil J. Pedersan, Diractor

0ffice of Planning & Preliminary Engineering
Stata Righway Adainistration

P. 0. Box 717
Baltimora, MD  21203-0717
Dear Mr. Pedersen:

CH566-151-571

Proposed MDS Relocated(MD205)
Mattavoman/Beantown Road
Existing MD S to US 301

Re: Contract Ro.:
Project Namei

Our firm has developad plans to operate a "Gas and Go" on our parcel
located on tha northeast cornar of MD 205 and MD 5. We appreciated

the opportunity to review the project alternatives that wvere discussed

for this intersection at the February 26 public hearing. We wish

to go on record as opposing Alternate No. 6 aa presented at the public
hearing. We would support Alternate No. S. The reason for our oppositions
are as follows:

- Alternate No. 6 relocated would split from existing MD 5 approxi-
mately 2400' south of the exiating MD S/MD 205 intersaction
and tie into the basic alighment of MD 205 by the end of Segment
I. Redirecting existing traffic would negatively impact the
success of our ratail outlet.

= The new location alternate requires a new traffic signal be
installad at the split within 2400' of the existing signal
at MD 205/MD 5 which would remsin. Traffic wishing to continue
north on existing MD 5 would be further burdened with the additional
traffic signal.

- The alternate which we support would minimize properties affected,
right-of-vay required, cost and environmental impacts compared
to Alternate No. 6. The proposed 6-lane, divided roadway would
more than adequately handle future traffic needs at the intarsection
of MD 20S and MD 5. \

We support the State Highway Administration's efforts to construct

MD S Relocated and would ask consideration be given in ninimizing
right-of-vay acquisition of existing property ownars. Clearly, Alternate
No. 5 would addreas the needs of MD 205 by incorporating additional
roadway/traffic capacity, and would ask that these comments be made

a part of the permanent record on this subject. :

BOX E. LA PLATA, MARYLAND 20646
301/934-810} 202/870-3018

1.
four-lane undivided roadway.

S

Richard H. Trainor

'R‘ Maryland Department of Transportation Secreery
)\ State Highway Administration it
w7 :

April 3, 1990

Mr. Harry Mentzer

Real Estate Representative
The Wills Group

Box E

La Plata, Maryland 20646

Dear Mr. Mentzer:

Thank you for your March 9th letter re :

garding the MD 205
projgc; planning study. Your support for an improved MD 205 and
spec;fxc preference for Alternate 5 has been noted and will be
considered in the selectioén process.

The operation of the:Segment I ~ Alternate S
between existing MD 5 and .MD 205 will fail well beigizrz::tizgign
year. With ;he amount of -existing and approved commercial
develop@ent in close proximity to the MD 5/MD 205 intersection
the des1rab1e.solution of an interchange would create extensiv;
displacemeng impacts. That is the major reason for developing
gnd prgsengan Segment I -~ Alternate 6. We are currently
investigating the specifi¢ magnitude of impacts of replacing
the MD 5/MD 205 intersection with an interchange.

Thank you for identiiyinq your position o
. § n the MD 205
project. The Wills Group'is already enrolled on the project

mailing list so you will be kept informed
made oo thie ooojou.t P of any future decisions

Very truly yours,

me ) Pedougs

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

NJP:as

cc: Mr. Edwsrd H. Meehan
Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr.

333-1110

Teletypewriter for impaired Hearing or Speech
383-7555 Baltimors Metro - 585-0451 0.C. Metro - v-oooguz-:t.uz Simewide Toll Fras

TNT NArth felvart G Oaltisnara tincilcns Asnna -

My ph ber 13 (301)

Within Segment I, the Selected Build Alternate includes an interim improve to upgrade the existing roadway to a
When the intersection with MD 5 becomes unmanageable, Alternate 6 will be constructed.

pu—

2
>
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Mr. Reil J. Pedersen
Page 2
March 9, 1990

Your consideration of the adbove is

M/ 3p

PCs Rarry Browm
Lock Wills

greatly appreciated.

Sincerely yours,

‘anuxq W\&%W\

Harry Mentzer

Real Estate Representative

’
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Mag 0o 1990

Maryland Department of Transportati
State Highway Administration
Project Planning Division

Post Office Box 717

Baltimore, MD 21203

Dear Sir or Madamej;

On Feburary 26, 1990, we attended the public hearing on contract
number CH S646-151-571, Proposed MD S Relocated, Mattawoman-Beantown
Road. We did not make written comments at that time but now wish to
do so. After reading the project brochure, we do not support any of
the build alternatives. Our reasons and concerns follow.

Item 1. The future development plan for Charles County
designates this region as primarily residential. Contray to what
your brochure says on page 13 in the socio-economic environment
section,a six-iane major highway is inconsistent with the character
of this region.

Item 2. Ali the buiid options will diturb or dispiace existing
churches, private family dwellings, and family burial pilots. There
is no evidence that the State considered other less disruptive
routes.

ftem 3. While the majority of the proposed expanded road is to
be six ianes wide, the section from the raiiroad track to the MD 301
intersection is to remain oniy four lanes. It is inconceivable that
the State would spend $39-$51 million and leave a major bottleneck
in the road.

The rationale for not upgrading this section to ‘the full six
janes is that the State wants to avoid right-of-way impacts at the
shopping centers. The State is willing to displace private citizens,
churches, and even buriai pilots but is reluctant to disturb
commerciai property.

This section of MD 205 is dangerous because there are two
shopping centers with multipie uncontrollied entrances and exits. The
Charies County Zoning Board allowed this to ocur and has never
corrected their poor decision.

Item 4. Median openings are to be provided at all crossroads
except at Indian Head Lane. This would deny the twenty-five families
1iving along this road and the adjacent court the ability to make
left turns onto MD 205. Rather, a convoluted bypass for Sub-Station
Road is to be be built at a cost of $500-$700,000. A far better, and
iess expensive, solution is to simply provide a median opening at
this crossroad.

Item S. A six-lane major highway through our residential area

Richard H. Trainor

Maryland Department of Transportation o ot
State Highwav Administration Administrator
. v

vuly 3, 1990

Re: Contract No. CH566-151-571

’ oroposed MD 5 Relocated (MD 205)
Mattawoman-Beantown Road
PDMS No. 082039

Richard and Reglna Jubicki
4603 Harwich Drive*
waldorf, Maryland 20601

Dear Mr. and Mrs. dubickl:

Thank you for your recent letter supporting the No-Build
Alternate for phe ¥D 205 project planning study.

8ecause of environmeptal and economic¢ conatraints, we are
seeking solutions to tranpportation prodblems that maximize the
use of existing highway cprridors and rights-of-way. MD 205 is
being used by an increasihg number of commuters who are avoiding
the US 3JO1/HMD S/MD 228 intersection. Despite improvements that
are planned for this intefsection, we are still projecting that a
considerable amounty of traffic will continue to use MD 205 as a
shortcut. .

Existing MD 205 has a higher accident rate than the state-
wide average for similar lype roads. The proposed improvement
would significantly reducé that rate. This 18 because the medlan
would act as a safety zone for any pedestrians or vehicles
crossing or turning left ¢n the highway. Additionally, gaps in
the highway traffic (which would allow turning movements) would
be more likely to occur with more lanes.

The improvements proposed, four through ianes with outside
shoulders, wouid accommodate the lncreasing commuter traffic as
well a3 right turns into and out of the residentialiy zoned land
adjacent to the roac. The shoulder would serve as a combination
turning and breakcown lane. Bus stops and bicycle travel could
also be accommodated by the outside shoulder. Pedestrians wou:.c
be able to walk safely along a graded area dehind the curb. Tie
ultiimate highway :zprovements are envisioned as a bdoulevard wic:l
a number of traff:c signals at existing and future public street
intersectlons. The exlsting <0 mph speed 1ixmit would remain.

tinder the proposed improvements there would be displacemeats
of people and bdusinesses depending on the alternates and options
selected. The Messlah Lutheran Church would have to be displaced
by any builld aiternate. A number of steps have been taken to
reduce residential impacts, such as alignment shifts and reducing

My teleph ber is (301)__33321105

Teletypewriter for Impaired Hearing or Speech
383-7555 Baltimore Metro - 565-0451 D,.C, Metro = 1-800-492-5062 Statewlde Toll Free
eem sracen Actuast @ Qaltimnare Marviand 21203-0717
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raises concerns concerns about future highway safety. Such a road
will certainly become a high-speed thoroughfare for heavy truck
traffic which will have significant negative impact on our rural
environment.

Currentiy, MD 20S is the major route for ali school bus traffic
to Thomas stone High Schaool, John Hanson Middie School, and J. P.
Ryon Elementary School from the Pinefield and White Dak communities
and the Idlewocod Trailer Park. These buses travel MD 205 from 7100
to 9100 AM and from 2:100 to 4100 FM. We believe that our children
should not have to compete with high speed dangerous truck traffic.

Finally, please place us on the project mailing 1ist. Our
address is as follows:

Richard and Regina Dubicki

4603 Harwich Drive
wWatdorf, MD 20601

Sincerelys
~£:/£\_z

Richard F. Dubicki

Regnef Dubebe

ina L. Dubicki

1. See response p. V-7 and V=31, |
2,
3

Richarda and Regina Dubickl
Pag® Two

the median width. ~One of the pui:d alternates preuentediai the
February 26th public hearing. Segment il - Alternate 5/6, does
lmpact cemetery graves at the Trinity Memorial Gardens Cemetery.
The other aiternate presented that night, Segment Il - Alternate
5/6 Moaified, does not impact any graves. W¥e have not yet
reached any decisions regardaing our alterhate selection.

¥e pelleve that through the study process, we have developed
alternates that will relieve the transportatlion problems along
Mattawoman-Beantown Road. ' The alternates include the
reconstruction of the MD 205 roadway to a curbed, four-lane
divided highway with outsgde shoulders, as weil as construction
of an interchange to repiace or augment the US 301/MD 205
intersection. Only four janes were proposed for MD 205 between
US 301 and the railroad tracks because the soiution is an,
interchange, not a larger.intersection. That segment of roadway
would be adequate with Interchange Options A or B, and would bde
replaced by an overpass wilth Interchange Options C or D. Ve are
lo0king at restricting the number of shopping center access
points from MD 205 in conjunctlon with each of the four
interchange options.

Safety was the reason no median opening at Indaian Lane wvas
recommended. Sub-station 'Road, Indian Lane and Schlagle Road all
intersect with MD 205 within 400 feet. Queulng feft-turn
traffic, waltlng to enter Schlagle Road, would confllct with a
pmedlan opening at !ndlan Lane. An alternatlve to U-turns that ve
are stll]l considering 18 ¢connhectlng Indlan Lane to Schlagle Road.

Your name has been added to the project mailing 11st, 80 you
will be Xept informed of &ny future decisions made on this
project. Thank you againifor 1dentifying your posltion on the
atudy. Ve appreclate your participation in the project pianning
process.

Very truiy yours,

Louis H. Sge, Jr.

Deputy Director .
office of Pianning and =
Preliminary Engineering

Victor F. ginata
Project Mamrager
Project Planning Dlvision

LHE:VFJ:@as
cc: Mr. Baward H. Meehan

The access points to the shopping centers will be consolidated to one opening providing a safer condition.

. The roadway is designed with a 50 mph design speed (and will be posted alittle lower).

is not proposed.

A high-speed throughfare

-
’q3
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRAT)ON T
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS ¢ R ERNRT

Contract No. CH $66-151-571
Proposed MD § Relocated (MD 205)
Mattawoman/Beantown Road
Existing MD 5 to US 301
Location/Design Public Hearing
Monday, February 26, 1990 @ 7:30 p.m.

NAME J—OAA)N BKODE/Q/CK DATE 3//9/90

PLEASE ,popegs 39 BAR_Oak DR.
cITyITOWN_WALDORE sTATE__MD 21P copE.L00/

1/We wlah to comment o‘r Inquire about the following aepeota-of thle project:
Oatirgictooy 205+ md 5 Aay e CA(L,«J,(& LA *ft:. Oayt yeat
Ll e o . hon of Lff furn laxts qlrocdl Ot v
Aght fara l‘lluu 2 e Lcmas o pirblesn alb Hoio ealit sacBoo. Nha
1.\.4,‘-"(111..1. Srao Das CMMatlJ “"/uﬁwa'/w{ 5 7[0\ élwdi w ILA-D- :
Wtpahit b a_wark of Moz J  ALlgpod =/ ,1za¢JwJ;le~ S«q_ﬁ'
JAV_LA] ’&Y . <IL Aa_—: n\.l__::%/.. z!nl/u.uca The (}'&(MA Dm 3

éa Y el func of Suk stitnFroat’s fuskssid,

SThe ..-dnolxc..LaL AahWs au whed ('ml..,‘u b . 0 dwt Aeale
;LngmM f ¢’(J’°~r .*Uﬂ'ﬁ’N i B )‘J“IYN JW wl\,ué Judf;(g
C Olflnu Wc” cw YRS -~
wagedt d«vvm—n conglh mna. Tt L:/J- et pwu[u—/dtu here T

b /’WsVLd\ .gb S, ./IJJ A’vvn.«,hrx Lo mads, Thsn Ftt Coco Frof
u.wf'w-d cta_SHo Asrp Il b on)pfu&'o % AcAp wels

s a nFo_30/- Sof-waa‘m ' ;
w(m{z 4 %“Zﬂﬁ bt odled, ~The peosple méi Dajc
Lﬁl‘dal- CLU\xLaji&,Kaxof esouabe Y10t QLZIZAA ot <7 P

dLU‘(pO})}Mj‘- /)"Jhrw \ﬂ‘\tAcKA_,a,L‘C" /4 m,&)l '-/’/ua ’ﬁ‘&.&

o) [ L
m Plesss 9dd my/our namele) to the Mailing List @

[ Plesee delete my/our nameie) from the Melilng Llet.

ePersons who have received a copy of thie brochure through the mall are already

on the project Malling List,

1. Segment I, Alternate 6-was selected instead of Altermate 5.
they will not provide adequate future traffic needs.

Segment II, Alternate 5/6 Modified and Segment III, Alternate 5/6 have been selected.

This will avoid wetland impacts or displacements.

MD 205 with MD 5 provide initial relief,

The fo-build has been selected for Sub-Station Road.
Interchange Option A was selected.

(S, [ - VO R V]

.ard H. Trainor

Secrstery
Hal Kessoff

Administrator

Maryland Department of Transportation
State Highway Administration

June 27, 1990

Re: Contract No.CH566-151-571
Proposed MD 5 Relocated (MD 205)
Mattawoman-Beantown Road
PDMS No. 082039

M8. Joann Broderick
239 Bar Oak Drive
Waldorf, Marytland 20601

Dear Ms. Broderick:

ThankX you for your letter regardlng the MD 205 project
plannlng study. Your supqort for Alternate 5 ln Segment I,
Alternate 5/6 Modified in:Segment II, Substatlon Options 2 or 3,
and lnterchange oOoptlon A qr B have been noted and wlll be
considered in the declsloﬁ-maklng process.

While the MD S/MD 205 lntersectlon operates at an adequate
.evel, the future trafflc growth wlll overload 1lt. An
fnterchange wlll be needed. Because of the extent of lmpacts 1t
w#ould have on adjacent existlng or approved development,
Alternate 6 was presented.

Alternate 5/6 1s the one bulld alternate 1n Segment III. 1t
follows the existing XD 205 corrldor, with alignment shifts from
slde to side to minimlze impacts to existing homes.

Interchange Options C and D were presented as conventional
fnterchange conflguration solutions. These designs would handle
all the movements that the intersectlon now serves. Interchange
options A and B only accommodate the major traffic movements; the
signatized lntersection would remain, but would have tqQ handle
auch less traffic.

My 1eleph ber is {301), 333-1105

Teletypewriter for Impeired Heering or Speech
363-7555 Baltimore Metro - $65-0451 D.C. Metro - 1-600-492-5062 Statew!de Toil Free
707 North Celvert St., Beltimore, Merylend 21203-0717

While the recent improvements at the intersection of

o

The selected improvements will improve the safety by providing additional capacity and protected turn pockets.
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Ms. Joann Broderick
Page Two

2 -

Your name has been added to the project mailing l?st. 80 you
will be Xept informed of any future decisions made on this
project. Thank you again for 1ldentifying your recommendations.
¥We appreciate your participation in the project planning proceee.

by:

LHE:VFJ:as8
¢cc: Mr. Edward H. Meehan

Very truly yours,

Louis H. Bge, Jr.
Deputy Director

Ooffice of Planning and
Preliminary Engineering

Yerg T\

Victor F. ¢ ta
Project Hana
Project Plannlns Division
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Y STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION
V"Ei ;JBj.M J QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS
)
contract No. CH 566-151-571
Proposed MD 5 Relocated (MD 205)
Mattawoman/Beantown Road
Existing MD 5 to US 301
Location/Design Public Hearing
Monday, February 26, 1990 @ 7:30 p.m.

NAME: Randall A. & Deborah Simmons DATE: March 7, 1990
ADDRESS: 109 Indian Lane
CITY/TOWN Waldorf STATE: Maryland ZIP CODE 20601

We wish to comment or inquire about the following aspects of this
project:

After attending your meeting held February 26, 1990, at Thomas
Stone High School, we were left with the impression that this
highway was being built regardless of what the community thought
about it or what impact such a major highway would have on the
people living in the area. It leaves us to wonder what this task
force was looking at when they drew up the plans for this road
systenm.

The need for better and safer roads in the Charles County area is
needed, no doubt about that. Anyone driving down 301 at rush
hour knows exactly what a nightmare our road system is. However,
the need for a 6-~lane highway through a residential area at
Maryland Route 205 is not an answer to this problem.

It appears that the State Highway commission has taken over this
project and it is not an issue that Charles County has any
control over any longer; that the people who live in this area
really do not have a choice. We disagree. The people who live
in this area -~ must live with whatever havoc the State puts on us
and that gives us the right to choose and voice our objections.

Although a 4-lane highway was mentioned, the 6é-lane highway was
presented as the only option justified as "think big - don’t
build small so that in 20 years we need to rebuild." That is all
well and good but how can you justify not changing the
intersection at Route 301 and Maryland Route 205, and how can you
justify taking 6 lanes and narrowing it down to 4 lanes "creating
a bottleneck of traffic" because you do not want to affect the
shopping center? What about the people who live on the road =
why is the "consideration" not of the people but of the shopping
center? .

The fact that the point of the intersection at Maryland Route 205
and 301 is one of the highest accident points in the State of
Maryland may be true, but if this is true why is this high
accident intersection remaining unchanged? The accident rate has
increased in this particular area mainly after a shopping center

ﬁ'A N Maryland Department of Transportation

—)

& State Highway Administration

Admintstrator

June 27, 1990

Re: Contract No. CHS566-151-571
Proposed MD S Relocated (MD 205)
Mattawoman-Beantown Road
PDMS No. 0B2039

Mr, R. A. Simmons
109 Indian Lane
waldorf, Marytiand 20601

Dear Mr. Simmons:

ThanX you for your recent letter supporting the No-Build
Alternate for the MD 205 project pilanning study.

As described at the February 26th pudlic hearing, commuter
traffic will continue to grow on MD 205, even with the No-Buiia
Alternate. Noise mitigation sites remain under consideration in
the Mattawoman-Estates area. The Federai Highway Administration
noise abdbatement criteria 1s ea}imated to be marginally exceeded
at these locations 1n the design year (2015). A decision will be
made as to whether noise mitigation should be consldered at this
area in the design phase of this project.

Existing MD 205 has a higher accident rate than the state-
wide average for simiiar type roads. The proposed improvement
would significantly reduce thalt rate. This 18 because the medlan
would act as a safety zone foriany pedestrians or vehicles
crossing Oor turning left on the highway. Additionally, gaps 1n
the highway traffic (which woulc¢ allow turning movements) would
be more iikely to occur with more lanes.

The improvements proposed, four through lanes with outside
shoulders, would accommodate the !ncreasing commuter traffic, as
well as right turns into and out of the residentiaiiy zoned 1and
adjacent to the road. The shoiilder wouid serve as a combination
turning and dreakdown iane. The ultimate highway improvedents ’
are envisioned as a boulevard with a number of traffic signals at
existing and future pudbiic street intersections. The exlisting 40
u1ph speed limit would remain. This road has and will continue io
have at-grade lntersections and entrances. This type design
should not be confused with a "deitway".

My teteph ber is 1301)_333~-1105

Richa rainor
Secrete

Hal Kassoff

?DQY
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was built on the corner. The same corner that is not going to be
changed with the construction of the new road. Now tell us this
- taking the scenario of the existing 2-lane road and making it
6~lanes, narrowing down to the existing 4-lanes at the same high
accident intersection and not changing anything about the high
accident intersection, wouldn’t logic dictate that the rate of
accidents is only going to increase, not decrease. Wouldn’t a
better plan be one of which dealt with the intersection first -
then in later studies see what would be needed and beneficial to
the community.

The "safety” issue has not been mentioned. How safe will it be
to live in a house directly on this 6~lane highway? What of the
small children which live in these housing developments? How
will this affect children getting on and off the school bus? How
will their lives be affected by the increased volume of traffic?
How is the increase in speeding vehicles going to be controlled?

Next, as a resident of Mattawoman Estates, Indian Lane, we feel
that the magnitude of losing the right of way into our housing
development needs to be looked into further. Without direct
access into our subdivision, our only option is one of making a
U-turn at Schlagle Road across three lanes of traffic which is
suicide. Or as an alternate putting in an access road in the
cul-de-sac which still leaves you making a left turn across three
lanes of traffic without the aid of a traffic signal.

Finally, it has come to our attention that the primary purpose
for rebuilding and extending Maryland Route 205 may not even be
for the average citizens, but rather for those wealthy
influential developers and landowners who want to develop
property along the new highway.

We feel that a stronger study needs to be done-and that other
options need to be taken into consideration. Preferably one that
does not interfere with a residential area. Until further
studies are performed and other options presented we feel that at
this time a "No-build" situation exists.

Thank you in advance for your consideration in this matter. We
would hope to hear from you at your earliest convenience.

Sincerely,

L3 o Lardotd G e

Mr. & Mrs. Randall A. Simmons

1. See response p. V-7

e e e 4

Mr. R.A. Slomons
Page Two

. .
MD 205 sxlrts the Mattawoman-Estates community on s
western edge. Your suggestlon for an alternate around your
conmunity would then pass close to the eastern edge of Plneflela
1n order to avold the state parkxland. Our inttlal study has
shown that thls alternate would require additional streanm
crossings (includlng Mattawoman Creek), llkely impact greater
amounts of wetland, and still lie aajacent to a number of
residential areas. This "bypass" would be almost twlce as long
(and expensive) to construct, with the likxelihood that motorlsts
would continue to take Mattawoman-Beantown Road as the shorter
route. For these reasons, we are proposlng alternatlives that
maxe use of the exlstlng highway corrlaor.

Recognizing your support for the no-bulld, if a bdbulla
solutlon 18 selecteda, which optlon would you prefer: turning
movements requirlng U-turns on MD 205, or the construction of a
connection between the Inaian Lane cul-de-sac and Schlagel Road?
Please call me toll free 1ln Maryland at 1-800-548-5026 wlth your
thoughts on thls element of the project.

ThanX you for sharing your concerns. Your support for the
No-8ulld Alternate has been noted and will be consldered in the
selection of alternates for this project. Your name has been
added or been verified to be on the project mailing 1l1lst, 80 you
will be kept lnformed of any future decisions made on this
project.

very truly yours,

Louls H. Ege, Jr.
Deputy Dlrector

Offlce of Planning and
Prelimlnary Englneering

e YeDpudh

Victor ¢an
Project ager . . . ,
Project Planning Dlvlslon

LHE:VJ:as
cc: Mr. Eawara H. Meehan
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EWiarm Dopald Schaeter

Maryland Department of Transportation

SIVBmme L
D Richard H. Tralnor
The Sscrelary’s Office I Secratary
iad (4 Staphen G.-Zantz
Depuiy Sdcthtang

March.26, 1990

Mr. and Mrs. Randall A. Simmons
109 Indian Lane
Waldorf, Maryland 20601

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Simmons:

Thank you for your March 7th letter which raises a number of issues about the
ongoing planning study for improvements to MD 205 (Mattawoman-Beantown Road) in
Waldorf, Iam responding on behalf of Messrs. Kassoff, Pedersen, Mechan and Janata.

No final decisions have yet been made concerning improvements to MD 205. The
purpose of the study is to develop alternative solutions to address the transportation
problem, and document the comparative impacts that result. Your input is welcomed as
valuable factors in the project planning process. T

As described at the February 26th public hearing, commuter traffic will continue
to grow on MD 205. A six-lane divided highway improvement represents an ultimate
solution that is needed by the year 2015. Interim improvements with fewer lanes may be
feasible. The improvements proposed would accommodate the increasing commuter
traffic, as well as turning mavements into and out of the residentially zoned land adjacent
1o the road. In effect, the third lane in each direction would serve as a turning lane.

The existing US 301/MD 205 intersection is identified as a high-accident location.
As stated at the recent public hearing the ultimate solution to the intersection is an
interchange that would replace the existing intersection. Four interchange options were
presented at the hearing. C

Existing MD 205 has a higher accident rate than the statewide average for similar
type roads. The proposed improvement would significantly reduce that rate. The
proposed median would acyas a salety zone for any pedestrians or vehicles crossing or
wrning left on the highway, and gaps in the highway traffic would be more likely to occur
with more lanes. '

My tatephons number is (301)- 859-7397
TTY For tha Ossl: (301) 6846919
Pret Offica Aoe ATSS Bahimoral Airpon. Marviand 21240-0758

RECEIVED

KAR 9 ¥%0

DEV=ige Indian Lane .
N*Waldorf, Marylani. 20601
March 7, 1990

SRS e ‘S0

SECRETARY OF
TRANSPORTATION 2 |3
Honorable Richard H. Trainor
Secretary
Deparment of Transportation
Post Office Box 8755
BWI Airport
Baltimore, Maryland 21240

Dear Secretary Trainor:

We are requesting your assistance in the matter of the expansion
of Mattawoman-Beantown Road, Maryland Route 205. Contract
Number: CH 566-151-571. ¢

After attending a meeting held Februvary 26, 1990, at Thomas Stone
High School by the State Highway Commission, we were left with
the impression that this‘highway was being built regardless of
wvhat the community thought about it or what impact such a major
highway would have on the people living in the area. It leaves
us to wonder what this task force was looking at when they drew
up the plans for this road systen.

The need for better and gsafer roads in the Charles County area is
needed, no doubt -about tRat. Anyone driving down 301 at rush
hour knows exactly what nightmare our road system is. However,
the need for a 6-lane highway through a residential area at
Maryland Route 205 is not an answer to this problem.

4
It appears that the State Highway Commission has taken over this
project and it is not an issue that Charles County has any
control over any longer; that the people who live in this area
really do not have a cho;ce. We disagree. The people who live
in this area -~ must liveiwith whatever havoc the State puts on us
and that gives us the right to choose and voice our objections.

Although a 4-lane highway was mentioned, the 6-lane highway was
presented as the only option justified as "think big.= don’t
build small so that in 20 years we need to rebuild.™ That is all
well and good but how can you justify not changing the
intersection at Route 301 and Maryland Route 205, and how can you
justify taking 6 lanes and narrowing it down to 4 lanes “creating
a bottleneck of traffic" because you do not want to affect the
shopping center? What about the people who live on the road -

why is the "consideration" not of the people but of the shopping
center? :

The fact that the point of the intersection at Maryland Route 205
and 301 is one of the highest accident points in the State of
Maryland may be true, but if this is true why is this high
accident intersection remaining unchanged? The accident rate has
increased in this particular area mainly after a shopping center

’

&
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Mr. and Mrs. Randall A. Simmons
Page Two

Safety was the reason no median opening at Indian Lane was recommended. An
alternative 1o U-turns that we are still considering is connecting Indian Lane to Schiagle
Road. Determining whether a traffic signal is warranted at Indian Lane will be done
when the project nears the construction phase. The ultimate highway improvements are
envisioned as a boulevard with a number of traffic signals at existing and future public
street intersections.

A number of steps have been taken to reduce residential impacts, such as
alignment shifts and reducing the median width.

<R W W22

Thank you for sharing your concerns. For additional information, please feel free
1o contact Mr. Neil Pedersen, Director of the Office of Planning and Preliminary
Engineering for the State Highway Administration. Mr. Pedersen’s telephone number is

(301) 333-1110.
Sincerely,
@
Richard H. Trainor
Secretary
RHT:as

cc: Mr. Hal Kassoff
Mr. Neil J. Pedersen
Mr. Edward H. Mechan
Mr. Vic Janata

1. See response p. V-7

“
Honorable Richard H. Trainor 2

was built on the corner. The same corner that is not going to be
changed with the construction of the new road. Now tell us this
- taking the scenario of the existing 2-lane road and making it
6-lanes, narrowing down to the existing 4-lanes at the same high
accident intersection and not changing anything about the high
accident intersection, wouldn’t logic dictate that the rate of
accidents is only going to increase, not decrease. Wouldn’t a
better plan be one of which dealt with the intersection first -
then in later studies see what would be needed and beneficial to
the community.

The "safety" issue has not been mentioned. How safe will it be
to live in a house directly on this 6-lane highway? What of the
small children which live in these housing developments? How
will this affect children getting on and off the school bus? How
will their lives be affeoted by the increased volume of traffic?
How is the increase in speeding vehicles going to be controlled?

Next, as a resident of Mattawoman Estates, Indian Lane, we feel
that the magnitude of losing the right of way into our housing
development needs to be looked into further. Without direct
access into our subdivision, our only option is one of making a
U-turn at Schlagle Road across three lanes of traffic which is
suicide. Or as an alternate putting in an access road in the
cul-de-sac which still leaves you making a left turn across three
lanes of traffic without the aid of a traffic signal.

Finally, it has come to our attention that the primary purpose
for rebuilding and extending Maryland Route 205 may not even be
for the average citizens, but rather for those wealthy
influential developers and landowners who want to develop
property along the new highway.

t

We feel that a stronger study needs to be done and that other
options need to be taken into consideration. Preferably one that
does not interfere with a residential area. Until further
studies are performed and other options presented we feel that at
this time a "No-build" situation exists. '

Thank you in advance for your consideration in this matter. We
would hope to hear from you at your earliest convenience.

Sincerely,

9 ~
Mo 4 Muo. Gy cles B

Mr. & Mrs. Randall A. Simmons
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bee:  Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr.
Mr. John D. Bruck
Mr. John M. Contestabile

Honorable

Identical

Richard H. Trainor

letter sent to:

Commissioner Murray D. Levy
Comnissioner Nancy J. Stefton
Commissioner Thomas Mac Middleton

Honorable
Honorable
Honorable
Honorable
Honorable
Honorable
Honorable
Honorable

Barbara A. Mikulski

James C. Simpson

John R. Wood, Jr.

Michael J. Sprague

Paul S. Sarbanes

Roy Dyson

Samuel C. Linton

Thomas V. “Mike"™ Miller, Jr.

Mr. Edward Meehan

Mr. Hal Kassoff

Mr. Michael Rothenheber
Mr. Neil J. Pedersen
Mr. Victor Janata
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109 Indian Lane

Waldorf, Maryland 20601
March 20, 1990

Honorable William D. Schaefer
Governor of Maryland

State House

Annapolis, Maryland 21401

Dear Governor Schaefer:

We are requesting your assistance in the matter of the expansion
of Mattawoman-Beantown Road, Maryland Route 205. Contract
Number: CH 566-151~571.

After attending a meeting held February 26, 1990, at Thomas Stone
High School by the State Highway Commission, we were left with
the impression that this highway was being built regardless of
what the community thought about it or what impact such a major
highway would have on the people living in the area. It leaves
us to wonder what this task force was looking at when they drew
up the plans for this road system. .

The need for better and safer roads in the Charles County area is
needed, no doubt about that. Anyone driving down 301 at rush
hour knows exactly what a nightmare our road system is. However,
the need for a 6~lane highway through a residential area at
Maryland Route 205 is not an answer to this problem.

It appears that the State Highway Commission has taken over this
project and it is not an issue that Charles County has any
control over any longer; that the people who live in this area
really do not have a choice. We disagree. The péople who live
in this area ~ must live with whatever havoc the State puts on. us
and that givés us the right to choose and voice our .objections.

Although a 4-lane highway was mentioned, the 6-lane highway was
presented as the only option justified as "think big - don’'t
build small so that in 20 years we need to rebuild." That is all
well and good but how can you justify not changing the.
intersection at Route 301 and Maryland Route 205, .and how can you
justify taking 6 lanes and narrowing it down to 4 'lanes "creating
a bottleneck of traffic" because you do not want to affect the
shopping center? What about the people who live on the road -~
why is the "consideration™ not of the people but of the shopping
center?

The fact that the point of the intersection at Maryland Route 205
and 301 is one of the highest accident points in the State of
Maryland may be true, but if this is true why is this high
accident intersection remaining unchanged? The accident rate has
increased in this particular area mainly after a shopping center
was built on the corner. The same corner that is not going to be
changed with the construction of the new road. Now tell us this

&‘P Maryland Department of Transportation Governor

‘Willlam Donald Schaefer

Richard H. Trsinor
Soemuy'_
Slcphrn 0 Zentz
Deputy Secretary

The Secretary’s Office , .

April 17, 1990

Mr. and Mrs. Randall A. Simmons
109 Indian Lane
Waldorf, Maryland 20001

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Simmons;

‘Govemor \Yiliiam Donald Schaefer asked me to thank you for your recent letter
regarding the ongoing planning study for improvements to MD 205 (Mattawoman-
Beantown Road) in Waldorf. The Governor also asked me to respond to you directly,

It appears your letter to the Governor and m i
] ) y response to your earlier letter
crossed in the mail. I hope my March 26th letter 1o you adequately addressed your
concerns. If you have any questions please don't hesitate to contact Mr. Neil Pedersen,

ll)li;f)ctor of Planning and Preliminary Engineening. Mr. Pedersen may be reached at 333-

Thank you for sharing your concerns.

Sincerely,

ard H. Trainor
Secretary

RHTt “-. .

cc: The Honorable William Donald Schaefer
Mr. Hal Kassoff

My telophone number Is (301) 859-73197
TTY For the Deat: (301) 6846919
Post Office Box 873S, Bahimore/ g Akrport, Maryland 21240-0755




99-A

Honorable William D. Schaefer : 2

-~ taking the scenario of the existing 2-lane road and making it
6-lanes, narrowing down to the existing 4-lanes at the same high
accident intersection and not changing anything about the high
accident intersection, wouldn’t logic dictate that the rate of
accidents is only going to increase, not decrease. Wouldn’t a
better plan be one of which dealt with the intersection first -
then in later studies see what would be needed and beneficial to
the community.

The "safaty" issue has not been mentioned. How safe will it be
to live in a house directly on this 6-lane highway? What of the
small children which live in these housing developments? How
will this affect children getting on and off the school bus? How
will their lives be affected by the increased volume of traffic?
How is the increase in speeding vehicles going to be controlled?

Next, as a resident of Mattawoman Estates, Indian Lane, we feel
that the magnitude of losing the right of way into our housing
development needs to be looked into further. Without direct
access into our subdivision, our only option is one of making a
U-turn at Schlagle Road across three lanes of traffic which is
suicida. Or as an alternate putting in an access road in the
cul-de-sac which still leaves you making a left turn across three
lanes of traffic without the aid of a traffic signal.

Finally, it has come to our attention that the primary purpose
for rebuilding and extending Maryland Route 205 may not even be
for the average citizens, but rather for those wealthy
influential developers and landowners who want to develop
property along the new highway.

Wa feel that a stronger study needs to be done and that other
options need to be taken into consideration. Preferably one that
does not interfere with a residential area. Until further
studies are performed and other options presented we feel that at
this time a "No-build" situation exists.

Thank you in advance for your consideration in this matter. We
would hopa to hear from you at your earliest convenience.

Sincerely,

= g T ——

O\I ¥ m Lo - (Zl.:i-oigw\{

Mr. & Mrs. Randall A. Simmons

See response p. V-7
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QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 15

Contract No. CH 566~151-571
Proposed MD 5 Relocated (MD 205)
Mattawoman/Beantown Road
Existing MD 5 to US 301
Location/Design Public Hearing
Monday, February 26, 1990 @ 7:30 p.m.

NAME E. ROCHE DATE__3/15{90

:'ﬁfNATSE ADDRESS__RE. 205, Bax 201

CITY/TOWN Waldorf STATE___MD________ZIP CODE_20601

i/We wleh to comment or Inquire about t_ho'tollowlng aspecta-of this project:

. WE are very much OPPOSED to a large highway especially a 6-lane. We

have resided on Rt. 205 (4 houses N of Longwood on one acre) for 20 v=-s.;

we_are retired and on fixed income. “We FEAR relacation! We are very.

much concerneq the State will not pay enough ta relocate our home—of—
lot equal to present. I have worked my whole life for my present hoza!
If not relocated, the road most certainly will come closer to us. The

"NOISE factor is another consideration. “The heavy truck traffic is tco

much now! vSPEED will be another worry. Traffic goes 50 mph now in a
40 mph 2o0ne. ~Faster speeds for larger highways equals more accidents

and deaths. Vﬁlthoqgﬁ there {s backup, it does move continually and

traffic clears. Why widen a road to 6 lanes only 2 miles long that takes

3 minutes to travel just so there is congestion at efther end (Rurry *p

And Wait is not the answer)! . Big road and small exits make no sense:

_Neither does spending $12 million more for 2 additional lanes. Gov. Shat

fer says we are spending too much now--why throw money away? /KCSO, east

—

g0 soO

uth (80 % of rime we ture
left out of our drivgwaz.) I1f a 4-lane 1is constrictid, we DO NOT WANT a
ore land qan needed to have a median Eh

NCa
but

g 1) (110} iy g + *
absolutely no median strip!!! SUGGE

) Plecee delete my/out nemels) from the Melling List.

oPersone who heve received e copy ol this brochure through the mell ers eireedy
on the project Malling Liet,

1. See response p. V-19

H8 too Mafea—midale—t fone
road on I ] £ STION: » Why not ;usc construct
ads 7

X0 Pieeee edd my/our nemels) to the Melling List.*

Richard H. Treinor
. sCratary

Hal Kassoff

Admnistratot

Maryland Department of Transportation
State Highway Administration

P .

May 8, 990

Re: cContract No. 566-3151-57"
Proposed MD 5 Relocated (MD -205)
Mattawoman-3eantown Road
PIXS No. 082039

Mr. and Mrs. James =. 3oche
oute 205, 3ox 20°
Waldor¢, Marylanc 2060°

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Roche.

Thank you :{or your recent .etter opposing proposec
taprovements to ¥ 205 that are currently under stucy.

Based on a review of the study alternates 1n front of your
nome, we would oniy have: to acquilre some frontage from your
oroperty. You wou.é not de relocatec.

~he proposec¢ :zproviments would accommodate the 1ncreasing
commuter traffic, as well as turning movements 1nto and out of
the residentlaiiy zoned }and adjacent to the road. in effect,
the third 'ane i each directilon woulcd 3erve as a turning lane.
The ultimate nlghway :mp{ovements are envisionec¢ as a doulevarce
with a number of traffic:signals at existing and future public

street intersections. The existing 40 2ph speec 113l would
remain. i

Tf ile ouiccze o our study :s a dbulld solullon, ithe
englneering bhase wotle involve the detalled cesign of a roacway
alternate, !aclucing ‘mprovement of lnterseciiox lovemenis ai ¥J
%, and an interchange option at U3 30%. While the ¥D 205 projecst
ts not prograare¢ for copstruciion, the wicening of US 303 0 3ix
Lhrough .anes :s scheculed Lo degin thls year. e .

A five-:arte curded roacway with a coniinuous cenier lefl-
~urn lane was siucdie¢ and presented i(a the initlal siucy 3stage
(Alternate 2). .- was ¢ropped Srox further conslderation Jecause
07 the h1gh accifent rate assoclatec with this type roacway.
ixtsting ¥D 205 -as a h'gher accident rate than ile statewlce
svarage Sor 3ix=tlir <ype roacds. 7The Droposec iaprovement woulcd
StRAVILCANTIY reducs hat rate. The mec:ian would act as a salely
zone SOr any pecesirians or vehic.es at medlan openings, Crossilg
or Lurning .eft on he hlghway. Gaps ia ihe highway traffic
wou.¢ Ye more .:7=2.7 0 occur wiih pore .anes.

My telephone ber s (301)__233-1105

Teletypewriter for tmpaired Hearing or Speech
383-7555 Saltimore Metro - 565-0451 D.C, Metro - 1-800-492-5062 Statewlde Toll Free
707 North Calvert St., Saltimore, Merylend 21203-0717
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.
Ar. and ¥rs. cezes 3. loche Al
2age Two

Your sugges:tion -0 relocate AD 205 Lo Le easi would.resull
tn zany new gireax and wes.and crossings, anc iZpact lany more
acres o¢ wet.anC. 7ToT uLizse reagong, we avte propos:i:

a.ternatives thz2t zaxe use 27 e exi3ilng Llghway corricer.

Your opposizion Lo ANy ©f the roacway dulll a.ternates has
Yeen noted ané wil. be consicerec¢ in Ihe ceterzinatiold of an
aliernate. Your name:nas Deen accec Lo ile prolect malling
118t, 80 you wi.. Ye Xxep: .nformed of any future cecisions mace
on this projecst. Thank you again Jor centiiylng your position.

very truly yours,

Louls ¥. Zge, JT.
Jeputy dilrectior

A Tice 0 2lanning i
Preliatpary Ingiaeer

victor Jadata, Project Manager
?roJject ?lanning Slvision

i
.

“
a8




Richard H. Trainor

Maryland Department of Transportation ;‘;',‘(:; ot
STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION - State Highway Administration Administretor
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS
Contract No. CH 566-151-571 April 11, 1990 *
Proposed MD § Relocated (MD 205)
Mattawoman/Beantown Road Re: Contract No. CH566-151-571
Existing MD 5 to US 301 ] Proposed MD 5 Relocated (MD 205)
Location/Design Public Hearing Mattawoman-Beantown Road
Monday, February 26, 1990 @ 7:30 p.m. PDMS No0.082039

Ms. Louise E. Flesher

NAME S onicase & T lealod) pATE 2. /7 L9970 14103 S. Springfield Road

Brandywine, Maryland 20613

;lf-nENATSE ADDRESS 4 : - : Dear Ms. Flesher:
CITY/TOWN, b STATE.ZAL?(MALZIP CODEMLL— Thank you for your recent letter opposing impacts to the
. bout the following aepecte-of thle project: Trinity Memorial Gardens gemetery as the result of j.mprovex_nent
1/We wish to comment or {nquire about t| studies for MD 205.

) La seme LK P 42s 08l 4 o320 ek

It is unfortunate that there is a misunderstanding about our
intentions regarding the cemetery. We are charged with
developing alternate solutions to transportation problems and
documenting the impacts thHat would result. One of the build
alternates presented at the February 26th public hearing, Segment
! II - Alternate 5/6, does impact cenetery graves. The other
alternate presented that night, Segment II - Alternate 5/6
Modified, does not impact 'any graves. We have not reached any
decisions regarding the desirability of either alternate.

: Your opposition to diéturbing any graves has been noted and
will be considered in the development of our team recommendation.
Thank you again for 1dent1§ying your position,

Your name(s) has been added to or verified to be on the
project mailing list, so that you will be kept informed of any
decisions reached on the MD 205 study.

Very truly yours,

Louis H. Ege, Jr.

Deputy Director e
Office of Planning and
Preliminary Engineering

]4 -
by: thrt
Victor F. Jdyata

Project Manager
Project Planning Division

LHE:VFJ:kw
cc: Mr. Edward H. Meehan

) Pieass add my/our name(s) to the Melling List,®

) Piease delets my/our nama(s} from the Mailing List,

dy

copy of this brochure through the mail are airea

ePersons who hu.m"col.llv:'d A copy Telatypewriter for Impalred Hearing or Speech

on ths ploi.c' sliing . . 383-7555 Baltimore Metro - 565-045t D.C. Metro - 1-800-492-50082 Statewide Toll Free
707 North Calvert St., Beltimore, Maryland 21203~0717

My teleph number is (301) 3133-1108%

1. See response p. V-3 . %
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QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS "

Contract No. CH 566-151-571
Proposed MD 5 Relocated (MD 205)
Mat tawoman/Beantown Road
Exiating MD 8 to US 301
Location/Design Publio Hearing
Monday, February 28, 1980 @ 7:30 p.m.

NAME Q):tm-c(a Mot S+\m¢lev oaTE_NOA - 23 (7%
PLEASE ,popess Ry & Tox [79y

cnvnowu._&mc\_n__[:lf_ecl_erns_ﬂcl_v____zw cope Aol &0

1/Wi wish to comment or Inquire about the toliowing aspects-of this projsot:

x9 m&j Qon'S  Thimk. oy CWl0nsn  Mog

a0 con00 Nl Cntme  THhisa
i S

Mg é(u(‘& (fY\ul "l(.\SLLQﬁ_\(L/\ \ﬂ,té\\? h(‘e\-L‘FxT

Yo Goosdads  amd i auad's Gned
) acC {e S G(\m 1an ‘)Ai;‘:{b (Q)-:;-GJ D2 ]

AT U Joma  To  Svam Yuonid  CufrcaX

o3 —ihow 00

Al e 7z b0 4o

Meoje o Sewr houses
The Y O ——
_Mr.. Victor Janata Room 506
707 North Calvert St., Baltimore, MO. 21203
Wl’lnu add my/our namafs) 1o tha Malling List,®

ou_‘Yhe G Tlo N )

C2) Pisase daiate my/our name(s) from the Malling Lliet.

ePersona who hava racslvad a copy of this brochurs through the mail are already
an tha sraincl Malli~- i3t

1. See response p. V-3

. Richard H. Trainor

YN Maryland Department of Transportation S
SH"A - State Highway Administration m’:ﬂ

L
April 11, 1990

Re: Contract No. CHS566-151-571
proposed MD 5 Relocated (MD 205)
Mattawoman-Beantown Road
PDMS No.082039

Ms. Patricia Mae strader
Route 2 Box 179Y
Indian Head, Maryland 20640

Dear Ms., Strader:

Thank you for your recent letter opposing impacts to the
Trinity Memorial Gardens Cemetery as the result of improvement.
studies for MD 205.

It is unfortunate that there is a misunderstanding about our
intentions regarding the cemetery. We are charged with- -
developing alternate sblutions to transportation problems and-
documenting the impacts that would result. One of the build’
alternates presented at the February 26th public hearing, Segment
IT - Alternate 5/6, does impact cemetery graves. The other
alternate presented that night, Segment II - Alternate 5/6
Modified, does not impact any graves. We have not reached any
decisions regarding the desirability of elither alternate.

Your opposition tb disturbing any graves has been noted and
will be considered in the development of our teanm recommendation.
Thank you again for iQentifying your position.

Your name(s) has been added to or verified to be on the
project mailing list, so that you will be kept informed of any .
decisions reached on the HD 205 study.

Very truly yours,
Louis H. Ege, Jr.
Deputy Director

office of Planning and
Prelininary Engineering

by: AR il
Victor F. qtgata
Project Manage

r
Project Planning Division

- .

LHE:VFJtkw
cc: Mr. Edward H. Meehan

My teleph ber ia {301). 111=1105%

Teletypewriter for Impairad Heasing or Speech
383~7555 Baltimora Metro - 565~04810.C. Metro - $-800-482-5082 Statewids Toll Fraa

- Patimes o Watétemmen ttasalond BINVSNTIY

o
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STATE HIGHWAY-ADMINISTRATIGNY 9 375°9) -
QUESTIONS_AND/OR COMMENTS

Contract No. CH 566-1531-571
Proposed MD 5 Relocated (MD 205)
Mattawoman/Beantown Road
Existing MD 5 to US 301
Location/Design Publio Hearing
¥onday, February 26, 1290 @ 7:30 p.m.

NAME f////(lff F._ MATHEWS

PLEASE 20 . G
PLEASE ADDRESS Lo. G 3

cITY/TOWN _BXYa4f fd __arate YL zIP copE_R8£/6

1/We wiah to comment or Inquire about the following aspectia-of this projeot:
L S oS Brarg STl for pmmnd i
7, Gopudlns _en?™ -  Frkef i B (frnls

D DA N -
Lo L e gpoople Tl a ATl Lovgpn L~ Znt

M Tz pt#em g T,

Mr. Victor Jansta Room S06
707 North Calvert St., Baltimore, MD. 21203
CZ) Pisase add my/our neme(s) to the Malling List,®

) Pleass delste my/our namelsl from the Malling List,

ePetsons who have received a oopy of ihis brochure through the mail aro elroady
an tha sroject Mellla= 'lat, °

1. See response p. V-3

Maryland Department of Transportation T ot
State Highway Administration Adminisustor
L

April 11, 1990

Re: Contract No. CH566-151-571
Proposed MD 5 Relocated (MD 205)
Mattawonan-Beantown Road
PDMS No.082039

Mr. Charles F. Mathews
P.O. Box 36
Bryans Road, Maryland 20616

Dear Mr. Mathews:

Thank you for your recent letter opposing impacts to the'
Trinity Memorial Gardens Cemefery as the result of improvement
studies for MD 20S.

It is unfortunate that there is a misunderstanding about our
intentions regarding the cemefery. We are charged with
developing alternate solutiong to transportation problems and
documenting the impacts that would result. One of the build
alternates presented at the February 26th public hearing, Segment
II - Alternate 5/6, does impakt cemetery graves. The other
alternate presented that night, Segment II - Alternate 5/6
Modified, does not impact any graves. We have not reached any
decisions regarding the desirability of either alternate.

Your opposition to disturbing any graves has been noted and
will be considered in the devélopment of our team recommendation.
Thank you again for identifyihg your position.

¥

Your name(s) has been added to or verified to be on the
project mailing list, so that-you will be Kept informed of any
decisions reached on the MD 205 study.

Very truly yours,

Louis H. Ege, Jr.
Deputy Director

Office of Planning and
Preliminary Engineering

W e

victor Fl Janata
Project Manager
Project Planning Division

LHE:VFJ:kw
cc: Mr. Edward H. Meehan

My teleph ber is (301),

Telotypewriter for impaired Haaring or Speech .
383-7555 Baltimore Metro ~ S85-045t D.C, Metro = 1-8600-492-5062 Stsewide Toil Free
707 Noeth Calvart St.. Baltimore, Meryland 21203-0717

333=1105

Richard H. Trainor

1!
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QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS

Contract No. CH 588-151-571
Proposed MD 5 Relocated (MD 205)
Mattawcman/Beantown Road
Existing MD $ to US 301
Location/Design Public Hearing
Monday, February 26, 1600 @ 7:30 p.m.

NAME W.‘m—ons%

PLEASE ,;nneas BOX 4 AL MartEuls Kb .
clrvltownﬁﬁ’.ﬂm_eurzm__zw cooe2d /s

1/We wieh to gomment or Inquire about the following espects-of this projsot:

7{7/v s Benn ¥ I _BRE  FRy  YPSLT ALoul TH:'S
Gy ay TARTE i< <dPPosen [t Go THRo4IHT
ZRinTy CARDENS CEMENTORY . Wi ME
Aoy Burn/ED THEIR WE wENT THRUIH BVIERY
GoiFuinNg TimeE WHEN HF DilEhH, WE <7y Ll
GET VERY P <zt al LibsS. THS wHET e
aMAami/(!? o Do wooulh tEaRgUS gp.°
O DoVnorT want 0YP scNS FRAKE
A Ja 11 P D2 oulp BE LiHE LiviNG
s e D Eny RLL OVER _AGBiN. L FAINKE
THar 1T & whs tve to IRAKE THE SE CRRVES
BND T Kalaud h7AER Fralle (FEL T
SaME wu)py LIs p AEaul; Full tEmENARY
2 /2T ull Flace 73 SyiRE _oulR
Lol EN sMLES. Yors my Has Bl melp PiL, s
o W EIHEUD AR 734 RED IHE K Fo, FLERSE
LONSNER (o PLES FrrAL (ngs ) JURFE S .
M. Vigctoc sanate Room 506 -
707 North Calvert St., Baltimore, MU. 21203
=3 Pisase add my/que name(e} to the Malling Liet.®

) Ploase delete my/our namefs) from (he Malling Liet,

ePersons who have reoetved e copy of thls brochure through the mell ere elready
an tha srnlect Mallin= ‘lat,

1. Séresponse p. V-3

Richard H, Trainor

Maryland Department of Transportation o ot
State Highway Administration | Asminisrator

April 11, 1990

Re: Contract No. CH566-151-571
Proposed MD 5 Relocated (MD 205)
Mattawoman-Beantown Road
PDMS No.0820139 ’

Mr. & Mrs. Earl Mathews
Box 4 N. Mathews Road
Bryans Road, Maryland 20616

Dear Mr. & Mrs. Mathews:

Thank you for your recent letter opposing impacts to the
Trinity Memorial Gardens Cemetery as the result of improvement
studies‘tor MD 205.

It is unfortunate that there is a misunderstanding about our
intentions regarding theé cemetery. We are charged with
developing alternate solutions to transportation problems and
documenting the impacts that would result. One of the build
alternates presented at the February 26th public hearing, Segment
II - Alternate 5/6, does impact cemetery graves. The other
alternate presented that night, Segment II - Alternate 5/6
Modified, does not impact any graves. We have not reached any
decisions regarding the -desirability of either alternate.

Your opposition to disturbing any graves has been noted and
will be considered in the development of our teanm recomnendation.
Thank you again for ide?titying your position.

Your name(s) has been added to or verified to be on the
project mailing list, sq that you will be kept informed of any
decisions reached on theq MD 205 study.

Very truly yours,

Louis H. Ege, Jr.
Deputy Director

Office of Planning and
Preliminary Engineering

/v YW

Victor F. jahata
Project Manager
Project Planning Division

LHE:VFJ:kw
cc: Mr. Edward H. Meehan

My telaph ber is (301), 333-1105

Telatypewriter for impaired Hearing or Speech
383-7583 Baltimore Metro ~ 388-0451 D.C, Metro - 1-800-402-5062 Statewide Toit Free
N7 North Galvert St.. Baltimore. Merviend 21203-0717

. —
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STATE HIGHWAY-ADMINISTRATIEN ¢/ 3
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS :

Contract No. CH 586-181-571
Proposed MD 5 Relocated (MD 205)
Mattawoman/Beantown Road
Existing MD 8 to US 301
Location/Design Publioc Hearing
Monday, February 26, 1990 @ 7:30 p.m,

NAME BQQEU \v’Pa}Eio(Q, Wl
PLEASE ,popess 5 N. \ma%ﬁ e
 Pooderare 0. D zie cooe=(orlo

DATE 313190

CITY/TOWN f
{/We wish to comment or Inquire about the following aspects-of this projeot: :'
1. do 00t feel v Right 40 buddd c !
Wohuvoa Lokt Wheough™ o Comedoad . T 5 '

-\05(04\4 QnneRessaas ord ool alterraties

should _be done. =% owid disgupting Y

ngawe Sikes, wine  will sowusg. mueh Pain Mo

Wr S lies porcegned. ol of ey famdy
robrobens Gie butid ok /lKI'M;L.,J Qod rpst {:QQCDLO-
goll, gy An s bagied sewe ool T owill oo
LMl on Powde 0" Sdop  Jhus hi
oM alhing Xhvuak e e
(wamg.—l-(]}ld,‘sh\« 00y Vkmdz e A0 howel Je
by i@ son Mo Fiest difhe , U dond

knbo & T coad dare bovimg o do 1d
RT B

Sinceqelis,

D) s -
. v

M. Yigtor Janata Room 506
707 North Calvert St., Baltimore, MU. 21203
CX) Pleaso add my/our namefe) to the Maliling Liet,®

) rieese delete my/sour nameis) from the Malling Liet.

ePersone who have recelved a ocopy of this brochure through the mall are slroady
an 1ha 3ralect Maitim=~ ‘i3t

1. See response p. V-3

.- e e .‘II' .

Maryland Department of Transportation :.:-:m“
State Highway Administration Adminiaret

april 11, 1990

Re: Contract No. CH566-151-571
Proposed MD 5 Relocated (MD 205)
Mattawoman-Beantown Road
PDMS No.0820239

Mr. & Mrs. Barry Hill
5 N. Mathews Road
Bryans Road, Maryland 20616

Dear Mr. & Mrs. Hill:

Thank you for your recent letter oppdslng impacts to the
Trinity Memorial Gardens Cemetery as the result of improvement
studies for MD 205.

It is unfortunate that there is a misunderstanding about our
intentions regarding the cemetery. We are charged with

_ developing alternate solutions to transportation problems and

docunenting the impacts that would result. One of the build
alternates presented at the February 26th public hearing, Segment
II - Alternate 5/6, does: impact cenetery graves. The other
alternate presented that night, Segment II - Alternate 5/6
Modified, does not impact any graves. We have not reached any
decisions regarding the desirability of either alternate.

Your opposition to disturbing any graves has been noted and
will be considered in the development of our team recommendation.
Thank you again for identifying your position.

Your name(s) has been added to or verified to be on the
project mailing list, so that you will be kept informed of any
decisions reached on the MD 205 study.

Very truly yours, .
Louis H. Ege, Jr.

Deputy Director

Office of Planning and
Prelininary Engineering

by: Uytb?
Victor F. Jhrjata
Project Manager

Project Planning Division

LHE:VFJ :kw
cc: Mr. Edward H. Meehan

My teloph ber is (301). 3331-1105

Toletypewriter for tmpaired Hearing or Speech
383-755S Daltimors Metro - 565-0451 0.C. Metro ~ 1-800-492-5082 Statewide Tall Free
~n= etace

& Aaluaes €0 Taltiwmaca Maruland FIIAVATY

Richsrd H. Trainor
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION
QUESTIONS .AND/OR COMMENTS

Contract No. CH 566-151-571
Proposed MD 5 Relocated (MD 205)
Mattawoman/Beantown Road
Existing ¥D 5 to US 301
Location/Design Public Hearing
Monday, February 26, 1990 @ 7:30 p.m.

NAME Bedty L. Flesher

| nueﬁﬂhlﬁ.o__
:%“ENATSE ADDRESS o’lq Momn’-Dv'\ue

\ R
crryrrown Waldeyd state MDD 21r cope 060
1/Wa wiah to oomment or lnguira about the following aspecte-of thla project:
Takine the cemetery sites.
J . A
Rand o e L a
zf l/ruu’f'( X5 ,UL. v /n,z‘: \L‘un/'{c, .L[A?Lza LLL . \Z&c;‘

i howindt T Uloxate b sima kil A Lo

LA . AALA . l,//_(,é'x/&/» .
14 L/LAuﬂfLL Aus VT huak Lesedos Iutiu MA&'{) e
Ay A i untl Al b e gtac,

Maces ovn cu . o (Al ca2 b -g’/é /ru_./_(z&i‘ggdl_
it adoidosl it Xl vnealecy (Lo dencess who

"L{.&’ a s}/,lﬁL’u. e e /Duu.'(»( I,.i-.—lmo s, ‘/LU/K

L4 I?LL o sxta Tty bubss (L »é-" 75 /é{ﬂ/'l/hfj,d;f
Jx’lne,m-i Li *\EM b AP it 1'10‘17,/.;'/1.4/- e fuadt e 7
£4x Lo ihlaidy A
' 1Ay IIL L 7‘_’10.(4,
O Please add mylour namels) to tha Malling List.® /M-

) Pleasa dalata mylour namals) from the Malling List,

eParsona who have racalvad a copy of this brochura through tha mall are already
on the projact Melling List.

OLJMC("L— J /u{l{[ A Aol A‘COW

Bt

Mfl JALLre IMI'{ }tl.t- ‘,LL(.‘/IILJ 14"6.((4(’“/ 14-(', N 1&?}’7'&4/_ P

P
hi. \L.c?‘fu_-uj /to i&fu L(,é;-l Pl 7. ¢ 131_(17'2447 at M 7)/\-205/ _
1 : Honge .2 LAy ne

idi T hem 4 alrigicen. gluo Xhe £illirci

i /7111,'1,(?”1. .A{bé('ba, NI %&(/{M(Z’u{‘[— |

Richard H. Tralnor
Maryland Department of Transportation ""““""K.'m"
State Highway Administration Admicimemer

April 11, 1990

Re: Contract No. CH566-151-571
Proposed MD 5 Relocated (MD 205)
Mattawoman-Beantown Road
PDMS No.082039

Ms. Betty L. Flesher
29 Moran Drive
waldorf, Maryland 20601

Dear Ms. Flesher:

Thank you for your recent letter in favor of Segment I,
Alternate 6 and Segment II, Alternate 5/6 Modified for the
project planning study of MD 205. Giving your preferences and
the reasoning behind those choices are appreciated. They will be
considered in the development of team reconmendations.

Thank you also for the petition against impacts to the
Trinity Memorial Gardens Cemetery. Most of the names were
decipherable and have been added to the project mailing list.

Everyone will be kept informed of any decisions reached on the MD
205 study. B

Very truly yours,

Louis H. Ege, Jr.
Deputy Director

office of Planning and
Preliminary Engineering

by: VWM

Victor F.'@nata.-. .
Project Manager
pProject Planning Division

LHE:VFJ tkw

cc: Mr. Edward H. Meehan

333-1105
My tefeph ber is (301).

Tetetypewriter for impaired Hearing or Speech
383-755S Baltimore Metro - 385-0451 D.C. Metro ~ 1-800-482-3042 Statewide Tcil Frea
707 North Celvert St.. Beltimore, Merviand 212030717
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March [8. 1990

Maryland Dept. of Transportation
State Highway Administration
Office of Pianning &
Preliminary Engineering

Box 717

Baltimore, MD 21203

Subject: Proposed MD Route S5 Relocated (MD 203)

We, the below undersigned, protest the proposed widening
for Route 205 (Mattawoman - Beantown Road) which would involve
displacing 1,500 grave sites.

With one hundred twenty five peopie already buried in this
historical site, we feei that other measures couid be taken to
assure that the rights and wishes of the deceased and their
families could be granted, and that the Trinity Memorial Gardens
would remain unmarred.

Name Address Phone Number
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March ljﬂ 1990

Maryland Dept. of Transportation
State Highway Admlnistration
Offlce of Plannling &

Preiiminary Englneering

Box 717

Baltlmore, MD 21203

Sub ject: Proposed MD Route 5 Relocated (MD 205)

He, the below underslgned, protest the proposed wldenlng
for Route 205 (Mattawoman -~ Beantown Road) whlch would invoive
dlsplacing 1,300 grave sites.

Wlth one hundred twenty five people already buried 1n this
historlcal site, we feel that other measures could be taken to
assure that the rlghts and wishes of the deceased and their
families could be granted, and that the Trinlty Memorlal Gardens
would remain unmarred.

Name Address Phone Number
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March 12, 1990

Mr. Neil J. Pedersen

Director

office of Planning and
Preliminary Engineering

State Highway Administration
P.O. Box 717

Baltimore, Marqund 21203-0717

PDear Mr. Pedersen:

With respect to the proposed Maryland Route S relocated (MD
205) project I would like to make the following comments as the
corporate representative of Waldorf Restaurant, Inc.

Segment I: Alternate 6 we feel would be preferable because
of the ever increasing through traffic to st.
Mary’s County. This alternate presents the
opportunity to solve the through traffic problem
for the long-term. Alternate 5 will result in
continued and worsening stacking along Route S.

Segment IXI: We have no preferred alternate but do need the
continuation of a crossover for the existing
truck traffic. We would like to keep the
crossover to the Charles County Concrete
property at its present location because of cost
consideration but would certainly be willing to
work with you in achieving the most desirable
ultimate location.

. JE-STR ), €OAL Crmid

Segment IIX: Al&ernate 2 or 3 is preferred of the ones
described at the presentation. We would also
like to suggest a 4th alternative as: per the
attached sketch. We feel each of these,
particularly the new proposal creates the best
traffic flow for the neighboring Pinefield
community. Given the likelihood of the nearby
overpass to the existing community entrance and
the increased commercial nature of the area we
feel the creation of an additional traffic flow
option would best service the community.

[ U

P. O. Box 548, Waldorf, MD 20604 e 932-5000 ¢ 843-6101 e 1-800-492-3495

Qud H. Trainor

Maryland Department of Transportation e soff
State Highway Administration Administrator

April 4, 1990

Mr. Francis H. Chaney, II

Vice President/General Manager
Chaney Enterprises

Post Office Box 548

Waldorf, Maryland 20604

Dear Mr. Chaney:

Thank you for your March l2th letter concerning the project
planning study for MD 205,

Your preferences for sonme alternates/options and opposition
to others are noted and will be considered in the development of
the project planning team recommendation. Your suggestions for
new or revised alternates are being evaluated, and the project
manager, Victor Janata,.will contact you to discuss then. He
will also address crossover locations along MD 205 for entrances
to the Charles County Conciete properties. -

I am forwarding your suggestions for Western Parkway
connection alignments adja?ent to Interchange Option B to the
Charles County Department of Planning and Growth Management for
their review and comment.

Thank you again for your proposals for new alternates for
the MD 205 project planning study. Your suggestions are
appreciated. f

Very truly yours,
M % -9.““"
Neil J. Pedersen, Director
Ooffice of Planning and
Preliminary Engineéring
NJIP:kw
cc: Mr. Roy E. Hancock
Mr. Edward H. Meehan
Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr.
Mr. Anthony M. Capizzi

Mr. John D. Bruck
Mr. John Contestabile

My talagh ber is (301)___ 333-1110

Telotypewriter tor Impaired Hearing or Speech
383-75585 Baltimore Metro - 565-0451 D.C. Metro ~ 1-800-492-5082 Statewide Toll Free
707 North Calvert St., Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717

S
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.Mr. Neil J. Pedersen

March 12, 1990
Page 2

Interchange: Option B is our preference, followed by Option
A. We are strongly opposed to Option C and D.
We have also attached for your consideration a
variation of Option B which we feel would be a
viable alternative to the existing B Proposal.
(Sketch Attached)

These comments are as brief as possible. They are made with

objective of looking at traffic patterns for the entire area. If
you would like to discuss any of these comments in more detail

please feel free to call.

Sincerely,

Y ENTERPRISES
m?z”,/céz_

Francis H. Chaney, II
Vice President/General Manager

P.S. I gave a copy of a Western Parkway Plan III Proposal to
victor Janata at the February 28 hearing on Maryland Route 5.
cc: Victor Janata

FCH,II:dlnm
Enclosures

1. See Iiesponse p. V-18
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(301) 645-5555

'Walclor[ MOTEL

ON ROUTES § & 301 WALDORF, MARYLAND 20601

£8-A

February 26, 1990

—

g

~o

[-H
Neil J. Pedersen, Director :?
Office of Planning & ~
Preliminary Engineering =2
State Highway Administration - "
P.0. Box 717 = ’

Baltimore, MD 21203-0717
Dear Sir:

We have been reviewing both the improvements proposed by the
Maryland State Highway Administration and the Charles County
Department of.Public Works for the alignment of the Western
Parkway. We feel that some of the alternatives that are proposed
are damaging to property values, not only for the properties
which we represent, but also to some of the other prOpertxes in
the Waldorf area.

We are proposing for your consideration an alternative
alignment. We, along with Lou Grasso, would be willing to donate
the right of way for the alignment as shown.

Very truly yours,
WALDORF RESTAURANT, INC.
1
'RECEIVED &2 44 =
F23 29 1990 Francis H. Chaney, II
FHC,II:cm)

Whialoa, WIKE OF
PLANNING & PALLBIRARY ERINLYN

1. See response p. V-18

Richard H. Trainor

Moaryland Department of Transportation ot
State Highway Administration Ao aisretor

March 22, 1990

Mr. Francis H. Chaney, II
Waldorf Restaurant, Inc.

Routes 5 and 301

Waldorf, Maryland 20601

Dear Mr. Chaney:

Thank you for your February 26th letter and mapping suggest-
ing revisions to the proposed Western Parkway. While the State
Highway Administration is reviewing plans being developed for the
Western Parkway, I should clarify that this is a Charles County
proposal and would not be a siate highway. Our interest is
primarily in its effect on US 301 at intersection points.

I understand that the Phase III segment is not finalized and
the initial impacts to wetlands in the study area are generating
additional roadway alignments. I have taken the liberty of
forwarding a copy of your letter and alignment suggestions to the
Charles County Department of ?lanninq and Growth Management for
their review and comment.

We will continue to coordinate with Charles County on the
Western Parkway issue and revise our interchange options accord-
ingly for the US 301/MD 205 iptersection study. Thank you again
for your initiative in qenera;inq a new study alignment for the
Western Parkway.

Very truly yours,
°ﬂd£ 9 vh‘&nuo
Neil J. Pedersen, Director '

Office of Planning and
Preliminary Engineering

NJP/ih

c¢: Mr. Roy E. Hancock
Mr. Edward H. Meehan
Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr.
Mr. Anthony M, Capizzi
Mr. John D. Bruck

333-1110

Telstypewriter for Impaired Hesring or Speech
383-7555 Baltimore Meiro - 585-0451 D.C. Metro - 1-800-492-5062 sunwldo Toll Free
707 North Calvert Si1., Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717

My teleph ber is (301}

=
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION® 5 10 20 41 ‘0
QUESTIONS .AND/OR COMMENTS

Contract No. CH 886-151-571
Proposed MD 5 Relocated (MD 205)
Mattawoman/Beantown Road
Existing MD 5 to US 301
Location/Design Publio Hearing
Monday, February 26, 1990 @ 7:30 p.m,

NAME ML&ZM@LLDUBM’ v/ /(9
PLEASE aooness L2 Rer (77 F
crrvnowu::g‘éa_&ieun 22l ZIP CODE 29 &%

1/We wish to comment or inquire ebout the foltowing sapects -of this project;
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1. Se‘response p. V-3 .
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Richerd H. Treinor

Maryland Department of Transportation ;‘;‘.‘;‘; coff
State Highway Administration Adminisustor
. .

Marcn 28, 1990

Re: contract No. CH566-151-571
Proposed MD 5 Relocated (MD 205)
Mattawoman-Beantown Road
PDMS N0.082039

Mr. and Mrs. Arthur Scott
Route 2 Box 1792
Indian Head, Maryland 20640

Dear Mr. apnd Mrs. Scott:

Thank you (Oor your recent letter opposing impacts to éne
Trinity Memorial Gardens cemetery as the result of improvement
studies for MD 205. .

It 18 unfortunate that there 1s a misunderstanding about our
intentions regarding the cemetery. We are charged with
developing alternate aolutiona to tramsportation problems and
documenting the impacts that would result. Omne of the dulld’
alternates presented at thé February 26th pudblic hearing, Segment
I1 - Alternate 5/6, does lgpact cemetery graves. The other
alternate presented that night, Segment II - Alternate 5/6
Modiflied, does not impact any graves. We have not reached any
decisions regarding the de,lrabillty of either alternate.

Your opposition to diéturbing any graves has been noted and
will be considered in the development of team recommendations.
Thank you again for identifying your position.

Your names have been added to the project mailling list, so

that you will be kept informed of any detisions reached on the MD
205 study.

very truly yours,

Louis H. Ege, Jr.
Deputy Director

ofrfice of Planning and
Preliminary Englbneering

oy: ‘{‘. )757%

Victor P. ‘Jhnata
Project M ger
Project Planning Division

LHE:VRJ:as
cc: Mr. Edward H. Meehan

My telaph ber is (301) 333-1108

Teletypewriter for Impaired Hearlng or Speech
383-7555 Baitimore Metro - S65-0451 D.C. Metro = 1-800~492-5062 Statewlde Toll Froe
TAT Naeth Calvart St Naltimara Marvisnd 22N -NTE7
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» Q;»?‘ State Highway Administration Nminieoa
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June 27, 1990

Mrs. Audrey L. Shall
6217 Douglas Circle
Waldorf, Maryland 20601

Dear Mrs. Shall:

Mr. Neil Pedersen asked me to thank you for your recent
letter regarding the project planning study for MD 205. Mr.
Pedersen also asked me to respond to you directly. Your support
for the no-build alternate along MD 205 and Interchange Option D
at US 301 will be taken into ¢tonsideration in the decision-making
process. i :

While I can sympathize with your apprehensions about
increasing traffic along Hattgwoman—Beantown Road (MD 205), this
is a preferred route for much:-of the MD 5 through traffic,
Volumes will continue to grow on this highway, with or without
the improvements presented in our project planning study.

The resulting transportation problems will be congestion and
accidents; not just at the existing US 301/MD 205 intersection,-
but all along the MD 205 corrjdor. We believe that through the
study process, we have developed alternates that will relieve
those problems. These include the reconstruction of the MD 205
roadway to a four-lane divided highway, as well as construction
of an interchange to replace or augment the US 301/MD 205
intersection. The interchange would be justified in conjunction
with additional capacity being provided along MD 205.

Your name has been added ‘to the project mailing list so you
will be kept informed of any future decisions made on this
! project. Thank you again for identifying your position on this
. study. We appreciate your participation in.the project planning
. process..
; Very truly yours,
Louis H. Ege, Jr. R
Deputy Direcotor
Ooffice of Planning and
Prelipinary Engineering
by: u>é6i¥§gxaﬁﬁdz;;
Victor Janat
Project Manag
LHE:VJ tkw

cc: Mr. Neil J. Pedersen
Mr. Edward H. Meehan

o 333-1105 or 1-800-548-5026
My ber is (301)

Yelstypewriter for impaired Hearing or Speech
383-7555 Ballimore Metro - 565-0451 D.C. Matro - 1-800-492-5062 Statewide Toll Free
707 North Caivert St., Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717
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WHO_ SUBMITTED THE IDENTICAL LETTER:Z

Marge and Robert Bouvier
2001 Mattawoman-Beantown Road
waldorf, Maryland 20601

Mr. Willis W. Travis
1706 Temi Driva
waldorf, Maryland 20601

Mr. George T. Swanson
40053 Brewater Lane
wWaldorf, Maryland 20601

Ms. Kathleen Swanson
4005 Brewster lane
waldorf, Maryland 20601

pala G. and Jeanette B. Albright
1324 Harwich Driva
Waldorf, Maryland 20601

Mr. Phillip E. Wallace
806 Truro Court
Waldorf, Maryland 20601

Ms. Barbara J. Wise
6010 Suzanna Road
waldorf, Maryland 20601

Mr. Thomas E. Mc Conell
2902 Sandwich Drive
Waldorf, Maryland 20601

Ms. Brenda H, Colegrove
4624 Harwich Drive
Waldorf, Maryland 20601

John M. and Karen L. Carrier
3438 Willlanmsburg Drive
wWaldorf, Maryland 20601

Timothy P. and Charyl A. Pools
3712 Onset Lana
Waldorf, Maryland 20601

Mr. Lloyd P. Janssen
2528 Lisa Drive
Waldorf, Maryland 20601-3368

gvarett L. and Julia A. Kline
5305 Doris Drive
Waldorf, Maryland 20601
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Maj. and Nrs. Philip W. Budenbender
5308 Doris Drive
Waldorf, Maryland 20601

Charles M. and Jeanne R. Zell
4212 Sandwich Circle
Waldorf, Maryland 20601

Ms. Patricia Zalesak
5309 Doris Drive
Waldorf, Maryland 20601

Benton and Velma Royer
4203 Sandwich circle
Waldorf, Maryland 20601

Thelma M. and Prancis C. Bagen
5702 Lynn Circle
Waldorf, Maryland 20601

Mr. Michael J. Phelan
907 Truro Lane
Waldorxf, Maryland 20601

Mr. Robert T. Wells
1405 Marwich Circle
Waldorf, Maryland 20601

Mr. Herbert G. Laucks
2511 Lisa Drive
Waldorf, Maryland 20601

Ms. Linda Nowak
5910 Michael Road .
Waldorf, Maryland 2060

Ms. Lydia A. McConnell
902 Truro Lane )
Waldorf, Maryland 20601

Prazier C. White and Carol Mona
4623 Marwich Drive
Waldorf, Maryland 20601

Joa and Lois Sovey
2104 Dennis Road
Waldorf, Maryland 20601

Mr. Sam R. Steiner
4207 Sandwich Circle
Waldorf, Maryland 20601

Thomas and Sarah J. Gibson

4403 Cotuit Circle
Waldorf, Maryland 20601
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Mike and Barbara Giannini
5918 Michael Road
Waldorf, Maryland 20601

Ms. Catherine W. Snyder
5018 Nicholas Road
Waldorf, Maryland 20601

Mrs. Sandy Ball
1409 Harwich Circle
Waldorf, Maryland 20601

Mr. Jim Starnes
1901 Michael Road
Waldorf, Maryland 20601

Mr. Hubert W.Lafleur, Jr.
4614 Harwich Drive
Waldorf, Maryland 20601

Mr. Joseph M. Proctor
3501 Lisa lane
Waldorf, Maryland 20601

Mr. and Mrs. Robert C. Sohl
3806 Brewster Circle
wWaldorf, Maryland 20601

Janes and Shirley Long
5102 Alfred Drive
Waldorf, Maryland 20601

Mr. Terry Hays
1734 Temi Drive
Waldorf, Maryland 20601

Ms. Pamela Henxy
2109 Dennis Road
Waldorf, Maryland 20601

Mr. and Mrs. Robert Oberti
1034 Country Lane
Waldorf, Maryland 20601

W. B. and Cynthia Sigafoose
4514 Orleans Lane
Waldorf, Maryland 20601

Ms. Elisabeth Hunsaker
4615 Harwich Drive
Waldorf, Maryland 20601

Mrs. Philip W. Wade
1714 Temi Drive
Waldorf, Maryland 20601

0%
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Ms. Joan C. Hartzfeld
6205 Douglas Court
wWaldorf, Maryland 20601

Mrs. Randall Sapp
2225 Pinefield Way
waldorf, Maryland 20601

Ms. Molly Ward
3203 Pinefield cCircle
Waldorf, Maryland 20601

Ms. Suzanne R. Denton
3213 Pinefield Circle
Waldorf, Maryland 20601

Mr. and Mrs. B. C. Dorsey
3209 Pinefield Circle
Waldorf, Maryland 20601

Mr. Brian C. Dorsey, Jr.
3209 Pinefield Circle
waldorf, Maryland 20601

Mr. John A. Ward
3203 Pinefield Circle
waldorf, Maryland 20601

Ms. Genevieve R. Gallagher
6317 Josephine Road
Waldorf, Maryland 2060}

Has. Sharon K. Shew
P.O. Box 462
white Plains, Maryland 20695

Ji11 and John Norris
3403 Lisa circle
Waldorf, Maryland 20601

Edwvard M. and Mary Jane Prohlich
4407 Cotuit circle
Waldorf, Maryland 20601

Milton and Vivian Truxon
2664 Pinewood Drive
waldorf, Maryland 20601

Ms. Candice M. Lundin
4629 Harwich Drive
Waldorf, Maryland 20601

Ms. Liza A. Barrier
4301 Sandwich Court
Waldorf, Maryland 20601
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Mr. and Mrs., William F. Cupp
2210 Pinefield Road
Waldorf, Maryland 20601

Mr. and Mrs. William Deavers
221 Bell Tree Lane
waldorf, Maryland 20601

Mrs. Mary E. Freitag
2215 Pinefield Way
waldorf, Maryland 20601

Mr. Matthew S. Kruk
3306 Pinefield Lane
Waldorf, Maryland 20601

Mr. and Mrs. Brian K. Larson
2223 Pinefield Way
Waldorf, Maryland 20601

Ms. Janice Leopard
2215 Pinefield Way
wWaldorf, Maryland 20601

Mr. and Mrs. Robert L. Martin
2219 Pinefield Way
Waldorf, Maryland 20601

Ms. Barbara McGlynn
2231 Pinefield Road
Waldorf, Maryland 20601

Mr. and Mrs. Robert F. Webb
3305 Pinefield Lane
Waldorf, Maryland 220601

Ms. Tamara L. Webb
33053 Pinefield Lane
Waldorf, Maryland 20601

Ms. Rlizabeth L. Winegar
5500 Jefxry Circle
Waldorf, Maryland 20601

¢
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George B. Tannehill
1045 country Lane
wWaldorf, Maryland 20601

Chantal A. Anderson
1031 Country Lane
Waldorf, Maryland 20601

Janet E. Milloft
1046 Country Lane
Waldort, Maryland 20601

Milt and Maxine Parker
1041 Country Lane
Waldorf, Maryland 20601

Helene Brawner
103% Country Lane
wWaldorf, Maryland 20601

Miohaal A. Knight
1043 Country Lane
Waldoxf, Maryland 20601

Mr. and Mrs. Lonnie G. Medlin
1905 Mattawoman-Beantown Road
Waldorf, Maryland 20601
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION .
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS

Contract No. CH 566-151-571
Proposed MD 5 Relocated (MD 205)
Mattawoman/Beantown Road
Existing MD 5 to US 301
Location/Design Public Hearing
Monday, February 26, 1990 @ 7:30 p.m.

DATE Z/ZL‘/‘TG

NAME RA‘(MC’V'D A e

PLEASE ,ooo.qe 2470 Flap TRGe Cr

PRINT
crrysrown _IWALDOES

1/We wiah to comment or Inquire about the following aspecta-of this project:

staTe _MD
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1. See response p. V-18

Richard H. Trainor
Secretary

Maryland Department of Transportation bt Kowsolt
State Highway Administration Administrator

Re: Contract No.566-151-571
proposed MD 5 Relocated (MD 205)
Mattawoman-Beantown Road
PDMS No. 082039

Mr. Raymond P. Detig
2420 Pear Tree Court
waldorf, Marylanda 20602

Dear Mr. Detig:

Thank you for your letter regarding the MD 205 project
planning study. Your recommendations for Aiternate 6 in Segment
1..Alternate 5/6 Modified in Segment II, Alternate 516 in Segment
III. substation Road Option 2, and Interchange option A will be
considered in the decision-making process.

The US 301/Cedarviile Road intersection was considered’ in
the development of lntercnange options. It has been signalized,
and 1ntersection improveméents are included in a US 30V widening
project scheduied to begin this year. The State Highway
Administration believes that with the recent signalization and
with the use of the shoulller lane during peak hours, the
interseciion 1s functionihg satisiactorily. For these reasons we
are not proposing any furiher improvements as part of this study.

Thank you again for 'your recommendations and suggestions.
We appreciate your participation in the project planning process.

very truly yours,

Louis H. Ege, Jr.

Jeputy Director

nserce of ?.anning and
srelizinary Engineering

- \{\cﬂ: 7(%«12&

victor F. Ji ata
Project %anager
Project Planning Division

LHB:VFJ:@as

cc: Mr. Edward H. Meehan

My teleph ber is (301) 333-1105

Teletypewriter for Impalred Hearing or Speech
383-7555 Saltimore Metro - 585-0451 0.C. Metro - 1-800-492-5082 Statewide Tol! Free
707 North Calvert St., Saltimore, Maryland 21203-0717
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Mr. Neil J. Pedersen, Director o
Office of Planning and Preliminary Enginégr,?g
State Highway Administration * N .
PO Box 717 crad
Baltimore, MD. 21203-0717

March 7, 1990
Dear Mr. Pedersen: .

We support a no build option on the proposed MD S
relocation. The idea of encouraging everyone to use this
road as a commuting bypass is not in Waldorf’'s best
interest. With the amount of growth going on in this area,
including the new mall, what ve need im for an eastern
bypass to be addressed and remcove the traffic from our
neighborhood streets. It is very shortsighted of the State
Highway Administration to think that this road will benefit
anyone. By the time construction is completed, it will
already be obsolete.

The amount of traffic coming north on 301 from La
Plata area increases daily and already makes merging onto
301 from 205 impossible. By encouraging the increase of
traffic on 205 you will make this problem even worse and not
only affect commuters on 205, but make it unbearable for
those coming north on 301. It already is not unusual for
commuters on 301 to take up to one hour to get through
Waldorf. and the problems that will occur at 205 and 301
interchange will only cause more headaches for all
concerned.

The plan, as we understand it, is that the road if
built will be completed before work even starts on the
interchange. This is like putting the cart before the
horse. If an interchange is built that is effective, you
should move traffic on 205 enough to never need to add any
lanes to the road. By putting the road in first, you will
qncourage everyone to use 205 as a bypass and then start
construction on the interchange, leaving all these commuters
with no place to go.

On a more personal level for those of us living along
route 205, it is our understanding from speaking with your
representatives at your meeting on Feb. 26, 1990 that the
environmental studies for noise levels exceeded. the maximums
allowed. This area is definitely a residential area with
numerous children. Our neighborhood of 26 houses is
sarviced by 4 school buses on a daily basia. We believe the
wel fare and safety of these children has not been ¢iven
sufficient consideration. We live in a quiet neighborhood
of Jjust two dead-end cul-de-sacs and our quality of living
and of those living along the proposed road will be changed
drastically. The number of pecple having to make u-turns to
come and go from their homes will be a serious traffic
hazard. The fact that a light at White Dak has: not been
given consideration is a real oversight. This is a large,

Richard H. Trainor
Maryland Department of Transportation Secreary

State Highway Administration ot

[2 .

April &, 1990

Mr. Rod Newman
118 Indian Court
Wsldorf, Maryland 20601

Dear Mr. Newman: [}

Thank you for the March 7th letter you snd your neighbors
aubmitted opposing any improvamants to MD 205 under consideration
by tha ongoing projact planning atudy.

Bacauaa of environmental and aconomic constraints, we are
aaaking solutions to transportation problems that maximize the
uaa of existing highway corridors snd rights-of-wsy. MD 205 is
being used by an increasing number of commuters who are avoiding
tha US 301/MD 5/MD 228 interaaction.

This project is not currently in the construction program,
a0 I cannot aatimata when conatruction might taka placa if a
puild altarnate is salacted. Whether or not tha roadway improve-
mant would occur betor§ the building of sn interchanga st US 301/
MD 205 would depend on funding availability. The anginearing
phsse would involva the detsilad design of = roadwsy slternste
and an interchsnga option. Our goal would be to construct an
interchange at US 301/MD 205 before the improved intarsection
reschaa cspscity. :

While I can aympathize with your apprehensions about
incresaing traffic slong Mattswoman-Beantown Road, this ia s
preferred route for much of the MD 5 through traffic. We will
considar your suggestion of a connection betwaen Indian Lana snd
sSchlagle Rosd which would give acceas to tha MD 205/Schlagla Rosd
interaection. A decision for s signalized intaraaction ia not
made during this phasa of the atudy; however, it will ba con-
siderad in tha detsiled design phase. .

Exiating MD 205 haa a highar accidant rate than the stste-~
wida avarage for aimilar type roada. Tha proposed improvemant
would significantly reduce thst rate. The proposed madisn would
sct as 8 ssfaty zona for any padestrisns or vehicles croaaing or
turning laft on tha highwsy, and gapa in tha highway traffic
would be mora likaly to occur with mora lanes. Safaty was the
raaaon no median opening at Indisn Lsne was recommended.

My teleph ber is {301 333-1110

Teletypewriter tor Impeired Heering or Speech
383-7553 Baltimore Metro -~ 565-0431 D.C. Metro ~ 1~600-492~-5082 Statewids Toll Free
707 North Calvert St., Beltimore, Maryland 21203-0717
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growing neighborhood and many of the residents will have to
come out of their neighborhood and make a left to leave for
work in the morning. How can they be expected to cross 3

lanes of traffic and enter into 3 lanes of rapidly moving
traffic?

In closing, while we can see the need for improved
commut ing routes for the area, we feel that this is not the
way to go. An Eastern Bypass would do much more for a
larger number of people. Once the traffic from St. Mary's
County and Eastern and Southern Charles have an alternate
route to use, the existing routes 205 and 301 will
sufficiently service those of us living in Waldorf.

Concerned residents of Mattawomen Estates;

Lol Vowmean 117 TNIRX CT wAL boor 0. 060/
Ao Wi AT X W AL A MA. 2eco

Masgeu Y Btk 12 Senclian G Waldong, md 20¢9
A

. J20 Twdaw GF at/dor A wof E2koL
Welorf, MO 20691

mmvo 7.. Rebent 129 /lne:!" Ct
MQM 1.0 Indion C8. Waldorf, MO 20601:
AN

ﬂ\o«ok;x d g Ik (caddng, . a2c6C]

1. See response p. V-19

Mr. Rod Newman
Page Two

[ARS
Traffic forecasts for this study assuned the ultimate
construction of an Eastern Bypass. These forecasts will again be
reviewed at the conclusion of project planning studies for the
Eastern Bypass. Our position is, however, that improvements to
MD 205 are needed, even with the construction of the Eastern
Bypass. .

Thank you again for your input into the project planning
process., Your nane, as well as your neigbors' nanes, will be
added to or confirmed on the project mailing list to keep you
informed of any decisions reached on the MD 205 study.

Very truly yours,
Neil J. Pedersen, Director

office of Planning and
Preliminary Engineering

NJP:as

cc: Mr. Edward H. Meehan
Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr.
Mr. John D. Bruck
Mr. John M. Contestabile
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATIONIZ &1 5 .5 %y
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS

Contract No. CH 566-151-571
Proposed MD $ Relocated (MD 205)
Mattawoman/Beantown Road
Existing MD 5 to US 301
Location/Design Public Hearing
Monday, February 26, 1990 @ 7:30 p.m.
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l;lﬁlEh?TSE ADDl;less 4@32— I'JA'\(WIQ.Fl .D‘R“/E
crryirown WAL DO R grare_MD 2ip cope20GO )

I/We wiah to comment Aor Inquire about the following aspects-of thisprojeot:
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P01 OW on_ ABuv@ CEDReV\LLE 12D,

En Plesee odd my/our namele) to the Melling Liet,®

) Pleaes detete my/our nema(e) from tha Melling Liet.

sPereona who heve recaived a copy of thia brochure through the mell ere alreedy
on the projact Melling List.

1. See response p. V-3 and V-31

Richerd H. Trainor

Maryland Department of Transportation e ot
State Highway Administration Adeinie sree
. v

April 11, 1990

Re: Contract No. CH566-151-%71
Proposed MD 5 Relocated (MD 205)
Mattawoman-Beantown Road
PDMS No.082039

Mr. Thomas W. Galish
4632 Harwich Drive
Waldorf, Maryland 20601

Dear Mr. Galish:

Thank you for your recent letter identifying the No-Build
Alternate as your choice for the MD 205 project planning study.

It is unfortunate that there is a misunderstanding about our
intentions regarding the: cemetery. We are charged with
developing alternate solutions to transportation problems and
documenting the impacts that would result. One of the builad
alternates presented at ;he February 26th public hearing, Segment
II - Alternate 5/6, does! impact cemetery graves. The other
alternate presented that night, Segment II - Alternate 5/6
Modified, does not impact any graves. We have not reached any
decisions regarding the desirability of either alternate.

MD 205 skirts the Pinetield community on its western edge.
Your suggestion for an a}jternate around Pinefield would pass
close to the eastern edge of the community to avoid the state
parkland, require additiénal stream crossings, including
Mattawonan Creek, likely.impact greater amounts of wetland, and
still lie adjacent to a number of residential areas. This
"bypass'" would be almost twice as long (and expensive) to
construct with the likelihood that motorists would continue to
take Mattawoman-Beantown Road. For these reasons, we-are

proposing alternatives that make use of the existing highway
corridor.

Your support for the No-Build Alternate has been noted and
will be considered in the development of team recommendations.
Thank you again for identifying your position.

ber is (301), 333-1105

Teletypewritet tor impaired Hearing or Speech
J83-7953 Baltimore Metro - 5635-04510D.C. Metro = 1-800-492-50682 Statewide Toll Free
707 Nosth Calvert St., Baltimora, Maryland 21203-0717
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Mr. and Mrs. Dale G. Albright
1324 Barwich Drive
Waldorf, Md. 20601

May 1, 1990

Mr. Neil J. Pedersen

Director, Office of Planning & Preliminary
Engineering

State Highway Administration

P.0. Box 717 ARENR, y1zf or
Baltimore, Md. 21203-0717 PR & FRAGAIGAY Svpsuy

RECEIVED

MAY g
B yac>

Dear Mr. Pedersen: ¥

I am concerned about your current plans to widen MD 205 Mattawoman-
Beantown Road (in your MD 5 Relocated Project). Using any of your
current options will make it hazardous for my family, friends and
me to use the main entrance to the Pinefield neighborhood.

Already, with only two lanes, it is dangerous for the kids of
Pinefield to go to the local stores or to visit friends when
they must walk along or cross MD 205. By adding additional lanes
of traffic, I believe the situation will become so dangerous

that the main entrance to Pinefield will become unsafe.

Since I never planned to have a six-lane highway at my doorstep
when I bought my home, I request you to develop another alternative
as part of the MD 5 Relocated project, to make the Pinefield
entrance safer (not more hazardous). I have reviewed the
"Pinefield Option" and disagree with it. To help me keep close
track on the direction this project is taking, please place me

on your mailing list for this project. Reply tequested.

Sincerely,

\&%&xwmpgﬁr

Mrs. Dale G. Albright
1324 Harwich Drive
Waldorf, Md. 20601

1. See response p. V-31

Richard H. Trainor

Ma/ylana' Department of Transportation o
)\ State Highway Administration Administrator

May 23, 1990

Mr. and Mrs. Dale G. Albright
1324 Harwich Drive
Waldorf, Maryland 20601

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Albright:

Thank you for your May 1st letter commenting on the project
planning study for MD 205, specifically, your opposition to
additional lanes on Matthwoman-aeantown Road, and your concern
that improvements to the:road would make the existing signalized
MD 205/Pinefield Road intersection more dangerous.

While I can sympathize with your apprehensions about
increasing traffic along Mattawoman-Beantown Road, this is a
preferred route for much of the MD 5 through traffic. Volumes
will continue to grow on this highway, with or without the
improvements presented in our project planning study.

Existing MD 205 has a higher accident rate than the state-
wide average for similar type roads. The proposed improvement
would significantly reduce that rate. The proposed median would
act as a safety zone for any pedestrians or vehicles crossing or
turning left on the highway. They would only have to look in one
direction at a time, and gaps in the highway traffic would be
more likely to occur with more lanes. Graded areas behind the
outside curbs would prov;de a safer location for persons walking
along the highway.

We believe that, with proper design, a roadway can be con-
structed that will be safe for Pinefield residents and for
through travelers on Mattawoman-aeantown Road. The proposed
closed section roadway, £ogether with protectéd turn lanes and

'signals, will afford a safe design.

Your opposition to additional roadway lanes on MD 205 near
Pinefield Road has been qoted and will be considered in the
selection of an alternata. /Your name has been added-to the
project mailing list so you will be kept informed of any future
decisions made on this project.

Very truly yours,

Mt § Peden-
Neil J. Pedersen, Director
Office of Planning and
Preliminary Engineering
NJP:as
cc: Mr. Edward H. Meehan
Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr.

My telephone number is (301) 333-1210

Teietypewriter for Impaired Hearing or Speech
333-7555 Baitimore Metro - 565-0451 D.C, Metro = 1-800-492-5082 Statewlde Toil Free
707 North Calvert St., Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717
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. 3 STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION
) 2 QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS
=2
Contract No. CH 566-151-571
~ Proposed MD 5 Relocated (MD 205)
»~ Mattawoman/Beantown Road
= Existing MD 5 to US 301
Location/Design Public Hearing

Monday, February 26, 1990 @ 7:30 p.m

NAME L.,,ug(p /’u)fn.m:l

2L P Oae Da

DATE ‘5//5/70

MO 21p cope_2¢60!
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1/We wish to comment or Inquire about the following aspects-of this project:
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3 Please add my/our name(e) to the Malling Liet.*
] Pieasse delete my/our name(e) from the Malling Liet,

sPereons who heve recelved a copy of thie bvochun through the mall are already

on the project Malling List.

1. S.response v-31

Richard H. Treinor

A\ Maryland Department of Transportation e ot
State Highway Administration 11 3 1089 Administator
Coniract No.CH566-151-571 & -

le: >
Proposed MD 5 Relocated (MD 205)
. Mattawoman-Beantown Road
PDMS No. 082039

Linda Awramik

M8.
286 Pin OaX Drive

¥Waldorf, Maryland 20601

Dear Ms. Awramik:
Thank you for your recent letter regarding the MD 205
Your comments will be considered in the

project planning study.
decislon-maXing process.
¥hile I can sympatntzé with your apprehensions about

improvements to Mattawoman-Beantown Road (MD 205), this 18 a
Volunmes

preferred route for much of the MD 5 through traffic.
continue to grow on this highway, with or without the
This will

will
improvements presented in pur project planning study.
occur even with the wideninhg of US 301/MD 5 1in V¥Waldorf, with
construction scheduled to dbegin this year. The greater volumes
of traffic will continue tp de aiong US 301/MD 5, not MD 205.
our investigations nhave ldentified that the transportation
probiems will be congestion and accidents, not Just at the
existing US 301/MD 205 1ntbraectlon. but all along the MD 205
corridor. We believe thatithrough the stucy process, we have
developed aiternates that will relieve those problems. These
include the reconstruction of the ¥D 205 roadway to a four-lane
¢ivided curbed highway with outside shoulders, as well as
construction of an interchange to repiace or augment the US
301/MD 205 intersgection. The interchange would be justified 1n
conjunction with aadittona§ capacity being provided along MD 205.
which

¥e had previously studied and presented Alternate 2,
wag a five-lane curbed strget with a continuoug left-turn center
-lane. This was dropped frdm further consideration because of the
accident rate associated with this type roadway and because lt
would not adequately \anﬁ‘e the future traffic needs. ~- ..

Your suggestion for a bypass to the east would have to pass

clogse to the eastern edge of Pinefileld in order to avold the
our initial study has shown that thig alternate

jtate parkland.
would require additional strean crossings (including Mattawoman
likely lmpact greater amounts of wetland, anda still 1lie
residential areas. It would de almost
Lwice as long (and expensive) to construct, with the likelihood
v Lake Matiawoman-3eantown Road as

Lhat motorists wotrid continue 3
for these reasons, we are proposing
nat lJake use of the existing highway corridor.

Ccreek),
adjacent to a numder of

the shorter route.
aiiernatives 3
ber is (3011 333-1105

My telep
Teletypewriter tor Impeired Heering or Spe
383-755% Saltimore Meiro - 585-0451 D.C. Metro ~ 1-800-402- 5002 Simewide Toit Free
707 North Celvert Si., Seltimore, Meryland 21203-0717
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M8.

Linda Awramik
Page Two

Your name 18 Oh our project mailing 11st, 8o you will be
Xxept informed of any future decisions made on this project.
Thank you again for providing us with your comments on this

study.

process.

We appreciate your participation in the project planning

LHE:VFPJ:as8

cc:

Mr.

Edward H. Meehan

very truly yours,

Louis H. Rge, Jr.
Deputy Director

office of Planning and
Preliminary Bnglneering

victor F.
ProjJect Mamrdager
Project Planning Division
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S pate: ¢ M n.(.} Q0
?c‘\cg\j(\"“'w' ’ Name: Hpakbha re Aumnn
'b'qfc""'"' _‘\‘-\\"(& Address: /742 Temi Dr
B Wh ldoe €, md

Mr. Neil J. Pedersen \\

Director,

office of Planning & Preliminary Engineering
State Highway Administration

P.0. Box 717

Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717

Aete)

Re: Proposed MD 5 Relocated (MD 205)
Dear Sir:

I support a no-build alternative regarding the widening of Route
205 (segments I, II and III). Widening the road will not
alleviate congestion and will destroy the quality of life for the
residents of Pinefield and the people living along Route 205.

I support the high quality interchange, option D, to alleviate
congestion at the intersection of U.S. Route 301 and MD Route
20S.

A high quality interchange is the most cost effective solution to
the developing congestion problem and will preserve the quality
of life in our community.

Sincerely,

:;E3o~LXL~«;U/ C:z*ﬂ—*—hw -

.
i
i
!
i

Richard H. Trainor

Maryland Department of Transportation ;’:l'x"'.'mﬂ
State Highway Administration Qakiniswmor  *

JUL 6 mog

Ms. Barvara Auman
1722 Temi Drive
¥Waldorf, Maryland 20601

Dear Ms. Auman:

Mr. Nell Pedersen asXed me to thank you for your recent
letter regarding the project planning study for MD 205. Mr.
Pedersen also asked me to respond to you directly. Your support
for the no-build alternate along MD 205 and Interchange Option D
at US 301 will be taken into consideration in the decislon-making
process.

¥hile 1 can sympathize with your apprehensions about
fncreasing traffic along Mattawoman-Beantown Road (MD 205), this
18 a preferred route for much of the MD 5 through traffic.
volumes will continué to grow on this highway, with or without
the improvements presented 1in our project planning study. Ve are
responding to ongoing and planned development in the Southern
Maryland regilon. )

The resulting transportation problems will be congestion and
accidents; not just at the existing US 301/MD 205 intersection,
but all along the MD 205 corridor. ¥e believe that through the
study process, we have developed alternates that will relieve
those problems. These include the reconstruction of the MD 205
roadway to a four-lane divided highway, as well as construction
of an interchange to replace or augment the US 301/MD 205
intersection. The interchange would be justified 1in conjunction
with additional capacity beilng provided along MD 205.

Your name has been added to the project mailing 118t so you
will be kept informed of any future decisions made ol this

project. Thank you agaln for identifying your position on this
study. V¥e appreclate your participation in the project .planning
process.
very truly yours,
Louis H. Ege, Jr.
Deputy Director
office of Planning and
Prelyminary Engineering
LHE:VFJ:a8 bY: M

cC: Mr. Nell J. Pedersen
Mr. Bdward H. Meehan

victor Jghata, Project Manager
Project anning Division

My telephone numbar is (301)___333-1109

Telotypewriter tor Impeired Hearing or Speech
383-7555 Baitimore Metro - 585-0451 0.C. Metro - 1-800-492-5082 Statewide Toll Free
707 North Ceivert St.. Beltimore, Merviend 212030717

.1 . See.sponse V-18
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SALVATORE CURTO

" . Waldorf, MD 20601

. .Dear Mr. Pederson,
Lpo%ar Ar. beders

' Seventeen years ago I becam

-

3710 Ounset Lane . . . D c LN T RTIN R R

May 30, 1990°

Mr. Neil J: Pederson R B
Director

‘Office of Planning & Preliminary Engineering RECEWED
State Highway Administration . : Ny e S
. P.0O. Box 717 .. S L

land 21203-0717

P . - 3
ML PR I

e a homeowner and rgs;degg oi .
i i uiet and stable community located in arle
g::::;fldinatgat time my feamily and I have.thoroughéy eg]oyed.
the peaceful and natural quality of our nelghborhog .an re !
surroundings. Although we supported careful growt 'dversté .
in constant hope that it would not come to the ver¥ 00 f'tge
of Pinefield. . It has come, unfortunately, in the do§?1? Jthe
proposed widening of Route 205 (segments I, II, an e -i
a result, I am in full favor of a no-bui}d altgrnag s'the
vigorously oppose the planned change as it un erml:eld he
very reasons we left Northern Virginia; reasons :e oe
common with neighbors and friends--safety, a wholesom
environment, and a secure future.

i i he high
Along with many in this family community, I prefer t
qualgty intercgange, Option D, to alleviate conges;%:nrat the
intersection of U.S. Route 301 and MD Route 205. t‘zns .
listening to many discussions involving possible gp ;est'
am convinced that a high quality interchange is the

" .means of soiving traffic congestion and preserving the

i in in Pinefield.
ality of life we have worked hard to maintain in
g;e wigening of Route 205 will not only physically transform
our community, but will significantly and measureabiy nere
increase the risk of personal injury for those who live .
Neither is necessary.

late in urging
1 sincerely hope this letter is not too
another course of gction by your department.

Sincere}y,

1. See response V-18

Richard H. Train
Maryland Department of Transportation Secretary

o A "
State Highway Administration al Kassoff

Admunistrator

June 22, 1990 N T ¢

Mr. Salvatore Curto
3710 Onset Lane
Waldorf, Maryland 20601

Dear Mr. Curto:

Thank you for 'your May 30th letter regarding the MD 205
project planning study. Your support for Interchange Option D
and opposition to any widening of MD 205 will be taken into
consideration in the decision-making process.

While I can sympathize with your apprehensions about
increasing traffic along Mattawoman-Beantown Road (MD 205), this
is a preferred route for much of the MD 5 through traffic.
Volumes will continue to grow on this highway, with or without
the improvements presented in our project planning study.

The traffic congestion problem you refer to will not be just
at the US JO1/MD 205 intersection, but all along MD 205, from MD
5 to US 301. . The problems are not just congestion, caused by
overloading the capacity of the roadway, but also accident
_problems related to tle type of road and the capacity restric-

tions.

He believe that through the study process, we have developed
alternates that will relieve the transportation problems in the
MD 205 corridor. These include the reconstruction of the MD 205
roadway to a four-lane divided highway, as well as construction
of an interchange to replace or augment the intersection at US
JO01/MD 205. The interchange is justified in conjunction with
addi tional capacity being provided along MD 205. It would be
difficult for us to justify expending $20-30 million for an
interchange at US 301 if it does not tie into a widened MD 205.

Your name has been added to the project mailing list so you
«#ill be kept informed of any future decisions made.gn this
project. Thank you again for identifying your position and we
appreciate your participation in the project planning process.

Very truly yours,
Neil J. Pedersen. Director
Office of Planning and
Preliminary Engineering
MNJP:eh
cc: Mr. Edward H. Meehan

Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr.
My telephone numbers 15 1301)__333-1110

Toletypewriter for Impalred Hearzing or Speech
383-7555 Baltimore Metro - 565-045t D.C. Metsro - 1-600-492-5002 Statewide Toll Free
707 North Calvart St.. Baltimore, Marylana 21203-0717



¢01-A

1.
@

mWJY 7n
o Fre Lk
(200 2723 4 122 et

~L4125 EZéé&lr JZfliﬂ*jke 7fi2. R 2

W /d- 7»91‘}4' os.»d/ 11:
_/f—vm LY S Y RPNy 407:1_ (Lc.ﬁaﬂ /75

70.-_ . patl P e o
, /J-/da_ﬁm ﬂyaal—/uﬂ,‘_
st L 20 s b Aoedvardass Ao e o
ﬂ.. ’]Oﬁw.{u.ﬂ_L SAJ- Sfotc.a-..a 205 Lwta.
_____ Qhot—
}/___ g .dc.M% Lowne Lvoe e
M,@k_&ém/g‘__&w ‘C@W""W
ﬁ/u_ Ttnd, &/:-./LQCC/Méy?' i 25-:&,
WS - -

j]f-(’)w-?,é"&‘y aﬁaafr St ,A_{j@'

See response V-18

Maryland Department of Transportation :‘:l",‘(: ot
State Highway Administration Adminisumor

July 6, 1990

¢
T Sietaa *

dvad

-+f, Maryland 20601
Dear Ms. Fields:

Mr. Neil Pedersen asked me to thank you fOor your recent
letter regarding the project planning study for MD 205.° Mr.
Pedersen also asked me to respond to you directly. Your support
for the no-build altefnate along MD 205 and Interchange Option D
at US 301 will be takén into consideration in the decision- nallns
process. .

¥hile 1 can aympttnlze with your apprehensions about
increasing traffic aldng Mattawoman- Beantown Road (MD, 205), this
18 a preferred route tor much of the MD 5 through traffic.
Volumes will continue’to grow on this highway, with or without
the improvements presented {n our project planning study.

The resulting transportation problems will be congestion and
accildents; not jJust at the existing US 301/XD 205 intersection,
but all along the MD 205 corridor. VWe belleve that through the
study process, we havd deveioped alternates that will relieve
those problems. Theséd inciude the reconstruction of the MD 205
roadway to a four-iand divided highway, as well as construction
of an interchange to replace or augment the US 301/MD 205
intersection. The interchange would be justified in conjunction
with additional capaclty being provided along MD 20%5.

Your name has been added to the project mailing 118t so you
will be kept informed of any future decisions made on this
project. Thank you again for identifying your position on this

study. VWe appreclate your participation in the project planning
process.

vVery truly yours,

Louia H, =ge, Jr.

Jeputy Directorg .

office of Plannlns and
’reliminary Engineering

/e oY,

Victor Janat@/
’roject Manager
ProjJect Planning Division

LHE:VJ:as
cc: Mr. Neil J. Pedersen
Mr. Edward H. Meehan
333-1105 or 1-800-548-5026
My telephone ber ie (301)

Teletypewriter tor impelred Heering or Spesch
363-7555 Saltimore Metro - 565-045t D.C, Metro - 1-600-492-5062 Statewide Toll Free
707 North Calvert St.. Beltimore. Merviend 21203-0717
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o PINEFIELD NEWS—-EXTRA
SIX LANES IN FRONT OF PINEFIELD!

At the April 26, 1990 meeting of the Pinsfield Civic Association (PCA), the State
Highway Adminiatration‘®s propoaal to widen Route 205 was discusaed. It was the consensua
of the PCA membera in attendance that a "No-build® option on the widening of Rte 205 and
interchange re-building Option D be encouraged. Your neighbors in the PCA ask you to
review the proposals reproduced in the April pPinefield Newsletter and, if you agree, to
forward the following letter to the SHA. An individual letter will carry even more weight
than a form letter, but either way, pleaae write and let the State know your position.

Date: /ity /& 92 _
Name:anuﬂecn B Fielas

Gon Suzanne R4

vEes

Address:

Mr. Neil J. Pedersen

Director,

Ooffice of Planning & Preliminary Engineering
State Highway Administration

P.0. Box 717

Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717

Rea: Proposed MD 5 Relocated (MD 205)

Dear Sir:

I support a no-build alternative regarding the widening of Route
205 (segments I, II and III). Widening the road will not
alleviate congestion and will destroy the quality of life for the
residents of Pinefield and the people living along Route 205.

I support the high quality interchange, Option D, to alleviate
congestion at the intersection of U.S. Route 301 and MD Route
205. :

A high quality interchange is the most cost effective solution to
the developing congestion problem and will preserve the quality
of life in our community.

Sincerely, .

P it niom 2 Fart ta

1. See response V-18



70T-A

STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS
e

Contract No. CH 566-151-571
Proposed MD 5 Relocated (MD 205)
Mat tawoman/Beantown Road

Existing MD 5 to US 301 .
Location/Design Public Hearing
Monday, February 26, 1990 @ 7:30 p.m.

NAME - /%U

DATE 3////?3

PLEASE
PRINT ADDRESS

cnwroqurne__M__zw cooe 242N

I/We wish to comment or Inquire about the I'ollowlng aspects-of this project:
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m Piesss edd my/our nemeis) to the Maling List.®

T Pleese detete my/our nemels) Irom the Malilng List.

eParsone who heve recsived a copy ol this brochurolhrou % the mell ara elreedy
on the project Melling Llet.

1. Seziesponse V-3 and V-18

Richard H. Treinor
Maryland Department of Transportation e soff
State Highway Administration .

Adminisisater

April 4, 1990 N -
Re: Contract No. CH566-151-571
Proposed MD S5 Relocated (MD 205)
Mattawoman-Beantown Road
PDMS No0.082039

Ms. Georgieanna Hamilton
Route t Box 106
Chariotte Hall, Md. 20622

Dear Ms., Hamllton:

Thank you for your reoent letter opposing impaots to the
Trinity Memorial GCarden Cemetery as the result of improvement
studies for MD 205.

It 18 unfortunate that there 18 a mlsunderstanding about our
intentions regardaing the cemetery. VWe are charged with
developing alternate solutions to transportation problems and
documenting the impacts that would result. One of the bdbuild

- alternates presented at the February 26th pubiic hearing, Segment

Il - Alternate /6, does impact cemetery graves. The other
alternate presented that night, Segment II - Alternate 5/6
Modified, does not impact any graves. ¥e have not reached any
decisions regarding the desirabliity of elther ‘alternate.

Your opposition to disturding any graves has been noted and
will be considered in the development of project planning tean
recommendations. Thank you;again for identifying your position.

Your name has been added to the project malling l1st, 8o you

will be Xept informed of tuture decisions reached on the MD 205
study. :

Very truly yours,

Louis H. Ege, Jr.
Deputy Director

Ooffice of Planning and
Preliminary Engineering

Y

Victor F. Janaﬁi{
Project Manage
Project Planning Division

.-

LHE:VFJ:a8s
cc: Mr. Bdward H. Meehan
My telsphone number is (301).._333-1105
Teletypewrlier for impeirad Heering or Speech

383-7555 Baltimore Metro - 585-0451D.C. Metro - 1-800-492-5082 Statewide Tait Free
707 North Celvert St,, Beltimore, Maryland 21203-0717
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Date: \5/'é7/¢0
Name':bmna. “ kua5

Address: (0| SuzannL. -
Md{)f(' MO 3060,

Mr. Neil J. Pedersen

Director,

Ooffice of Planning & Preliminary Engineering
State Highway Administration

P.0. Box 717

Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717

Re: Proposed MD 5 Relocated (MD 205)

Dear Sir:

I support a no-build alternative regarding the widening of Route
205 (segments I, II and III). Widening the road will not

alleviate congestion and will destroy the quality of life for the %
residents of Pinefield and the people living along Route 205.

&

I support the high quality interchange, option D, to alleviate
congestion at the intersection of U.S. Route 301 and MD Route
205.

A high quality interchange is the most cost effective solution to
the developing congestion problem and will preserve the quality
of life in our community.

Sincerely,

Ler M;,,,
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1. See response p. V-18

Richard H. Trainor
Maryland Department aﬂianspaﬂaaan Secrouaey

Hal Kassoff
State Highway Administration Administestor

July 3, 1990

Ms. Donna H. Keys
6019 Suzanne Road
Waldorf, Maryland 20601

Dear Ms. Keys: *

Kr. Neil Pedersen asked me to thank you for your recent
letter regarding the project planning study for KD 205. KMr.
Pedersen also asked:me to respond to you directly. Your support
for the no-build alternate along MD 205 and Interchange Option D

at US 301 will Dbe t.aken into consideration in the décision-making
process. g

¥hile I can aympatnize with your apprehensions about
increasing traffic along Mattawoman-Beantown Road (MD 205), this
13 a preferred route for much of the MD 5 through traffic.
Volumes will continue to grow on this highway, with or without
the improvements preaented in our project planning study.

The resulting transportation problems will be congestion and
accldents; not Jjust at the existing US 301/KD 205 intersection,
but all along the M) 205 corridor. Ve believe that through the
study process, we have developed alternates that will relieve
those problems. Thése include the reconstruction of the MD 205
roadway to a four-lane divided highway, as well as construction
of an interchange tq replace or augment the US 301/MD 205
intersection. The fnterchange would be Justified in conjunction
with additional capacity being provided along MD 205.

This project 18 1n a major commuter travel corridor which 1s
currently under study as part of the Maryland Department of
Transportation's "Statewide Commuter Assistance Study." Antici-
pated to be completed this summer, this multi-modal transporta-
tion planning study ‘18 examining transit alternatives such as
park-and-ride, express bus, busway, commuter raYl, li1ght rail and
heavy raill service, as well as additional highway improvements.
The specific improvement alternatives under study for a particu-
lar area will reflect the unique travel needs and opportunities
along the corridor as a whole.

My tatephona number (s (301)...333-1105

Telatypewriter for Impalrad Hearing or Speech
383-755S Baltimore Metro - 565-0451 0.C, Metro - 1-800-492-50082 Statewide Toll Free
707 North Calvert St., Saltimore, Maryland 21203-0717
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M8. Donna iI. Yeve
Page Two

Your name has been added to the project mailing 1ist so you
will be kept informed of any future decisions made on this
project. Thank you again for jdentifying your position on this
study. V¥e appreciate your participation in the project planning

process.

by:

LHE:VJ:as
cc: Mr. Neil J. Pedersen
Mr. Edward H. Meehan

very truly yours,

Louis H. Bge, Jr.
Deputy Director
office of Planning and.

Pmary Engineering

victor JaQgta
Project Manpager

333-1105 or 1-800-548-5026
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May 14, 1999

Jsnes P, McTonnell
902 Truro Lane
Yaldorf, 'D 20601

¥r, Heil .J, Pedersen

MAY 17 1099
Director, Office of Plsnning & Preliminary Engineering 157-
Stste Highway Administration M‘. o
P.0. Box 717 PUNNE 3 Fpomne Tk OF
Baltimore, MD 21203-0717 EMAHY Ditiyireg

Dear Mr. Pedersen:

I sm concerned about your current plans to widen MD 205 Mattawoman-Beantown Rd
(in your MD 5 Relocated Project). Usineg snv of vour current ontions will nske it

hazardous for my family, friends and me to use the Nike Drive entrance to the Pinefield
neichborhood.

Already, with only two lsnes, it is dsnzerous for the children of Pinefield to go
to the locsl stores or to visit friends when they must walk along or cross D 205,
By adding additional lanes of traffic, I believe the situation will become so dsngerous
thst the Mike Drive entrance to Pinefield will become unsafe. 1 helieve it would be
accurate to say that the main entrance to Pinefield would become equally hazardoua.

Since I never dlanned to hisve a six lane hiphwsy at my doorsten when I Sought my
house, I request you to develon another alternative as nart of the MD 5 Relocated
Project, to make the Pinefield entrance safer (not more hazsrdous).

Also, I am convinced that money snent for huilding highways could be better spent
for mass transit or commuter rail ontions for Charles County. Building new rosds hss
not relieved traffic congestion anvwhere in the Washinfton area, snd in fact, hss
csuged increased congestion. Those who do not lesrn from history sre conderned to rereat
it. T telieve that the complete !MD 5 Relocated Project is ill-advised.

To heln me keen close track on thé direction this project is takine, nlease olace
ne on your mailing list for this nroject.

Renly Requested, Sincerely,

gwcm@

Janes P, McConnell

1. See response p. V-7

S

RECEIVED

R . Ty .Chald H. Trainor

Maryland Department of Tiansportation P Kee ot
VS State Highway Administration Agministrator

June 1, 1990

<&

Mr. James F. McConnell
902 Truro Lane
Waldorf, Maryland 20601

Dear Mr. McConnell:

Thank you for your May 1l4th letter commenting on the project
planning study for MD 205; specifically, your opposition to
additional lanes on Mattawoman-Beantown Road and your concern
that improvements to the road would make the MD 205/Nike Drive
intersection more dangerous.

While I can sympathize with your apprehensions about -
increasing traffic along Msttawoman-Beantown Road, this is a
preferred route for much ¢f the MD 5 through traffic. Volumes
will continue to grow on this highway, with or without the
improvements presented in our project planning study.

Existing MD 205 has a higher accident rate than the state=~
wide average for similar type roads. The proposed improvement
would significantly, reducq¢ that rate. The proposed median would
act as a safety zone for any pedestrians or vehicles crossing or
turning left on the highwdy. They would only have to look in one
direction at a time, and éaps in the highway traffic would be
more likely to occur withimore lanes. A graded area behind the
outside curb would provide a safer location for persons walking
along the highway. )

We believe that with proper design, a roadway can be con-
structed that will be safe for Pinefield residents and for
through travelers on Mattawoman-Beantown Road. The proposed
closed section roadway, together with protected turn lanes and
signals, will afford a safe design. :

This project is in a major commuter travel corridor which is
currently under study as part of the Maryland Department of
Transportation's Statewide Commuter Assistance Study.. .Antici-
pated to be completed this summer, this multi-modal transporta-
tion planning study is examining transit alternatives such as
park-and-ride, express bus, busway, commuter rail, light rail and
heavy rail service, as well as additional highway improvements.
The specific improvement alternatives under study for a particu-
lar area will reflect the unique travel needs and opportunities
along the corridor as a whole.

My talaph is30n____333-1110

Teletypewritar for Impalred Hearing or Speech
383-7555 Baitimore Metro - 585-0451 D.C, Metro - 1-800-492-5062 Statewide Toll Free
707 North Calvert St., Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717
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i
Mr. James P. McConnell
Page Two

Your opposition to additional roadway lanes on MD 205‘near .
Nike Drive has been noted and will be considered in the decision
making process. Your name has been added to the project mailing
1ist so you will be kept informed of any future decisions made on
this project. Thank you again for your input.

Very truly yours,
gt § {odtusn
Neil J. Pedersen, Director

Office of Planning and
Preliminary Engineering

NJP:eh .
cc: Mr., Edward H. Meehan
Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr.
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PINEFIELD CIVIC ASSOCIATION, INC.
WALDORF. MARYLAND, ‘;éé"ol; ini

5402 Daniel Circle I
31 AR 05 0. L

Mr Neil J. Pedersen

Director, Office of Planning % Preliminary Engineering
State Highway Administration

P.0. Box 717

Baltimore, MD 21203-0717

RE: MD S Relocated Project (Widening MD 203)
Dear Mr Pedersen:

We applaud your efforts to prepare for the future growth
which MD 205 Matt awoman—Beantown Rd must support. In our
view, your current proposals and options to widen MD 205
(MD S Relocated), provide suitable alternatives to make
MD 205 capable of supporting increased traffic volumes, but
¢alls short of being 3 safe proposal for us. ’

We are concerned about the increased safety hazard
Pinefield, our neighboring communities, and the Pinefield
Shopping Center businesses will face once MD 205 is
widened. Separating this community from its neighbors and
supporting businesses by a six lane divided highway can only
make our day to day lives more dangerous.

We understand that the Pinefield RD/MD 203 light will
remain; however, this will not provide enough safety for
us. By implementing any one of your proposed alternatives
without,further modi fication, you will create a significant
safety hazard for this community.

Request you develop another alternative or option to
relieve the safety hazard your current proposal will
create. We have developed an option we want you to
consider. This option will probably increase the noise and
air ‘pollution for our neighborhood and be an eyesorej
however, we believe safety is more important.

Maryland Department of Transportation Secretary

May 3, 1990

Mr. Johnny A. Martin, President
Pinefield Civic Association, Inc.
5602 Daniel Circle

Waldorf, Maryland 20601

Dear Mr. Martin: .

Thank you for your recent letter presenting the "pinefield
Option" for consideration as an alternate in the MD 205 project
planning study.

Although your proposal is intriguing and would have some
advantages from a traffic operational standpoint, it would be
cost prohibitive to consider for Mattawoman~Beantown Road. The
cost to build the structure to support- the type-of roadway Yyou
have proposed is usually in the range of ten times or more
expensive than at—grad‘ roqi:ay construction.

We believe that with preper design, a roadway can be con-
structed that will be gafe for Pinefield residents and for
through travellers on pattawoman-seantown Road. The proposed
closed section roadway, together with protected turn lanes and
signals, will afford a safe design.

Thank you for your interest. We appreciate hearing from
citizens concerned about the safety of their communities.

Very truly yours,
W% ) 79 T
Neil J. Pedersen, Director

Office of Planning and-
Preliminary Engineering

NJP:as

cc: Mr. Edward H. Meehan
Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr.

333-1110

Teletypewriter for impaiced Hearing or Speech
383-7%55 Baltimore Metro - 565-0451 D.C. Metro - 1-800-492-5082 Statewide Toll Free
707 Norih Calvert St., Baitimore, Maryland 21203-0717

My teleph ber is (301)

Richard H. Trainor

Hal Kassoff

N ¢ Administirator s

L\ g

)
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PINEFIELD CIVIC ASSOCIATION, INC.

WALDORF, MARYLAND 20601

5402 Daniel Circle

I can be reached at (301) 859-4877 during working hours
and 645-2140 after S5:00 PM. I will arrange a meeting with
the PCA Board to discuss this problem if the need arises.

Sincerely

RS

John A. Martin
Pre ent

1 Atch
Pinefield Option

ccs Charles County Commissioners
Mr Janata
Mr Meehan
Pindfield Newsletter

1. See response p. V-7

Mr. Johnny A. Martin, President

. Pinetield civic Association, Inc.
5602 Daniel Circle
Waldorf, Maryland 20601

Dear Mr. Martin: N .

Thank you for your recent letter presenting the "Pinetfield
option" for consideration as an alternate in the MD 205 project
planning study.

An analysis is underway to quantify the impacts and costs of
this alternate. We will be able to get back to you with the
results in mid-May. Feel free to contact the project manager,
vic Janata, in the interim with any questions. His toll-free
number is 1-800-548-5026.

Thank you for your interest. It is a pleasure to hear from
citizens concerned about the safety of their communities.

Very truly yours,
PEDERSEN

vJ

cc: Meehan
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PINEFIELD

OPTION

MD S, RELOCATED

(MD 205

BY
THE PINEFIELD CIVIC ASSOCIATION

MARCH 31, 1990

>
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’
OBJECTIVE:s

Yo provide a direct (through path) lane of travel for north and
southbound MD 5 and ST Charles Pkwy traffic, without increasing the safety
hazard to the Pinefield communities or businesases.

OPT10N SUMMARY:

Build a raised dual-lane (one lane each direction) roadway above
existing MD 205, extending from the proposed MD S/US 301 overpass to a
distance pass Substation Rd.

RAT10ONALS

The elevated roadway will service north and southbound MD 205 traffic
from MD S/US 301 to MD 5 and St Charles Pkwy. The elevated traffic will
flow without stop (no stop signs or lights) from the Prince Georges county

line to MD S and St Charles Pkwy allowing the two lanes to handle increase
volume (in both directions).

The existing roadway will continue to handle "local traffic” from the
l1ight at MD S/US 301 and Mattawoman-Beantown Rd to Substation Rd where it
will merge with the elevated roadway at ground level and be constructed
per current options for MD 5 Relocated.

CONCLUSIONSs

This option allows the existing Pinefield area communities to have

continued safe access to local businesses and residences by keeping the

high volume of traffic away from their entrances on MD 203, Mattawoman-
PFeantown Rd.

ADVANTAGES:
~ High speed travel (no stop lights or stop signs) from Charles County
Line on MD 5/US 301 to intersection of MD 205 and MD S at St Charles
Pkwy.

- US 301 type roadway at all intersections between Substation Rd and
Popular Hill-Beantown Rd. . :

~ One lane, each way, of "through" traffic via overpasses

~ One lane, each way, of "local"” traffic via the existing roadbed

DISADVANTAGES:
~ Overpass from MD S/US SQI to Substation Rd

- Increased noise and air pollution from overpass on surrounding
communities

- Increased cost of additional overpass structures
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Mr. Neil J. Pederson
Director,
Office of Planning & Preliminary Englneering
State Highway Administration
P.O. Box 717
‘Battimore, Maryland 21203-0717 May 9, 1990

Re: Proposed Maryiand 5 Relocatlon (MD 205)

Dear 8ir:

As a homeowner and resident of Pinefield, | am deeply concerned
about the proposed relocation of Maryland § (MD 205). I can
understand wanting to ahlft the flow of route 5 traffic around
Waldorf to eaae congeation, but It appeara we are putting the
cart before the horse. Widening MD 205 without first bullding an
interchange at U.S. 301 will not alleviate existing probiems. It
will only Iincrease congeation, the potentlal for accldents and
destroy the quallty of I|ife for the residents of Plnefleld and
those lIving along MO 20S.

| do support the proposed Interchange, Option D. Thils would help
to alleviate the trafflc congestion at the U.S. Route 301 and Md
205 Iinteraection and stabillze a growing ¢traffic safety probliem
around the Pinefleld shopping areas. The safety probiems In thls
area are iIncreasing as more Plnefleld residents, especlally
children, are walking and biking to theae shopping areas.

A high quallity Interchange Is the most cost effectlve solutlion to
the developling congestion., Baslic physlics states that Increasing
the capaclty of the plpe without Increasing the capaclity of the

faucet to handle the flow wlll only Increase pressure. Pinefleld
doesn’'t need that. Your aerloua conslderation of these proposala
will be/qreatly appreciated by the resldents of Pinefleld.

A .
EQJK§ZZ§7“
o 2
s (e
phen Stoker

4513 Orleana Lane
(Plnefield)
waldort, MD 20601-3232

RECEIVED
MAY 11 1880
% $59
< UINELTOR, QFFICE F
ANMES & PRELKSURY BRITDES

1. See response p. V-33

'é’@

R.d H. Trainor

N Maryland Department of Transportation e ot
§) State Highway Administration Adminisirator
May 29, 1990 v :

Mr. Stephen R. Stoker
4513 Orleans Lane
Waldorf, Maryland 20601-3232

Dear Mr. Stoker:

Thank you for your May 9th letter oppoaing major
improvements to MD 205 and supporting the construction of
Interchange Option D at US 301.

While I can sympathize with your apprehensions about
increasing traffic along Mattawoman-Beantown Road (MD 205), this"
is a preferred route for much of the MD 5 through traffic.
Volumes will continue to grow on this highway, with or without
the improveménts presented in our project planning study.

We are in agreement with you that an interchange is
necessary to augment or raplace the US 301/MD 205 intersection.
If the outcome of our study is a build solution, the engineering
phase would involve the detailed design of a roadway alternate
and an interchange option‘at US 301. No segment of the project
is in the current construction program. Should the roadway be
reconstructed first, our goal remains to construct an interchange
at Us 301/MD 205 before th improved intersection reachea
capacity.

Existing MD 205 has a higher accident rate than the state-
wide average for similar type roads. The proposed improvement
would significantly reduce that rate. The proposed median would
act as a safety zone for any pedestrians or vehicles crossing or
turning left on the highway. They would only have to look in one
direction at a time, and gaps in the highway traffic would be
more likely to occur with more lanes. Graded areas behind the
outside curbs would prov1de a safer location for persons walkinq
along the highway. !

We believe that with proper deaign, a roadway can be con-
structed that will be safe for Pinefield residents and for
through travelers on Mattawoman-Beantown Road., The proposed
closed section roadway, together with protected turn lanes and
signals, will afford a safe design.

My teleph ber is (301]_333-1110

Teletypewriter for impaired Heering or Speech
383-7555 Baltimore Metro - S65-0451 D.C. Metro ~ 1-800-492~-5082 Statewlde Toll Free
707 North Celvert St., Beltimore, Marylend 21203-0717

S
<
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Mr. Stephen R. Stoker
Page Two

Thank you again for your input into the project pl&paing
process. Your support for constructing Interchange Option D
first, before widening MD 205, has been noted and will be
considered in the selection of alternates for this study. I have
added your name to the project mailing 1ist, so you will be kept
informed of any future decisions made on this project.

Very truly yours,

Mg ) ledes
Neil J. Pedersen, Director

Office of Planning and
Preliminary Engineering

NJP:as
cc: Mr. Edward H. Meehan
Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr.
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) ) . 2918 Saxdwich Drive
v : . Valdoxf, KD 20601

Aprid 27, 1990

Mr Reil J. Podersen - h . R )
Direotor, Office of Planning & Preliminary Engineexing
State Highway Administration '
P.0, Box 717

Baltimore, MD 21203-0717 =
m
RE: MD 5 Relocated Projeot (Widening MD 205) ~ 'g;ﬁ:z
Deaxr Mr Pedersen: i? S
I sa writing to you to oppoee any thing in thie project othef than LSt;

the "no build" option, My oppoeition ie based on two items: (1) as a
taxpayer of the etate of Maryland, I object to epending any fundsHn this’
project until the full effects of the Washington Bypase, the widening

of U.S, 301, and the reeults of the 1990 Decennial Census are known; and
(2) a8 a resident of the Pilnefield neighborhood, widening of the current
MD 205 would wreak havoc to our neighborhood,

As to the first itam, it is just plein prematurs to plan for this
project given the uncertaintiee mentioned above. A Washington Bypase may
obviats the traffic projections for continued growth in thoee portions of
the Tri-County area south and east of Waldorf., The fact that Waldorf
now acts as a Yottleneck for north-eouth traffic on U.S..301 and MD 5
is not all bad; continued highway "improvements™ will lull future reeidents
into attempting longer and longer commutes to and from the Washington
metropolitan area with detrimental impactas on the natiors energy eupplies
and the regional quality of life, :

As to the eecond item, I foreeee very eerious dieadvantages to our
Pinefield neighborhood if thie project gose forvward with any of the
altermativee identified eo far. We didn't bargain for a etate highway
on the doorstep to our noiﬁhborhood when we purchased our home ii years
8go, and we certainly didn®t baxgain for a £-lane, divided roadway at
that, Althougﬁ{ii{gjyfih S primary conoern, the environnental danage
of such s highway e euffioient enough reason to halt further planning,
More than a thirxd of Pinefield homee 1lie within a half nile of the
ourrent MD 205! Thochoiqg_flotor alone is euffickent to Jjustify not
going ahead with this project unlees noise barriers are an integral
paxt of the projeot, Even though the nation continuee to decrease
polution output per vehicle, more roadway means more vehicles and
therefors more pollution. As tocSafety, the local traffic patternss
i.e., Plnefield traffio heading eouth onto U.S. 301, have been
neglected in fasor of the through traffio. Additionally, the phasing
of the overall projeot (thoroughfare widening first, interchangee later),
vwould make this & long and coetly (in terms of acoldents and “neck down™
disxuptione) to all thoee who would heve to travel this route during
construction.

To ensure that T am kept alreast of your thinking on this pxoject,
Please place me on your mailing list for this prxoject.

Very truly yours,

T tomaca) SO Hornar

ces Charles County Commiseioners THOMAS D, WANNER

1. See response p., V-19

Richard H. Trainor

Maryland Department of Transportation o o
State Highway Administration § Admicissior <

May 22, 1990

Mr Thomss D. Wennsr
2918 Sendwich Drive
Weldorf, Msrylsnd 20601

Deer Mr. Wenner:

Thenk you for your April 27th letter supporting the No~
Build Alternets for the MD 205 project plsnning study. .
L]

Our treffic volume forecsets reflsct ths rslationship of MD
205 end the surrounding highwsy nstwork. A number of releted
highwey improvements ers included in ths nstwork, such es the
widening of US 301/MD 5 through Weldorf to six through lenes.
Dsspite theee erss rosdway improvemente, we still projset a nesd
to widen MD 205, es it ie still s prefsrred route for meny MD 5
trsvelers. Traffic demshd on MD 205 will be ressesssed es futurs
decisions ere reached on other highway improvements (euch se ths
Wsshington Bypsss). . . .

Regarding the noise impects of our propoesl, four
mitigstion sites remain under consideretion, ell in the Pinsfield
erse. The federal noise abetement critsria ie sstimsted to be
merginelly exceeded at thsee locetions in the deeign yeer (2015).
A preliminery dsterminetfion on the rsaeoneblsnees and feesibility
of noiee mitigetion will be mede during the prepsration of ths
finel environmental document.

No decisions hsve been reeched on the potentiel
construction staging of theee improvements beceuse of current
funding limitstions. No-eegment of the projeect is in the current
construction program. If s build eolution is sslected, the
engineering phese would involve the deteiled design of e rosdwsy
alternate end en interchangs option. Should the roedwey be
reconetructed first, our goel remeine to construct en interchsnge
et US 301/MD 205 before the improvsd intersection reaches
cepecity. . .

The Pinefield Rosd intereection with MD 205 is elresdy
signelized. The Option A end B intersection with MD 205, which
would line up with Nike Drive, can eleo be sxpected to be
controlled by treffic signsls. Interchenge Option C propoees a
connection between MD 205 opposite Pinefield Roed snd Substetion
Roed, end from there to US 301. Interchenge Option D providss s
direct remp eccsss betwsen MD 205 and eouthbound US 301.
Pinefield residents would hsve sefe access to eouthbound US 301
under sny of the build options under considerstion. Sslsction of
en interchengs option has not yet bsen made.

My taleph ber is (301).

Tetetypewriter for impaired Hearing or Speech
383-7555 Baitimora Metro ~ 565-045t D.C. Metro - 1-300-492-50862 Statewide Yoil Free
707 North Calvert St., Baitimora, Maryland 21203-0717
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Mr. Thomas D. Wanner
Pege Two

r .

»

Thenk you for shering your concerns. Your support for the
No-Build Alternate hes been noted end will be considered in the
decision-meking process. Your neme hes been edded to the project
mailing list, so you will be kept informed of any future
decisions mede on this project.

Very truly yours, .

et | Pl

Neil J.'Pedersen, Director
office of Planning end
Preliminery Engineering

NJP:as

cc: Mr. Edward H. Meehan
Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr.

Mr. Thomes D. Wanner
Pege TwO

Thank you for shering your concerns. Your support for the
No-Build Alternete hes been noted end will be considered in the
decision~-making process. Your name hes been added to the project
mailing list, so you will bp kept informed of any future deci-
sions made on this project.:

Very truly yours,

Neil J. Pedersen, Directdr

office of Plenning end

Preliminery Engineering
NJP:as

cec: Mr. Edwerd H. Meehen
Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr.

pPrepared by: Victor Janata, Proj. Plan. Div., 333-1105, 5-15-90
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION :
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS

Contract No, CH 566-151-571
Proposed MD 5 Relocated (MD 205)
Mattawoman/Beantown Road
Existing MD 5 to US 301
Location/Design Public Hearing
Monday, February 26, 1990 @ 7:30 p.m.

NAME M/{u c Lmlﬂ,t,
ADDRESS.QMMM&*A

cnvnown_ﬂa_/io;é, STATE 777&3:&»/ 21P copE_22640(

DATE. A -2, -P0

PLEASE
PRINT

I/We wish to comment or Inquire about the following aspects-of this project:

v : - : = . l'
&é,‘ 4@4/:/144}%_1'7;) 2 .

) Please sdd my/our name{e) to the Mallng List.*

[T Pleace delete my/our name{e) from the Malling Llet.

*Persons who have recelved a copy ol this brochure through the mall are ailready
on the project Malling List.

1. See response p. V-3

Re:

Ms. Helen C. White
C-10 Idlewood Trailer Park
Waldorf, Maryland 20601

Dear Ms. White:

Maryland Department of Transportation
State Highway Administration

Richard H, Trainor
Secretary

Hs) Kassoff
Administasor

April 11, 1990

Contract No. CH566-151-571.
Proposed MD 5 Relocated (MD 205)
Mattawoman-Beantown Road

PDMS 082039

Thank you for your recent letter opposing impacts to thé
Trinity Memorial Gardens Cemetery as the result of improvement

studies for MD 20S.

Your support for Segment II, Alternate 5/6 Modified has been
noted and will be considered in the development of our team

recommendation.

Thank you again for identifying your position.

Your name is on the project mailing list, so you will be
kept informed of any future decisions made on this project.

LHE:VFJ:kw

cc: Mr. Edward H. Meehan

My teleph b

is (301),

Very truly yours,

Louis H. Ege, Jr.
Deputy Director

Office of Planning and
Preliminary Engineering

g ...
Project Planning Division

333-1105

Telotypewriter for impaired Hearing or Speech
363-73535S Baltimora Metro - 565-0451D.C. Metro - '-000-492-5082 Statawide Tl Free

TAY Marth Faluase Q¢

Balttmron 104s Hemas Aessan
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Pl\lld_l
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 1) .

. .‘l \,
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS. 1l =
:zﬂ

Contract No. CH 566-151-571
Proposed MD 5 Relocated (MD 205)
Mattawoman/Beantown Road
Existing ¥D 5 to US 301
Location/Design Public Hearing
Monday, February 26, 1990 @ 7:30 p.m.

NAME JAMES WOOO/WARo/ oATE _Z~s6-20
;%IENATSE ADDRESS VY v /43 M)ma/ PL.
cnvnownldldaﬁx_f__srne_ﬁa{___zw cooe_R0s0/

1/We wish to comment or Inquire about the following aspects-of thia project:
T dowoT beticve This wi l/ wolE,
DD vou Thimk abauT ALl rhe  ScHool Buo:
aal irs  poodd. ALL The CHLldBen wdlking
st The sidE ofTheRoad i

I f/ozvof ﬂ‘ﬂ)k 1’4: B RAVED Sites

A7 gLM‘_tL_ﬁ;_ﬂgLAI Lardeal o socald
Le SMoave of o

T T homk  TAe LAsT et al é,v‘ PASS 1o all

Lo R K Rn‘,vq'(k

/

O Please sdd my/our neme(s) to the Malling Liet.®

) Please detete my/our nemels) from the Meliing List.

ePersons who have received e copy of this brochure through the mall ere elready
on the project Malling List.

”

1. See response p..V—3 and V-7.

Richard H. Trainor

Maryland Department of Transportation e ot
State Highway Administration Administrator
.. . - s «
. < 1Iu9

Re: cContract No.566-151-571
proposed MD 5 Relocated (MD 205)
Mattawoman-Beantown Road
PDMS No. 082039

Mr. James Woodward
C 22 ldlewood Park
¥aldorf, Marylana 20601

Dear Mr. VWoodwarad:

Thank you for your recent letter regaraing the MD 205
project planning study. Your opposition to the widening of
existing Mattawoman-Beantown Road and the moving of grave sites
at the Trinity Memorial Gardens Cemetery 1s noted and will be
considered in the deciglon-making process.

Bxisting MD 205 has little or no shoulders. The
improvements proposed, four through lanes with outside shouladers,
would accommodate the increasing commuter traffic as well as
right turns into and out of the residentially zoned land adjacent
to the road. The shoulder would serve as a combination turning
and breakdown lane. Buys stops and dicycle travel could also bde
accommodated by the outside shoulder. Pedestrians would be able
v0 walx safely along a -graded area dehind he curdb. The ultimate
highway improvement 18 .envisioned as a boulevard with a number of
traffic signals at existing and future public street inter-
sections. The existing 40 mph speed limit would remain.

From your opposition to disturdbing any graves at the Trinity
Memorial Garcens Cemetery, ! surmise that you would support
Alternate 5/6 Modified in Segment ;1. That alternate does not

impact any graves and was presented at the February 26th public
hear!ng.

L T .

The Tastern Bypass study has one preliminary alternate that
would pass between Pinefield and the state parkland. Other
preliminary alternates are west of US 301 and do not address ihe
MD 5 corridor problems. Of course, we will continue to
coordinate the potential implementation of MD 205 with decizions
reached on the £astern Bypass study.

My telephone ber is {301)__333-1105

Tetetypewriter for Impaired Hesring or Speech
383-7555 Baltimore Metro - 565-0451 D.C. Metro ~ 1-300~-492-5062 Sistewlde Toil Free
707 North Calvert St,, Saltimore, Maryland 21203-0717

o =
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Mr. James Woodward
Page Two

-

IS -

»

Thank you again for ‘dentifying your position. Your name
has been added to the project mailing list, 80 you will be kept
informed of any future c¢ecisions mace on this project.

oy:

LHE:VFJ: a8

cc: Mr. Edward #. deehan

very truiy yours,

Louis H. Ege, Jr.
Deputy Director

office of Planning and
Preiiminary Engineering

\ -
Wn&"
vidror . {gnata

project Manager
Project Planning Division
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R L %309 Doris Drive
Waldorf, Maryland 20601

May 19, 1990

Mr. Hal Kassoff

Administrator

State Highway Administration
707 North Calvert Street
Paltimore, Maryland 21203-0717

RECEIVED
VL

. E=- 1
Re: Proposed MD S Relocated (MD 205) A ;:]_1990
Dear 8ir: Iﬁﬂmﬂ, M;& ar

MANNING § PREUHIKERY THEIENA
Probhlen_Statement

The State Highway Administration (SHA) has proposed to solve a
projected congestion problem at the intersection of Route 205 and Route
301 for design year 20135.

Discussion

To solve this problem your Office of Planning and Preliminary
Engineering has proposed that Route 205 be widened and that a new
interchange be built at the intersection of Route 205 and Route X01.
14 #ully implemented, this proposal could cost as much as $ui1.d
depending upon the alternatives and options within the proposal.

The Pinefield Civic Ascociation which represents the communi ty of
approximately 1400 homes adjacent to Route 205 has proposed building a
high quality interchange only ({nterchange Option D ot the SHA
proposal). This proposal would cost %261 This proposal would
represent a sess-ezgi_gen;g_gf__zzg_m_&g_!zé_u by eliminating the
widening options contained in the SHA proposal.

Mr. Neil Pedersen and Mr. Victor Janata of your planning office and Mr.
Thomas Mac Middleton, President of the Charles County Commi ssioners,
attended the last Pinefield Civic Association meeting held on May

17th. None of these gentlemen could provide technical justification
for widening the road. 1t appears that they all assumed that widening
Route 205 was part of a cost effective measure to solving the
congestion problem. 1t may not be.

The projected congestion problem will result from the inability of
traffic to efficiently merqge onto Route 301 from Route 205. Widening
Route 205 will not solve the congestion problem. 1t will only bring
the bottleneck closer to the intersection.

SEAN Maryland Department of Transportation

= Richard H. Trainor
Secretary

Hal Kassoff
Administstor

_ :( )\ State Highway Administration

June 12, 1990 P .

Mr. Phllip F. Zalesak

Chairman, Route 205 Committee
Pinefield Civic Assoclation

5309 Doris Drive

Waldorf, Maryland 20601

Dear Mr. Zalesak:

Thank you for your May 15th letter, which contained the recomm

b v » endations
your assocsatlon. regarding the MD 205 project planning study. Your support for o
Interchange Option D and opposition to any widening of MD 205 will be taken into

consideration in the declision-making process. | would .
your letter. : P like to clarify several points in

The "orecasted congestion problem"® is not just at the US 301/MD

" 205
Intersection, but all along MD 205, from MD 5 to US 301. The problems are not just
congestion, caused by over-ioading the capacity of the facility, but also accident
problems related to the type of raad and the capacity restrictions.

We believe that through the stu rocess, we have d
will relieve the transportation problemsd;\ ’t)ha MD 205 corr'»d;.ve':'?\zesg ;R;Lr;aet%swmat
reconstruction of the MD 205 roatiway to a four-iane divided highway, as well as
construction of an Interchange to replace or augment the Intersecﬁon'at US 301MD
205. The interchange Is justified in conjunction with additional capacity being provided
?long MD 205. It would be difficutt for us to justify expending $20-30 million for an
interchange at US 301 if it does not tie into a widened MD 205.

The need for the proposed Improvements Is presented in i
Assessn:\ant prepared for the project. As traffic volu‘:nas continu;ht:z E;r:zl\:orgnu::t:lr
congestion will worsen and the accident rate on MD 205 will Increase. Your o
assocuatx_on has been provided with a copy of that document, which c.ontains an
explanation of the existing and projected levels of service on MD 205 and summariz
thg results of the technical analyses. Traffic growth in the corridor will outstrip the ”
ability of the existing two-lane roadway to serve the capacity needs.

333-1111

Teletypewriter for impalired Hearlng or S h
383-7555 Baltimore Metro - 565-0451 D.C, Metro - 1-aoognz-§;°ecz Statewide Toll Fi
707 North Calvert St., Baitimore, Marylend 21203-0717 ree

My teleph ber is (301).




I¢1-A

What will solve the congestion problem is to build a high quality
interchange which will move traffic efficiently and safely onto and off
of Route 301. Option D of your proposal meets these criteria. This
would be the logical first step in construction. It may also be the
only one necessary. It is probably sufficient to meet the stated

objective “"to alleviate existing congestion and provide for continued
safe and efficient operation in the future.*

Recommendation
I recommend the following actions:

(1) Proceed with planning, programming and budgetinb of the SHA
Opition D interchange.

(2) Cease any further planning and consideration of widening

Route 2035 until sufficient teghnjcal_Justification can be developed.
Neither SHA or Charles County seems to have this data. If they do,

they have not presented {t to the people who would be impacted by this
action.

Summary

Implementing the above recommendations will allow the stated objective

to be met and provide an opportunity to revisit the option of widening
Route 203 at at later date.

Sincerely,

o

Phil Zalksa !
Chairman,

Route 205 Committee ,
Pinefield Civic Association

' 1
Copy to:

Congressman Roy Dyson

Richard H. Trainor (Secretary, Maryland Department of Transportation)
State Senator James C. Simpson

State Delegate John F. Wood

Charles County Commissioners .

Maryland Independent .

Times Crescent

Pinefield Newsletter

1. See response p. V-18

P

p - ‘..

Mr. Philip F. Zalesak
Page Two

rs

5 7

If you have any further questions, please fee! free to call Mr. Neil Pedersen, our

planning director, for a fuiler discussion of the Issues. Mr. Pedersen can be reached

at (301) 333-1110.
Sincer
Hal Kassoff
Administrator
HKA

cc:  Mr. Edward H. Meehan
Mr. Nell J. Pedersen
Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr.:
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P :.l
5309 Doris Drive

Wwaldorf, Maryland 20601
June 25, 1990

RECEIVED

Mr. Hal Kassoff g, ot ®
Administrator

State Highway Administration

707 North Calvert Street

Paltimore, Maryland 21203-0717

WO, G

a8 O

Res Proposed MD 3 Relocated (MD 203) E;;in "mmim
i ML e

Dear Sir: Bk tr o™

Thank you for your letter of June 12, 1990. 1 have reviewed the
contents of the environmental assessment tcontract no. 566—1517571) and
have discussed its contents with Mr. Victor Janata of your office.

1 have studied Table 12, Effects on Traftic Operations (pages V-6 to
1v-9), and have conme to the following conclusionst

Eirst, widenin _ﬂQ_ZQ§_wL1L-ngs_g19LnL£LsensLx_imechg_Sbg_ggngg§SLgn_
;éafégigixsgéQgLQEE_QCQiESSEQ_ES_SDE_iDSQC§§ESLQQ§_9£_QﬁfsQl;ﬂD_QZDQ_
205 agd_ng_gggg_zgg. high accident intersections identified in sect{on
11-32 the assessment. The Us 301-MD S/MD 205 intersection would.stxll
be at level of service (LOS) F (force or breakdown flow) after widening
had been completed (page Iv-8). The MDS/MD 205 intersection would be
at LOS E and F, respectively, during morning and evening peak hours for
alternative 5 (page 1v-7). The MDS/MD 205 intersection would be at LOS
D for both morning and evening peak hours for alternative & (page

IV-7). 1 would call these gains marginal at best for the amount of

resources dedicated to this portion of the project.

§gsgng;_Qalx_insgcsbangg_gesLgn_9_9chngg_gng_gLgn§£issgs;cgligi_in_
SQQQEESlQD_LQB9-95259@§91!-§§£§S!L-§S_Sbg_g§_£Ql:EQs£§Q_er_
inS§C§§§S19n_énQ_ELLQ!§_§§§!_§§E§§E_SQ_EQESDQQEDQ-Q§-£QL_£CQQ_ (oS
Pinefield, Options A and B would provide no relief in congestion

F morning and evening). even with the mainline alternative built (page
Iv-9). Significant is the note at the bottom of the page that reads
»all {ntersections along 301 will have a LOS F due to the anticipéted
traffic along US 301. A fourth lane along uUS 301 (in each direction)
is needed to provide an adequate level —of-service.” I unqerstand that
US 301 will only be widened to three lanes in each dire;txon in the
near future. Option C would not provide easy access to southbound US
301 from Pinefield. Option D would provide easy access to southbound

US 301 and have minimal impact in our community.

Richard H. Trainor

TR Maryfand Department of Transportation Secretary
ﬁ}A ! State Highway Administration Hal Kassoft

August 2, 1990
Mr. Phil Zalesak
President (Elect)
Pinefield Civic Association
5309 Doris Drive
Waldorf, Maryland 20601

Dear Mr. Zalesak:

Thank you for your June 25th letter regarding the MD 205

project planning study. I would like to clarify several points
in your letter.

Interchange options have been studied at US 301 because an
{nterchange is the only long term solution for the MD 205 °
intersection with US 301/MD 5; however, this {8 in conjunction
with the widening of MD 205. Without implementing the build
improvements to MD 205, the northern segment of it will be
operating at level of service (LOS) F in this decade, with
traffic operating at a stop and go condition. The remainder of
the highway will be at LOS F before the design year (2015).

The MD 5/MD 205 intersection fails by the design year, even
with the Alternate 5 improvements to MD 205, because the
intersection does not adeguately handle the transportation needs.
An interchange is required there, but because of the magnitude of
residential and commercia} displacements for existing and
approved development and wetland impacts, it was not presented.
With the Alternate 6 improvements to MD 205, no interchange is
needed at MD 5, and the existing MD 5/MD 205 intersection, with
no improvements, operates isignificantly better and meets the
transportation needs for the design year.

All of the interchange options at US 301/MD 5 result in
significant improvements to congestion and safety levels. The
misunderstanding results from the comparison between intersection
and ramp LOS. With Inter¢hange Options A and B, the existing
intersection would remain, but with considerably less traffic
along existing MD 205. However the intersection LOS désignations
are derived from the total volume of traffic through the X
intersection, and the US 301 volumes overwhelm the calculations.
Interchange Options C and ‘D replace the intersection. Once
traffic is on Us 301, regardless of which {nterchange option
might be built, traffic will operate at LOS F in the design year
because of the volume of traffic on US 301 for the lanes
provided. It should be noted that the US 301 traffic volumes do

not reflect implementation of an eastern Washington Bypass
solution.

333-1111
My telephone r ber ie (301).

Telstypewriter for impaired Hearing or Speech
383-7553 Baltimore Metro - 565-0451 D.C, Metro - 1-800-492-5082 Statewlde Toit Free
707 North Celvert St., Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717

e

® '3
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In summary, the data contained in your report documents a projected
congestion and safety problem at the two primary intersections of MD
203. Your data indicate that only marginal improvement can be obtained
by widening MD 203. Your data indicate that interchange option D
provides significant relief in congestion (and presumabley safety) and
further provides easy access to southbound US J01 from Pinefield.

1 strongly recommend that interchange option D be considered the first
step in solving the congestion and safety problem documented in your
assessment, 1 also recommend that an analysis be conducted to
determine the impact of Jjust implementing interchange option D. This
additional data would allow you to determine the cost effectivenaess of
widening MD 203,

Sincerely,

Phil {alespk

President/(Elect),
Pinefield Civic Association

1. See response p. V-18

PRCJIECT
Mr. Phil Zalesak DEVELAPiEyT
Page Two DIv.t'aq

.

Selection of an interchange optioremv:ai§1 gesﬁﬁiego onva” number
of factors, including maintenance of traffic impacts, wetland
impacts, disruptions to commercial access, and costs. We
continue to believe that Pinefield residents will have safe
access to southbound US 301 with any of the interchange options.
The widening of MD 205 is supported by our published data that
identifies the operational deficiencies of the existing road and
the improved LOS and reduced accident rate for the build
alternates in the design year.

If you have any turtﬁer questions, please feel free to call
Mr. Neil Pedersen, our planning director, for a fuller discussion
of the issues. Mr. Pedersen can be reached at (301) 333-1110.

Administrator

HK/ih
cc: Mr. Edward H. Meehan

Mr. Neil J. Pedersen
Mr. Louis H., Ege, Jr.
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5309 Doris Drive
Waldorf, Maryland 2060t'ﬂu
April 28, 1990

Mr. Neil J. Pedersen, Director )
Office of Planning and Preliminary Engineering W, l
State Highway Administration the
P.0O. Box 717

Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717

Re: Proposed MD S Relocated (MD 2095)

The Pinefield Civic Association (PCA) met last Thursday, April 26, 1990
to discuss the subject proposal. I passed out copies of the diagrams
contained in your location/design public hearing brochure and read from
sections of the brochure to acquaint the attendees with the proposal.
After much discussion, the following determinations were Tadex

(1) First, Mr. Johnny Martin’s letter to you dated March 31,
1990 was not formulated in accordance with the by-laws that govern the
PCA and, therefore, does not represent the position of the Pinefield
commmunity. In fact, Mr. Martin admitted that this was his_proposal.
Mr. Martin is a hard working PCA president, however, he erred in
presenting his proposal as the consensus view of the Pinefield
community. Virtually no one at the meeting spoke in favor for a build
option regarding the widening of Route 205 accept for Mr. Martin.

(2) Segond, to Mr. Martin’s credit he tasked me to formulate a
position that would represent a consensus view of our community. Based
on the discussions at the meeting, the following position is formulated
and will be reviewed in accordance with the PCA by-laws:

a. The PCA supports a no-build alternative regarding the
widening of Route 205 (segments I, I! and !1I). Widening the road will
not alleviate congestion and will destroy the quality of life for the
residents of Pinefield and the people living along Route 208S.

b. The.PCA supports the high quality interchange, option
D, to alleviate congestion at the intersection of Route 301 and 205.

c. The PCA believes that this proposal is the most cost
effective solution to the developing congestion problem and will
preserve the quality of life in our community.

Sincerely

?

“S County comssioners RECEIVED

MAY 2 139

DIRECIOR, eFILe ur
PLANNING & PRELISINARY FRLDNEEING

.

1. See response p. V-18

Richard H. Trainor

)\ 8 Maryland Department of Transportation :7::7
Y State Highway Administration A o

May 22, 1990

Mr. Philip P. Zalesak
5309 Doris Drive
Waldorf, Maryland 20601

Dear Mr. Zalesak:

Thank you for your April 28th letter identifying the pre-
liminary position of the Pinefield Civic Association towards
improvements being studied for MD 205 (Mattawoman-Beantown Road).
I also appreciated the opportunity to meet with representatives
of the association on May 17th.

The Pinefield Civic Association's position against a build
alternate along MD 205 and favoring Interchange Option D to
replace the US 301/MD: 205 intersection is noted and will be
considered in the selection of alternates for this project.
Thank you for submitting your recommendations.

Very truly yoﬁrs,
Neil J. Pedersen, Director

Office of Planning and
Preliminary Engineering

NJP:as
ce: Mr. Edward H. Meehan

Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr.
Mr. John M. Contestabile

My telephone ber is (301).

Telotypewriter for impeired Hearing or Speech
383-755S Baltimore Metro - 565-045t D.C. Metro ~ 1-800-492-5062 Statewide Tl Free
707 North Celvert St., Baitimore, Merylend 21203-0717
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5309 Doris Drive )
Waldorf, Maryland 20401 jica 7.
April 23, 1990

4 Baasd

Mr. Neil J. Pedersen, Director

Office of Planning and Preliminary Engineering
State Highway Administration

P.0. Box 717

Baltimore, Maryland 21203~0717

Re: Proposed MD S Relocated (MD 20%)

Dear Sir:

I have reviewed the subject proposal and have discussed this matter
with Mr. Victor Janata of your office. After careful consideration, 1
have come to the following conclusions:

First, six lanes of traffic at the entrance of Pinefield will
permanently destroy the quality of life for the residents of Pinefield,
__________ If completed, this
construction would add pollution, noise and safety hazards to a quiet,
establ i shed neighborhood and disrupt the efficient flow of traffic from
Pinefield to Route 301 going south.

Second, if the proposal is seriously considered, a number of
flaws need to be addressed. [ understand that the project would be
completed in stages with Route 203 being widened first (segments I, II
and III) and an interchange to be built later. If this is the plan to
be executed, the tax payers will have spent a minimum of $19.1 M and
achieved nothing as far as relieving congestion, I also understand
that if an interchange is to be built concurrent with the widening of
Route 2035, options A and B are preferred. These options actually
impede traffic feeding from the Pinefield community trying to access
Route 301 going south. Residents would have to cross six lanes of
traffic to access the Route 203 and 301 intersection.

I recommend the followings

First, take no action on this proposal. Improvements are already
underway to improve the flow of traffic through Waldorf by widening
Route 301 and Route 5. This work will be completed by 1992. The
Washington Bypass determination will be made later this year. Both of

these projects may preclude the requirement for making any changes to
Route 205, L

Richard H. Trainor

S@A Maryland Department of Transportation :';-";: -
SRS State Highway Administration Hal Kassof
May 22, 1990 .t .

Mr. Philip F. Zelesak
5309 Doris Drive
Waldorf, Maryland 20601

Dear Mr., Zalesak:

Thank you for your April 23rd letter recommending no action
regarding improvements to MD 205 end supporting the construction
of Interchange Option C or D first, if a build solution is
selected. ) .

While I can sympathize with your apprehensions about
increasing traffic along Mettewomen-Beantown Road (MD 205), this
is e preferred route faor much of the MD 5 through traffic.
Volumes will continue éo grow on this highway, with or without
the improvements presented in our project planning study.

No decisions have been reached on the staging of improve-
ments. If a build solution is selected, the engineering phase
would involve the detailed design of a roadway alternate and an
interchange option. N¢ segment of the project is in the current
construction progrem. :Should the roadway be reconstructed first,
our goal remeins to construct an interchange at US 301/MD 205

before the improved intersection reaches capacity.
\

The Pinefield Road intersection with MD 205 is already
signelized, and the Inﬁerchanqe Ooptions A end B intersection with
MD 205, which will ling up with Nike Drive, will likely be
controlled by a traffid signal. Pinefield residents will have
sefe access to southbound US 30l1: therefore, Ooptions A and B

cennot be eliminated. !Selection of en interchange option has not
yet been made.

Our treffic forecasts reflect the relationship-of MD.205 and
the surrounding highway network. A number of related highway
improvements are included, such as the widening of US 301/MD 5
through Waldorf to six ‘through lanes. There is the possibility
that decisions reached on the Washington Bypass could affect the
traffic forecasts for MD 205. The future traffic volumes and

My teteph ber is (301)_333-1110
Telstypawriter for Impaired Hesring or Speech
383-755S Baltimore Metro - 565-0451 0.C, Metro - 1-800-492-5082 Statewida Toll Free
707 North Calvert St., Baltimore, Marylend 21203-0717
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Second, 1f you decide to
proceed with the proposed
either interchange options C or D first before wgdezing Rg::geggs el

the interchange alone alleviates con 1
gestion, you will have
taxpayers $19.1 M and preclude destroying a; estabished nei::zgghgzz

Sincerely,

1. See iesponse p. V-33

~ -
Mr. Philip FP. Zalesak
Page Two

resulting magnitude of highway improvements needed for MD 205 can
be reassessed as decisions on other highway improvements or
changes in the highway network are made. No decisions are final,

particularly vhen events result in less damaging and less expen-
sive solutions.

Your recommendation to build the interchange at US 301 first
and your preference for Interchange Options C and D have been

noted and will be con’idcrcd in the selection of alternates for
this project. :

Thank you for your time and effort in submitting recommenda-~
tions. Your contribupion to the project planning process is

. appreciated. .
Very trulyfgours,
Neil J) Pedersen, Director
Office of Planning and
Preliminary Engineering
NJP/ih

ce: Mr. Edward H. Meehan
Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr.
Mr. John M. Contestabile
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February 26, 1990

Mr. Hal Kassoff, Administrator
Maryland Departaent of Transportation
State Highway Administration

707 N. Calvert Street

Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717

Dear Mr. Kassoff:

We would like to thank the State Highway Administration for
their cooperation and support in the development of the Route 205
improvement project. We would also like to express our support
for the proposals that have been presented by the State Highway
Administration staff, and although we do not wish to indicate a
preference among the alternates at this time, we would encourage
the State to proceed with a build alternate. :

The existing intersections of U.S. Route 301 with Maryland
Route 205, and with Maryland Routes 228 and 5, currently operate
at unacceptable levels of service. The improvement of Maryland
Route 205 to a relocated Maryland Route 5, with an interchange at
U.S. Route 301, will provide badly needed additional capacity and
will allow these roads to function properly.

The Route 205 study has been modified by the State to create

a six lane divided highway for most of this roadway. We
understand that this was done in response to projected traffic
volumes. We would like to suggest the development of an access
control or access management program for the improved roadway.
This will maintain the facility's ability to carry high volumes
of traffic. We also feel that it is important to include the
construction of an interchange at the U. S. 301 intersection.

SAY NO TO ORUGS

COUAL OFPPORTUMTY COUNTY

e
bEV
MAR 13 1390 3

Bz e 12 30 7L '5)

The Honorable Thomas Mac Middieton
President, Charles County Commissloners
Post Office Box B

La Plata, Maryland 20648

Dear Commissioner Middieton:

Thank you for your February 26th letter and Commissloner Sefton’s presenta-
tion at the MD 205 (Mattawoman-Beantown Road) Location/Design Public Hearing.
We appreciate your support of a build solution to alleviate congestion problems in
the Waldort area. : .

Consistent with the level of access controls for MD 5 to the south and
recognizing the resulting Impacts to the large number of existing residential access
points along MD 205, we did not propose formal access controls along the antici-
pated highway improvements. We hope to work closely with Charles County
through our Access Control Committee to minimize any additional entrance points,
encouraging developers to access from intersecting public roads. Based on the
support Indicated by Charles County elected officials, we are proceeding with design
for the widening of MD 205. !

Thank you again for letting us know the Commissioners' position regarding
this project.
Sincerely,
ORIGlNAL SiLNED By

HAL KASSOFE

Hal Kassoff
Administrator

HKA

cc:  Mr. Neil J. Pedersen
Mr. Edward H. Meehan

bee: Mr. John D. Bruck
Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr.
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Mr.

Hal Kassoff

February 26, 1990
Page -2-

project are minimized.

1b

1.
2.

We feel that this is an important project that we would like
to see proceed to construction as quickly as possible, while
assuring that any negative impacts that may result from this

Again, thank you for your cooperation in this matter.

See response p. V-18.
An access control management strateg

Very truly,

COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF
CHARLES COUNTY, MARYLAND

P e il

Thomas Mac Middleton, President

U

Murray D. Levy R

Nancy J. Séfton

‘harles County for proposed developments.

y will be developed in conjunction with
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! ; SH?AQ‘ Maryland Department of Transportation i
~ State Highway Administration Ademiriets
Dlle: -(,/f/70 I A g Y L]
Nsme: Syapweey *Drxe July 17, 1990
chw“l
-
Address: /09 &g.uﬂ?. Lave
Lt cDoss wd. Adko /
’ Mr. end Mrs. Stsnley Fuczewski
1029 Country Lene
Waldort, Merylend 20601
Mr. Neil J. Pedersen Dear Mr. end Mrs. Ruczewski:
Director, Office of Planning & Preliminary Englneering Thank . : ; . . j
) ank you for vour racent letter regarding -he project
:l'(;e g:'h;l.’" Admlalstration ] planning study for MD 205. We heve noted y»our -oppositisn %o
-0. Box edditional lenes on Mattewomen-Baentown Roed., end your concern
Baltimore, MD 21203-0717 . thet improvements td the road would meke the existing signelized

o ] MD 205/Pinefield Road intersection more dengerous.
RE: MD § Relocated Project (Widenlng MD 105) :
While I cen sympethize with your epprehensions ebout
Dear Mr. Pedersen increesing treffic elong Mattewoman-Beentown Road, this is e

: ' : preferred route for much of the MD S through treffic. Volumes
4ill continue to grow on this highwey, with or without the

1 am concerned about your current plans to widen MD 205 Mattawoman- Beaniown Rd. improvaments presentad in our project planning study.

(in your MD § Relocated Projeci). Using any of your current options will make it

hazardous for my family, friends and me to use the main entrance to the Pmeﬁeld Existing MD 205 has e higher accident rate :then the state-
neighborhood. wide everage for similar type roeds. The proposed improvement, a
. X . curbed four-lena AdAivided highway with outside shoulders. would
Already,. with only two lanes, it is dangerous for the kids of Pinefield to go to the local significently reduce that rate. The proposed medien would act es
stores of to visit friends when they must walk along or cross MD 205. By adding addi- 1 gafety zone for eny pedescriens or vehicles crossing or turning
tional lanes of traffic, 1 believe the situation will become so dangerous that lhe main left on the highway. They would only heve to look in one

direction et 3 time. an2 geps in the highwey rraffi: would be

more likely to occur with more lenes. The shoulder would serve
Since | never planned to have a six lane highway at my doorstep when 1 bought my as e combination turning end breakdown lene. Greded arees behind

home, | reques: you 1o develop another aliernative as part of the MD § Relocated project, the outside curbs would provide a sefer locetion for persons

10 make the Pinefield entrance safer (not more hazardous). 1 have reviewed the “alking along che highway.

**Pinefield Option’' and agree/disagree (circle one) with it. To help me keep close track

ertrance to Pinefield will become unsafe.

We believe cthet, with proper design, e roedwey cen be con-

on the direction this project is taking, please place me on your mailing list for this project. structed thet will be sefe for Pinefield residents and for
chrough travelers sn Mettawomen-Beentown Roed. Tha propoaed
Reply Requested. zlosed section roadway., together with protectad tur: .enes end

signals, will afford a safe design.
Signed,

A bty &
o :

Teletypewriter lor impelred Meesring or Speech
383-7588 hmmoro Mouo - ses-out D c Mc"o - |-loo-an so.'-ldo Tol) Frae
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1.

See response p. V-7

Mr. and Mrs. Stanley Kuczewski .
Paga Two

Your oppoaition to additional roadway lanes on MD 205 near
Pinefield Road haa baen noted and will be conaiderad in the
selaction of an altarnate. Your name haa bean addad to tha
project mailing list so you will ba kept informad of any futura
deciaiona made on this project. ’

Very truly youra,

ng ) Ledtws

Mail J. Padersen, Director
Offica of Planning and

Preliminary Engineering
HJIP:aa

cc: Mr, Edward H. Meahan
Mr. Louia H. Ege, Jr.
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MR. NEIL J. PEDERSEN - DIRECTOR b M )
OFFICE OF PLANNING & PRELIMINARY ENGINEERING ; CE
STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION IVED
P. 0. BOX 717
BALTDMORE, MARYLAND 21203-0717 JUN 29 1990
QA0
LR, TR
DEAR MR. PEDERSEN: msmw

WE ARE THE MEDLIN FAMILY AND WE HAVE LIVED IN OUR HOME AT 1905
MATTAHCHAN-BEANTOVN ROAD FOR 8 YEARS. IN THAT TIME WE HAVE SEEN MANY,
MANY ACCIDENTS ON OUR RCAD, ESPECIALLY IN FRONT OF OUR HOME. WE HAVE HAD
CARS JUMP OUR CURB AND TEAR DOWN OUR MAILBOX QUITE A FEW TIMES, WE EVEN
HAVE HAD A CAR ROLL STRAIGHT THROUGH OUR YARD ACROSS OUR DRIVEVAY AND
FINALLY IT CAME TO REST ON ONE OF OUR BIG TREES. IN THIS ACCIDENT A
BOY WAS HURT VERY BADLY. THANK GOD WE WERE NOT HOME, BUT WE CAME HOME TO
CAR PARTS AND GAUSE, TUBES AND BHLOOD ALL OVER OUR DRIVEWAY.

OUR HOME SITS PRETTY CLOSE T0 THE ROAD ALREADY AND IT'S ALWAYS BEEN
A NIGHTMARE TRYING TO GET IN AND OUT OF OUR DRIVEWAY. WE HAVE BEEN VERY
LUCKY SO FAR. WE HAVE ALMOST BEEN HIT HEAD-ON AND REAR-ENDED BY PEOPLE
NOT ACKNOWLEDING THE YELLOW SAFTEY AREA IN FRONT OF OUR HOME. WE HAVE
ALWAYS BEEN VERY CAUTIOUS AND FEARFUL FOR OUR FAMILY. EVEN GETTING OUR
MAIL OR PUTTING OUR TRASH OUT WE HAVE T0 BE CAREFUL BECAUSE OF THE CARS
GOING TOO FAST AND COMING DANGEROUSLY CLOSE TO OUR CURB. WE CANNOT IMAGINE
6 LANES OF TRAFFIC IN FRONT OF OUR HOME, DUE TO THE FACT WE WILL LOOSE SOME OF
OUR ERONT YARD SPACE WHICH WILL PUT OUR HOME EVEN CLOSER TO THE ROAD - NOT
T0 MENTION THE NOISE TYHT WILL ALSO BE CREATED BY THIS

THERE HAVE BEEN SO MANY ACCIDENTS BETWEEN THE PINEFIELD LIGHT AND
NIKE DRIVE. WITH THE NEW ROAD TAKING PART OF OUR FRONT YARD AND PUTTING
OUR HOME EVEN CLOSER TO THE ROAD IS A TERRIFING THOUGHT. WE ARE REALLY
AFRAID FOR OUR FAMILY AND THE OTHER FAMILY'S AROUND US. THIS IS WHY WE
WOULD LIKE THE NO-BUILD OPTION ON THE WIDENING OF ROUTE 205  AND THE INTER-
CHANGE RE-BUTLDING OPTION D BE ENCOURAGED.

WE SINCERELY HOPE SOMEONE WILL GIVE SOME THOUGHT TO US, OUR HOMES,
AND OUR SAFETY BEFORE THERE IS A REAL TRAGEDY.

THANKING YOU FOR YOUR TIME AND ATTENTION IN THIS MATTER, WE REMAIN,

RESPECTIFULLY YOURS,

One v M Tsnsied & e la

N

§ ) _ Richard H. Tr
X%  Marylend Department of Transportation > o i
btey) State Highway Administration Noriiorson

iﬁiﬁb

July 18, 1990

Mr. and Mrs. Lonnie G. Medlin
1905 Mattewomen-Beentown Roed
Weldort, Horyl?nd 20601

Deer Mr. and Mgs. Medlin:

Thank you for your letter of June 26th regarding the MD 2083
project planning study. Your support 2or the no-build alternate
along MD 205 afjd Intarchange Option D at US 301 will be teken
into coneideretion in the decieion-meking procees.

Mattawoman-Beantown Road (MD 205) remaine s preferred route
for much of the MD 5 through trsffic. Volumes will continue to
grow on this h?qhway. #ith or without the improvemente presented
in our project'planning study.

Existing MD 205 has a higher accident rate then the stete-
wide averege fdr similar type roads. The proposed improvement
would significdntly reduce that rate. This is beceuse the medien
would act as alisafety zone for any pedestrians or vehiclee
crossing or turning left on the highwey. Additionelly, geps in
the highway trﬁttic {which would ellow turning movements) would
be more likely:to occur with more lanes.

The improvements proposed for MD 205, reconstruction to four
through lanes 4ith outside shoulders, would accommodete the
increasing commuter traffic as well as right turns into and out
of the residentially zoned land adjacent to the road. The
shoulder would serve as a combination turning-and breekdown lene.
The interchange would be justified only in conjunction with
additional capacity being provided along MD 205,

The improvements would involve the replacement of the
existing curb aiong MD 205 in virtually the same locetion. The
new shoulder would be located inside the curb, and then the two
northbound lanes. so the new roadway would actually be farther
away from your home. The strip of your frontage needed for the
highway improvement would accommodate a graded grassy eree
outside the curb for pedestrian use plus any slopes to meet the
existing ground.

My tel ber is (301) 333-1110
Teletypewriter tor tmpeired Hearing or Speech

363-755S Baltimore Metro - 585-0431 D.C. Metro - 1-800-492-5062 Statewide Tall Free
707 North Calver! St.. Beltimore, Merylend 21203-0717

o
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1.

See response p. V-7

Mr. and Mrs. Lonnie G. Medlin .
Page Two

Thank you for sharing your concerns. Your name has
bean verified as being on the projact mailing list, so you will
be kept informed of any future decisions made on this project.

’ Very truly yours,
q . 9 ," !
leil J. Pedersan, Diractor

Offica of Planning and
Preliminary Engineering

NJP:as

cet Mr. Edward H, Maehan
Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr.

it
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3309 Doris Drive
%a Waldorf, Maryland 20601
August 27. 1990 .

Mr. Hal Kassoff

Admini strator

State Highway Administration
P.0. Box 717

Baltimore, Maryland 21203 - 0717

Re: Proposed MD S Relocated (MD 2035)

1.  Thank you for.your letter of August 2, 1990. 1 have no further
questions regarding the State Highway Adminstration’s (SHA) position on
the subject project. As you ponder the merits of this project, please
consider the following points in your deliberations:

2. The SHA’s goal for this project is to “alleyiate existing.

congestion and provide for centinued safe_and efficieat goeration in
the future." The SHA position on this project is as follows:

a. To alleviate existing congestion, SHA is willing to spend
upwards of $51M to improve a feeder road which will merge with a major
highway projected to be at forced or breakdown flow in the dasign
year. Widening the feeder road and building a interchange at the
intersection of the feeder road and the major highway will
significantly improve the traffic flow from the feeder road unto the
major highway which is operating at forced or breakdown flow. (I would
like to see thll calculatlon.)

b. Th. l.loction of interchange optlonl wlll b. based on:

A1) 'maintnnanco of traffic impacts

(2)." ‘wetland impacts’

(3) disruption to commercial access and
{(4), costs.

€. Aéy of the interchange options will provide safe access to

‘southbound US 301,

. 3. In reviewing the position contained in paragraph 2.a. above,

consider the following:

a, This new improved feeder road is going nowhere. Your letter
of August 2, 1990 states clearly that "once traffic is on US 301,
regardless of which interchange option might be built, traffic will
operate at LOS F in the design year because of the volume of traffic

Richard H. Trainor

G‘ Secretery
H A\ Maryland Department of Transportation PROJS SEOL v
. S“' State Highway Admlnlstrat/o,bgw_\. OPYE" o HalKason

Mr. Philip PF. Zelesek

Sﬁ!\‘ q os\h‘q“

September 14, 1990

Prasident (Blact)

Pinafield Civic Association
5309 Doris Drive

Waldoxf, Maryland 20601

Daar Mr. z.lesak: '

Thank you for your August 27th letter regexding .the MD 20

project planning study. We appraciate the time and. thoughttul
analysis you have put into this issue. Your points will be.
considared as we delibarata what course ot oction to purlud.

¥While our anulysul show that US 301 to the north of the

proposed US 301/MD 205 interchange would oparate at Level of
Service F conditions in tha design yaar, the interchange will

substantially improve tonditions over what they would be under
the no-build alternative,

The case for the heed for an interchenge et US 301 and

MD 205 exists regerdleps of whather e Washington Bypess is
constructed. I can assure you thet impacts to people who live
along MD 205, as well as safety considerations, will be major

considarations in any decision which.is ultimetaly nodo ragerding
MD 205.

Again, thank you for your thoughtful lettar. 1If you have

any additional quastions, plaase feel frea to contact me or Neil
Pedersan, Director of tha Office of Planning and Preliminary
Enginaaring. Mr. Padarsen cen be raeched at (301) 333-1110.

i

H4l Kassoff
. Mninistrator
HK:tn
¢c: Mr., Neil J, Padarsan
Mr. Edward H. Maahan
gi_x;. Loyis i}. Ege, Jr.
My teleph ber is {301)

T.Mypmllu for tmpatred Hearing or Spe

] _3!3-7585 Bmlmon Metfo - $85-0451 D.C. Metro -~ 1-000-4'2-50.} Statewide Toit Free

707 Norf"Celvert St., Baltimore, Meryland 21203-0717
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on US 301 for the lanes provided.® i1s this project really going to

alleviate congestion? ng_menx_mgcg_;gc!_egc_QLQQSE_ELLL_cgellx_
s;!ﬂ:t&ign_untn_egusg_§gl given the SHA projection? :

b. Your letter also implies that the success of this project is
dependent on ifmplementation of the eastern wWashington Bypass. Gi ven
the current political environment (two of the three Charles County
commissioners openly oppose the eastern Washington Bypass), a decision
on the MD 203 may be premature.

4. In reviewing the position contained in paragraph 2.b. above,
consider the followings

a. Nowhere on your priority 1ist is the ngg;g_;g_;bg_gggglg_
uhn_ltx:_elnnn_eud_gulg;gu;_&q_uQ_ZQi; Pinefield alone is
approximatcly 1400 homes. Aren’t we your customers also? Shouldn’t
consideration be given to the effficient flow of traffic from
northbound MD 208 to southbound US 3047 This access is critcal to the
people of Pinefield. This is our primary access to businesses and
shopping in waldorf. We can’t just pick up and move. Businesses
turnover in the Pinefield shopping centers every year, yet disruption
to commercial access is on your priority 1ist. Cost also made your
priority 1ist. ‘SHA seems willing to spend up to $2%5 M for the mainline
options but not willing to spend sufficient funds to build a high
quality lntcrchangc.which serves the needs of our community.

Interchange options A and B are inconvenient and {nconsistent with the
SHA goal to provide efficient operations. How efficient is it to force
people to engage another intersection before they can access southbound
UsS 3017? Also, interchange option C would require another light at the
intersection of us 301 and Pinefield Road axtented to.provide
comparablc'scrvice to what we have now. Us:.301 already has too many
1ights which cause inefficient traffic £1cw through Waldoré€.

. b ﬂbscn_tl_tats:x_nn_xnuc_ltssz This whole project is
prcsunably based on Tcontinucd safe and efficient operation in the
future.™* . .

3. chardih& safety, point 2.c. above, consider the followings

’
a. Which is safer, to cross two intersections or one

;i{ntcrscction to access southbound US 301 from northbound MD 2057 1
.Tthink the answer is obvious without making a calculation. Interchange

options A and B craate a safety hazard which currently does not exist.
These options force people to cross southbound MD 203 traffic before
they can access the US 301/MD 20% intersection.




b. How safe is option C? 1Is it safer to make a right hand turn
at a light or cross through an intersection? 1 think the answer is
obvious. Option C would create a hazard which currently does not
exist.

6. In summary, given the SHA projection of traffic along US 301, this
whole project seems dubious at best. This project, as currently
conceived, will not "alleviate existing congestion and provide for
continued safe and efficient operation in the future." However, if SHA
insists on going forward with this project for other reasons, I
strongly recommend that interchange option D be considered as part of
the plan. Option D is the safest, most efficient and least disruptive
of all the opt!Pn. in moving traffic onto and off of US J01.

7. Please kééé me informed regarding the status of this project.

Sincerely,

LET-A

1. The Selected Build Alternate includes Interchange Option A.

This will provide adequate traffic operation and safety in
the future.
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. B. Elected Officials D’
The following is a statement given at the Combined Location/Design Public
Hearing held on Monday, February 26, 1990 at Thomas Stone High School.

|
l
51l 1'd like to start by recognizing Commissioner o i

6ll Nancy Sefton who is here on behalf of the County_Commissionerj,

7 and who has a statement she would like to read into the

9 COMMISSIONER SEFTON:
' 10 Thank you, Mr. Meehan. Although this is not a

|
l
|| record. Ms. sefton? - '\
|
11|l County project, the County tries to coordinate our local \
%

[

12|l road projects with those that the State are doing, so on

13l behalf of my fellow County Commissioners, Murray Levy and @
'i
14|l Mack Middleton, who are at other functions this evening, I g

15| would liké to read our statement.

16 "We would like to thank the State Highway Adminis- |

17|l tration for their cooperation and support in the development

18 of the Route 205 improvement project. We would also like to
19]] express our support for the proposals that have been presented
20| by State Highway Administrative staff, and although we do not
21'\ wish to indicate a preference among the alternates at this

22\ time, we would encourage the State to proceed with the build

23\ alternate.

\ Conference Reporting Service ¢ 301-768-5918

v-139
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10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
2”
22

23

"The existing intersections of Routes U.S. 301 and
Maryland Route 205 and Maryland Route 228 and 5 currently
operatesat unacceptable levels of service. The improvement
of Maryland Route 205 to a relocated Maryland Route 5 with
an interchange at 301 will provide badly needed additional
capacity and will allow these roads to function properly.
The Route 205 study has been modified by the State to create
a six (6)-lane divided highway for most of this roadway.
We understand that this was done in response to projected
traffic volume. We would like to suggest the development of

an access control or access management program for the

improved roadway. This will maintain the facility's

ability to carry high volumes of traffic. We feel that it

is important to include the construction of the interchange
at the U.S. 301 intersection.

"We feel this is an important project and we would
like to see it proceed to construction as quickly as possible
while assuring that any negative impacts that may result from
this projec£ are minimized. We thank you for this cooperatiorn
in the matter." And it is signed by the County Commissioners,

MR. MEEHAN:
Thank you, Commissioner Sefton.

Tonight is the night the legislators work late in

Conference Reporting Service ¢ 301-768-5918
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Annapolis, so I don't think we have any State delegates Or

the State senator' with us tonight. ﬂoweQer, I wanted to chec%
and make sure. Are there any State delegates, Or is Senator
Simpson here? They're all wofking in Annapolis tonight.
Okay, are there any Federal officials who would
1ike to give testimony, from any Federal agencies? Any State

agencies represented here tonight? The County has already

spoken, soO we will get into the mailing list.

-
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MELVIN S. BRIDGETT
COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR

-’
THOMAS MAC MIDDLETON. —llesu;: o
MURRAY D. LEVY "
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ounty Commissioners RECEIVED
of Qharles Qounty MAR 2 1990

P.O.BOX B

\
LA PLATA, MARYLANDZMMG ]
L Pt amvLAND zete DIRECTOR, OFFICE oF
_ . & PRELIMINARY ENSINYERY®

February 26, 1990

Mr. Hal Kassoff, Administrator
Maryland Department of Transportation
State Highway Administration

707 N. Calvert Street

Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717

Dear Mr. Kassoff:

We would like to thank the State Highway Administration for
their cooperation and support in the development of the Route 205
improvement project. We would also like to express our support
for the proposals that have been presented by the State Highway
Administration staff, and although we do not wish to indicate a
preference among the alternates at this time, we would encourage
the State to proceed with a build alternate.

The existing intersections of U.S. Route 301 with Maryland
Route 205, and with Maryland Routes 228 and 5, currently operate
at unacceptable levels of service. The improvement of Maryland
Route 205 to a relocated Maryland Route 5, with an interchange at
U.S. Route 301, will provide badly needed additional capacity and
will allow these roads to function properly.

The Route 205 study has been modified by the State to create

a six lane divided highway for most of this roadway. We
understand that this was done in response to projected traffic
volumes. We wculd like to suggest the development of an access
control or access management program for the improved roadway.
This will maintain the facility's ability to carry high volumes
of traffic. We also feel that it is important to include the
construction of an interchange at the U. S. 301 intersection.

SAY NO TO DRUGS

EOUAL OFPPOATUNITY COUNTY

V-142



Mr. Hal Kassoff
February 26, 1990
Page -2-

We feel that this is an 1mportant project that we would like
to see proceed to construction as quickly as possible, while
assuring that any negative impacts that may result from this
project are minimized. !

Again, thank you for your cooperation in this matter.
Very truly,

COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF
CHARLES COUNTY, MARYLAND

Y e

Thomas Mac Middleton, President

Murray D. Levy

ey

Nancy J. Sefton

1b
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V. “CORRESPONDENCE

C.

Agency Coordination

DATE
8-23-89
9-14-89

6-30-88
7-28-89

COORDINATION
U.S. Armmy Corps of Engineers
Maryland Historical Trust

Phase I Archeological Investigation
Waldorf Restaurant, Inc.

Maryland Department of Natural Resources
Tidewater Administration

Maryland Department of Natural Resources
Forest, Park and Wildlife Service

Maryland Department of Natural Resources
Water Resources Administration

Maryland Department of Natural Resources
Captial Programs Adminstration

U.S. Department of Interior
Fish and Wildlife Service

Chesapeake Bay Critical Areas Commission

U.S. Department of Agriculture
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2-21-90 Maryland Department of Environment
3-12-90 ;
10-19-90 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
3-18-90 U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development
4-18-90 Charles County Government
Planning and Growth Management
8-30-89 Prince George’s County Government
Department of Environmental Resources
1-14-90 Waldorf Volunteer Fire Department, Inc.
11-1-91 Conrail
01-18-89 Interagency Meetings
10-18-89
08-15-90
07-17-91
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PLANNERS ENGINEERS LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTS SURVEYORS
MEMORANDUM
TO: The Tile
FROM: Chuck Butler
DATE: August 23, 1989
SUBJECT: Corps of Engineers Wetland rio.ld Review for MD 5 Relocated.

On Tuesday August 22, 1989, a field review of the delineated wetlands was held

with

the following persons in attendance:

Victor Janata SHA, Project Planning

David Coyne SHA, Project Planning

parbara Allera-Bohlen SHA, Envi tal M g t
Susan Jacobs SHA, Highway Design

David Pelton SHA, Highway Design

rred Doerflerxr SHA, Highway Design

paul Wettloufer US Army Corps of Engineers
Michael J. Rothenheber Johnson, Mirmiran ¢ Thompson, P.A.
william Fletcher Johnson, Mirmiran ¢ Thompson, P.A.
Joyce Kimble . Johnson, Mirmiran ¢ Thompson, P.A.
Charles Butler Johnson, Mirmiran & Thompson, P.A.

All persons in attendance were given an information handout for the field
review which .ir.\cluded a summary of impacts chart and 100 scale
phor.og:ametric mapping of worst case impacts by the proposad mainline
alternates and interchange options at .each wetland site. All adjustments
and concurrences made by the C.0.E. to the site delineation were referenced
to this mapping. .

This project contains twelve (12) individual wetland sites that are
potantially impacted by four (4) interchange options and seven (7 mainline
altarnates. Of the 12 sitas, elevan (11) wera actually inspected by the
C.0.E. The C.O.E. review of the wetland sites was limited to areas of
proposed impact. The total boundary of each wetland delineated was not
reviewed. The ;nspection resulted in the C.O.E. concurring with JMI's
delineation for tha £bllowing sites: 1, 1A, 2, 27, 3, 4, SA, 6 and 6A.

the C.0.E. reduced the ‘northern dalinaation boundary of Site 2A. The
original delineation encompassed a portion of the pasture adjacent to the
northern bank of Mattawoman Creek. The C.0.E.’s delineation confined the
wetlands to basically the streambank. The C.0.E. concurred with the
delineation on the southern side of Site 2A.

810 GLENEAGLES COURT SUITE 200 * BALTIMORE, MO. 21204 * (301) 8216500

FAIRFAX, VA. YORK, PA, FAX: (30112964707

1.

No SHA response required.
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Johnson, Mirmiran & Thompson, P.A.
August 23, 1909
page Two (2)

ce:

The C.0.E. was undecided about the delineation at Site S, and stated that an
sdditional trip would be made to review the site again.

The C.O.EB. reduced the northern delineation boundary at Site 8 to follow
just west of two utility poles on the southern side of MD 205 to a point
near the intersection of two small tributaries and the eecond pole. The
revised delineation will now continue from this point eestvard along the 150
contour line as shown on the photoq:met:lc mapping used for the
Alternates. The southern delineation boundery was acceptable to the C.0.E.

JMT raised a question with the C.O0.E, about corp3s jurisdiction and tbe
potential roadway impacts at Site 8, due to the fect that the current land
use is agricultural and therefore is not under their jurisdiction. The
c.0.E. stated that if the current land use i»s chenged for construction of
the proposed roadway then the Corps would have jurisdiction over the portion
of wetlend thet would be affected by the right-of-wey required for the
proposed roadway .

The C.0.E. did not review Site 7 due to time constraints, but stated thet an
additional trip would be made to review the delineetion on the same day thet
gite 5 is reinvestigated.

On September 1, 1989 the C.O.E. inspected the delineetion at gite 7, and
reinvestigeted the delineation at Site $ by themselves. As a result, the
C.0.E. contected Berbara Allera-Bohlen of SHA's Envir tal M t
gection with their concurrence on JMT’s delineetions at both sites.

gy

All Attendees
paniel T. Cheng
Matt Wolniak




871-A

- Richard H: Traino
DA K Maryland Department of Transportation A
' \ State Highway Administration Administrator

September 14, 1989

Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr.
Deputy Director

office of Planning and
Preliminary Engineering

FROM: cynthia D. Simpson cdé

Assistant Division Chief
Project Planning pivision

SUBJECT: Contract No. CH 566-151-571

MD 5 Relocated, US 301 to MD 5
PDMS No. 082039
Wetland Field Review

An agency field review was held on August 22, 1989 to seek

the Corp's concurrence with wetland boundaries and to discuss
alternatives developed and impacts.

The following people were in attendance:

Paul Wettlaufer U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Victor Janata SHA Project Planning

David Coyne " " "
Barbara Allera-Bohlen - " -

Fred Doerfler SHA Highway Design

Susan Jacobs " - .o"

David Pelton " " "

Michael Rothenheber Johnson, Mirmiran & Thompson
William Fletcher - - "
Joyce Kimble " " "
Charles Butler - " "

Representatives of the Department of Natural Resources, the

U.S. Fish and Wildlife service and the Environmental Protection
Agency vwere invited but did not attend the meeting.

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers concurred with delineations

_ of the following sites: 1, 1A, 2, 3, 4, 5A, 6 and 6A.

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers reduced the northern

delineation boundaries of sites 2A and 8.

V-
My h b izugou 331311772

Teletypewriter tor tmpelred Hearing or Speech .
363-7558 Bajtimore Metro - $85-04810.C. Metro - 1-800-492-3082 Statewide Toll Free
707 North Celvert St., Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717

No.

SHA response required.
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Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr.
September 14, 1989
Page 2

On Skptember 1, 1989 the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
inspected the delineation of site 7 and reinvestigated the
delineation of site 5. They contacted Barbara Allera-Bohlen of
the Environmental Evaluation Section and indicated concurrence-
with the existing delineations of these sites.

Attached are the minutes of the field meeting.

CDS:BA:cd
Attachments
cc: Attendees
Mr. Herman Rodrigo *
Mr. Quasim Taherian
Mr. Michael Slattery
Mr. Pete Stokley
Mr. John Nichols
Mr. Bill Schultz
Mr. Elder Ghigiarelli
Mr. Charles Adams
Mr. Steve Silva
Mr. Ed Stein .
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i Jacqueline H. Rogens

June 30, 1988

Ms. Cynthie Simpson, Chief
Environmentel Manegement

Marylend Department of Transportation
Stste Highwsy Adainistretion

707 North Celvert Street

?.0. Bux 717

Beltimore, Maryland 21203-0717

Re: Contract CH 556-151-571
Mattawoman-Beantown Road
Charles County, Maryland
PDMS 082039

Dear Ms. Simpson:

Thsnk you for your letter concerning the subject project. Our office concurs
thet neither the Pickerell House (#1) nor the Grove Tenant Farm (#2) appear eligidle
for inclusion on the National Register.

Sincerely,

George J. Andreve
Project Review and Compliance Administrator
Office of Preservation Services

GIA/AL/Im

cc: Ms. Rite Suffnese
Mr. Paul Wettlaufer
Dr. Ralph Eshelman
Mr. George Dyeon

o.,.-—.mo-'q;..ac.-a,oaau- ‘

Sh-H-n.ﬂSuuChh.Anwnh.M-ﬂ-JNﬂ!UM)W&“W.”%NMD
T-vuuyﬁd&-mAndﬂVlu:PhﬁsﬁnﬂChumlﬂ7Rh&iPﬁhnmAnnH.M-ﬂuJHMZ

v-6
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July 28, 1989

AU 7 N8O

. Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr.

Deputy Director

otfice of Planning and Preliminary Engineering
State Highway Administration

707 North Calvert Street

Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717

Jonason, MimdinAY & aswaen

Re: Contract No. CH 566-201-571
MD 5 Relocated (Mattawoman-Beantown Road)
fromU.S. 301 to MD S
POMS No. 082039
Charles and Prince George'’s Counties, MD

Dear Mr, Ege:

Thank you for sending us a copy of the report on the Phase I archeological survey
conducted for the above-referenced project. The report was prepared by Berger Burkavage,
Inc.

The report presents the necessary docurentation on the survey's goals, methodology
and results. The level of investigations and resulting report are consistent with state
and federal standards for archeological work. Based on the information in the report, we
concur that construction of the proposed project will have no effect upon significant
archeological resources, Further archeological investigations are not warranted for this
project.

Thank you for your assistance,

Sincerely,

Elizabeth J. Cole
AMmdnistrator

Archeological Services

Office of Preservation Services

EJC/Im

cc: Ms, Rita Suffness
Or. Ira Beckerman
Berger Burkavage, Inc.

Dr. Ralph E. Eshelman

Mr. George Dyson R

Ms. Shirley Baltz Dvpartment 1 Hhusng Fand Coummumty Develigonent

Mr. Joseph McNamar&iw Huw. 21 State Cinte. Annapertis, Marytamt 21401 £108) 9745000

v-7
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MANAGEMENT SUMMARY
PHASE I ARCHAEOLOGICAL INVESTIGATIONS
OF MARYLAND ROUTE 5 RELOCATED
MATTAWOMAN - BEANTOWN ROAD,
FROM U.S. ROUTE 301 TO MARYLAND ROUTE 5
CHARLES AND PRINCE GEORGES COUNTIES, MARYLAND

STATEWIDE ARCHAEOLOGICAL SERVICES
CONTRACT NO. W 818-101-671(n)
PDMS NO. 032119

PREPARED FOR:

MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION

PREPARED BY:

THE CULTURAL RESOURCE GROUP
BERGER BURKAVAGE, INC.

APRIL 1989

v-23
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This document summarizes the results of the Phase I
el archaeological survey of the proposed alternatives for Maryland
Route 5 relocated Mattawoman-Beantown Road, from U.S. Route 301
to Maryland Route 5, Charles and Prince Georges Counties,
Maryland. Included in the survey were Alternative 2,3,4 and 4-
Modified, as well as Interchange Options A, B, C and D.
Altogether the proposed improvements involve approximately three
miles of roadway alignments. The Cultural Resource Group of
Berger Burkavage, Inc. conducted this study for the Maryland
Department of Transportation, State Highway Administration, under
contract Number W 818-101~-671(N) PDMS No. 032119. A more
detailed report covering these archaeological investigations will
be completed by May 5, 1989, and will comply with the guidelines
established by the Maryland Historical Trust and the Maryland
Geological Survey's pivision of Archaeology.

The Phase I investigative process was begun with archival
research focusing on both prehistoric and historic resources.
An examination of historical documents and maps, as well as,
archaeological reports, was conducted at the Maryland Historical
Trust, Annapolis; and the Maryland Geological Survey's Division
of Archaeology, the Maryland Historical Society, and the Enoch
pratt Free Library, Baltimore. The purpose of this background
effort was to determine if documented archaeological and
historical sites were in the project boundaries, and furthermore,
to help gain a preliminary perspective as to the distribution of
Xnown sites in the region from which to create a context for the
interpretation of newly discovered site areas.

~?

Based on the historic and prehistoric background studies the
project area was divided into high, moderate and low probability
segments with respect to the expected occurrence of
archaeological sites. the areas of highest probability were seen
as the crossing of the two streams located on both the northern
and southern ends of the project corridor. In addition the
pedestrian survey of the area revealed the presence of a series
of small swamps and bogs in the flat, poorly drained divide
between the two '‘stream systems. The higher better drained
sections around the swamp Wwere also tested as the background
research indicated that prehistoric sites are known to occur in
these types of topographic setting. Shovel test transects were
also placed across moderate to low probability areas. A total of
104 shovel tests units were distributed at seven areas along the
project alignment.

The archaeological investigations for the project did not
identify any prehistoric archaeological sites within the project
corridor. Several twentieth century properties were tested - one
was a recently burned down farmstead - but no buried
archaeological remains were recovered. No historic
archaeological resources, besides modern roadside trash deposits,
were encountered within the confines of the project boundaries.

v-24
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'

s of the background research and field
if the potential for archaeological
No further fieldwork ls recommended

Based on the result
investigations it appears as
resources is extremely low.
for this project.
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PROY
WALDORF RESTAURANT, INCDEVE Loggr-.
P.O. Box 548 Blyigist
Waldorf, MD 20604r
23 py

189

REGENED -

H )

February 3, 1989

Maryland Dept. of Transportation T
state Highway Administration JUN 30 W89 l
707 North Calvert Street

Baltimore, MD 21203-0717 oexol, MEesd § I

Attention: Louis H. Ege, Jr.
Deputy Director
Project Development Division
Re: Contract No. CH 566-101-571
MD 205 (MD 5 Relocated)
Charles County
Dear Sir:

In reply to your letter of January 18, 1989, please be
advisea as follows:

1. This area is private property owned by waldorf
Restaurant, Inc.

2. The property is used seasonally by the Wwaldorf Youth
League (spring through summer).

3. The approved use of the ballfields is temporary (through
the summer of 1989).

4. There is no written agreement with the Charles County
parks and Recreation Department. ‘

5. As far as we knov, there are no governmental bodies which
have a proprietary interest in the land.

If you have. additional questions, please advise.
Very truly yours,
WALDORF RESTAURANT, INC.
| JM peSH
Francis H. Chaney, II

FHC, II:cmj . N

v-8
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Maryland Department of Natural Resqwg&o;{%glm

William Dooald Schaefer
Governor

v

Tidewater Administration pivisSionl

Tawes State Office Building
580 Taylor Avenue Hm 1 m S8 M ‘68
Annapolis, Maryland 21401

Secretary

February 29, 1988

MEMORANDUM
Tot Cynthia A. Simpsosn, SHA
From: Larry Lubbers, Fisheries pivision i%

Subjcct: Contract No. CH $52-101, Mattawoman Beantown Road between U.S.
Route 301 and Maryland Route § including part of Maryland Route
382 in Charles County. :

The attached letter to the Army Corps 6f Engineers reviews the infor-
mation that we have already provided to both the Corps and SHA. As we
pointed out in 197§ there are spawning runs of anadromous fish in the lower
reaches of Zekiah Swamp.

LL/kb

Telephone:
DNR TTY for Deaf: 301-974-3683

v-11

Torrey C. Brown, M.D.
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Maryland Department of Natural Resources zgp 1N {
ll Tidewater Administration
Tawes State Office Building grven, ains 3 mounA
O $80 Taylor Avenue .
3 Annapolis, Macyland 21401 » 7 .
William Donald Schaefer ' ) Tortey C. Brown, M.D.
. Governor Secretory

February 8, 1989

Mr. Charles Butler

Johnson, Mirmiran and Thompson, PA
810 Gleneagles Court

Suite 200

Baltimore, MD 21204

Dear Mr. Butler:

I have reviewed the correspondence which you enclosed with
your 27 December. 1988 letter to Mr. Larry Lubbers. The fisheries
information in that correspondence js current and accurate.

You may wish to contact the Maryland Heritage Program in the
Forest, Park and Wwildlife Service concerning the potential 1
presence of rare of sensitive aquatic plants and animals in *
Jordan Swamp. This Program can be reached at 974~2870 or by
writing to the following address:

Forest, Park and Wildlife was contacted.
(See response on P. V-162)

Tawes State Office puilding (B-2)
580 Taylor Avenue
Annapolis, Md. 21401

If you need any additional information, please contact me at

974-2784.

Sincerely,

..’{ ; Vs P o

LAl R DRI S A iy

Elder A. Ghigiarelli

chief, Project Review -
EAG:MED: swp

Telephone: _(301) 976-2784 :

DNR TTY for Deaf: 301-974-3683

v-9
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Q
Maryland Department of Natural Resources -

gi Tidewater Administration e
— Tawes State Office Building : YT
§80 Taylor Avenue 1 Ll T s2wi 6
Annapolis, Maryland 21401 . .
3 ! .
William Donald Schaefer Torrey C. Brown, M.D.
. Govemor March 9, 1989 Secretary
0 ehe )
RF\iEthﬂ
W 16 19w

D30, BRIV ¢ ihes toe

Ms. Cynthia Simpson, Chief
Environmental Management

Maryland State Highway Association
707 N. Calvert Street

paltimore, Maryland 21203-0717

RE: Wetlands at MD Rte 5/MD 382 Intersection just south
of Mattawoman-Beantown Road, Jordan Swamp Run
Drainage 1

The wetlands wi . :
bear Ms. Simpson: othes tham f‘:;;:l;n Segment I will be bridged

This is in response to a request made by staff of your
office for a description of the functions and values of wetlands
draining. to Jordan Swamp Run, south of the terminus of
Mattawoman-Beantown Road at MD 382. 1 visited the area on
February 3, 1989. Please note that an area of wetland plantings
exists adjacent to Jordan Swamp Run, to the south of the new MD
382. . :

<3
|
—
(%))
[0}

Much of the area to the north and east of Jordan Swamp Run
is currently agricultural field. To the south of Jordan Swamp
Run and extending east from the agrlcultural field toward MD Rte
5, much of the land is forested. This area would Dbest be
described as & palustrine, forested, broad-leaved deciduous,
temporarily to seasonally flooded {PFO1A-C) wetland with
scattered patches of scrub/shrub and emergent wetland. In these
more open patches, vegetation indicates historic disturbance
(probably pasture). Several seeps were also evident here. The
area exhibits a diversity of species general indicative of high
quality, healthy wetland habitat.

Jordan Swamp Run is an anadramous finfish spawning and
nursery waterway. Resident and anadromous fish species that are
xnown to inhabit this stream include: Creek Chub (Erimyzon

Telephone: .
DNR TTY for Deaf: 301.974-3683
v-13
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oblongus), Fallfish (Semotilus corporalis), Rosyside Dace
(Clinostomus funduloides), Largemouth Bass (Micropterus
salmoides), Tesselated Darter (Etheostoma olmstedi), Yellow Perch
(Pexca flavescens), and White Perch (Morone americana). These
species are generally indicative of good water quality -and
healthy stream habitat.

Jordan Swamp Run, jts lower order streams and their
associated floodplain/wetlands function in a water quality
capacity by trapping sediments and toxics that might be bound to
them, taking up excess nutrients that contribute to the eutrophi-
cation of higher order streems (and eventually the Bay), and
moderating peak flows of water during storm events. The
aforementioned seeps alsc serve a hydrologic recharge function
and help to maintain appropriate stream temperatures. These
wetlands are important habitat areas that are not quickly or
easily replaced due to their lengthy maturation time. Lower
order streams and drainage ways also serve as loci of energy and
function in nutrient processing and cycling. They are production
areas for large particles of allochthanous material that are
processed by specialized consumers (mostly aquatic insects) that,
in turn, provide food sources and nutrient inputs for organisms
further downstream. So, these wetlands and streams are very
important in terms of maintaining ecosystem function as a whole.

The entire watershed between topographical contours of 100
msl and 185 msl consist of Bibb silt loam and ‘is nearly level.
This soil unit is classified as a poorly drained hydric soil by
the USDA. The water table is at or near the soil surface for
long perxriods throughout the growing season, and undrained areas
are seasonally ponded. These areas also flood when the streams
overflow.

The pH of soils in this area is very strongly to extremely
acidic, ranging from 5.0 to 4.5. Due to the acidic nature of
these soils, grading activities could pose 2a substantial threat
to stream water quality. Moreover, Bibb soil is poor substrata
for roadway construction because of the high water table (0-1
foot) high potential frost action and flood hazard. These same
constraints will affect the stability of box culverts since
trenched and filled areas will be subject to slumping and low
bearing strength. .

Jordan Swamp Run drains directly into Zekiah Swamp Run

and, subsequently, into 2Zekiah Swamp. The Zekiah Swamp is the
largest hardwood swamp in Maryland. It has been designated as an

v-14
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Area of Critical State Concern by the Maryland Department of
State Planning and is described in the Designation Report as
being prime habitat for beaver, mink, osprey, herons, wood duck,
Maryland Diamondback Terrapin, and overwintering Wilson’s snipe,
and for such rare species as the bald eagle, and red cockaded
woodpecker (now classified as extirpated). The Smithsonian
Institute’s 1974 survey of ecologically important plants,
animals, biotic communities, and natural areas of the Chesapeake
Bay reglion determined that the zekiah Swamp was the highest rated
natural area of 232 areas in the Chesapeake Bay Region and was
determined to .be one of the most important remaining ecological
areas of its type on the eastern seaboard. It is a general
objective of the Maryland Coastal Zone Management Program to
protect coastal terrestrial areas of significant resouxrce value
(Coastal Zone Management Program for the State of Maryland, 1978
p-84 (S5))- These are areas that have particular scenic,
scientific, geologic, hydrologic, biological, or ecosystem
maintenance importance. The 2Zekiah Swamp and its assocliated
headwaters are a prime example of such areas.

It is my understanding that a full interchange is being
contemplated in the subject area. Due to the importance of the
wetlands in this area, I urge SHA to thoroughly explore
alternatives to the placement of fill in the wetlands for the
construction of an interchange. It is imperative that wetland
impacts within the 2ekiah watershed be minimized. Potential
additional stress to this ecosystem must be viewed in the context
of existing stresses due to mining operations, roadway
construction, and commercial and residential development
currently occurring in the watershed. When viewed in this
context, the potential impact on the 2ekiah Swamp ecosystem is
clearly understood.

I hope that what 1 have provided is sufficient to address

your immediate needs. If you require further assistance, please
contact me at (301) 974-2784.

Sincerely,

ol e 3T
. e G L . L
Michael E. Slattery, — !
Environmental Biologist

Power Plant and Environmental

Review Division

MES/db

v=15
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Tawes Slale Office Building
Annapolis, Maryland 21401

willlam Donatd Schaefer

Governor

Cyothia D. Simpson, Chief
Environmental Management

Maryland Department of Transportation
State Highway Administration

707 North Calvert Street

Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717

RE:

Dear Ms. Simpson:

This is in response to your request
regarding the above referenced project.
threatened or endangered plant or wildli
site.

Forest Park and Wnldhfe Service B

Hag 1o ll] 26 M4 '68

Totrey C. Brown, M.D.
Secretary

Donald E. MacLauchlan
Director

88-2-313
March 4, 1988

Contr. No. CH 552-101

Mattawoman Beantown Road between
U.S. Route 301 and Maryland Rt. 5
including part of Md. Rt. 382
Charles County

.

of February 10, 1988 for information
There are no known Federal or State
fe species present at this project

1f you have any ques.tions regarding this matter please feel free to

call me.

Sincerely,

) ,,.__l&w[_" ".

JB:epm

cc: Therres
Boone

.
torvh

Jagles Burtis, Jr. /7""/
sistant Director

DNR TTY for Deal: 301-974-3683

v-12

No SHA response required.
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Maryland Department of Natural Resources

. l-‘oest. Prk ln wildlife Service
gy Tawes State Office Building
Annapolis, Maryland 21401

William Donald Schaefer (\ {3635 - Tortey CBrown, M.D.
Governor \(\ = Secretary
LA
C /\}1 N DomlE MacLauchlan
March 13, 1989 g

Mr. Charles P. Butler

JOHNSON, MIRMIRAN AND THOMPSON, PA
810 Gleneagles Court

Suite 200

Baltimore, MD 21204

Re: Upgrading of Mattowman Beantown Rd., -~
Charles Co. , MD 3

Dear Mr. Butler:

This is in response to your request for information regarding the
above referenced project. There are no xnown federal or state
threatened or endangered plant or wildlife species present at this
project site.

If you have any questions regarding this matter please feel free
to call me at (301) 974-3195.

Sincerely,

/:1,/

James Burtis, Jr.
Agsistant Director

JB:dec

cc: Robert Miller
Jonathan McKnight

89.02.060

Telephone:
DNR TTY for Deaf: 301.974-3683

v-17
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No SHA response required.
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Maryland Departm o atural Resurs

N Forest, Park and Wildlife Service
s Y Tawes State Office Building \
e Annapolis, Maryland 21401 '
Sy .
i DT, ) Torrey C. Brown, M.D.
Willam Domad Schacfer RE@ £ JVE@ H Tomoy <
- Donald E. MacLauchlaa
JUN 16 m Ausistans Secvesary
June 13, 1989 B7/2 .03

Jomnson, NIRRGAN ¢ T80upson

s A
Mr. Charles P. Butler

JOHNSON, MIRMIRAN AND THOMPSON, P.A.
810 Gleneagles Court, Suite 200
Baltimore, MD 21204

- Re: MD 205 in Charles Co.
- JMT Job No. 87112.03

Dear Mr. Thompson:

I spoke with Ann Rasberry about the two lists she generated 1. A survey of the area did not locate any
for your response to this information request and the fact that : endangered species. See August 3, 1989
several species on Heritage's list showed up on her computer letter :
printouts. The two lists she gave you represent two different *
types of information: the atlas data are known observations; the
wildlife database data are only potential occurrences.
Therefore, the rare birds on the atlas printout are nuch more
significant than the rare species on the second list.

The rare birds on the altas printout include least bittern
(Ixobrychus exilis) which is State-listed as in need of
conservation, common barn-owl (Iyto alba) which is on Heritage's
watchlist, and loggerhead shrike (Lanius ludovicianus) which is
State-listed as endangered and is a candidaté for federal
listing. These rare birds have been documented through the atlas
project as being in the vicinity of the Mattawoman project site;
however, it is unclear whether the project would directly impact A
these species since their .exact locations are unknown.

Unfortunately, we have not yet incorporated the atlas data into
Heritage's database and had previously responded with a "no
l comment® on this project.

The possibility of loggerhead shrikes breeding on the
L project site are remote. However, since it is a State endangered
species and a federal candidate, I feel it is important to
determine its status in the area. I hope to survey.the area
within a week, both for this species and the others. I will send
: L you a follow-up memo as soon as possible.
|

lenh.

DNR TTY for Deaf: 301-974-3683

v-18
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Mr. Charles P, Butler
June 13, 1989
Page 2

If you have any questions regarding this please feel free to
contact me at (301) 974-3195.

Sivperely,

c_anks /é{éo?)fls ahe

James Burtis, Jr.
Director

ENCLOSURE

v-19
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Maryland Department of Natural Resources

Forest, Park and Wildllfe Service
Tawes State Office Building
Annapolis, Maryland 2140t

SERRIVERD
- ek =) Torrey C. Brown, M.D.
William g;“,:.‘:, Schaefer RattetihIon| ]E'_ S:v':'e.y” rown, M.D.
A‘JG 3| w g::\ra':: E. MacLauchlan
August 3, 1989
ng, WS S drsta

Mr. Charles P. Butler

JOHNSON, MIRMIRAN AND THOMPSON, P.A.
810 Gleneagles Court

Suite 200

Baltimore, MD 21204

Re:  Proposed MD 5 Relocated (Mattawoman - Beantown Md.
Follow-up James Burtis memo of June 13, 1989
Presence of Rare Species at Mattawoman Creek

Dear Mr. Butler:

On June 12, 1989 Lynn Davidson surveyed the Mattawoman Creek project site for the
least bittern (Lrobryclus evxilis) and loggerhead shirke (Lanius ludovicianus). She did not
find either of these species, or any other rare birds in the vicinity of the project site.
Therefore, although we have general concerns about the impact on wetlands in this area,
we still have "no comment” in regard to the project’s impact on Threatened or Endungered
species.

If you have any further questions regarding this matter please feel free to contact Ms. Lynn
Davidson, Natural Heritage Program at (301) 974-2870.

Sincerely,

es Burtis, Jr.

Telephone:
DNR TTY for Deaf: 301-974-368)

v-20

No SHA response required.
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William Donald Schaefer
Governor

Maryland Department of Natural Resources Torrey C. Brown, M.D.
Secretary
Water Resources Administration
Tawes State Office Building Catherine P. Stevenson

Annapolis. Maryland 21401 Director

March 16, 1990

Mr. lLouis H. Ege, Jr., Deputy Director

office of Planning and Preliminary Engineering
Room 506

State Highway Administration

9707 North calvert Street

Baltimore, Maryland 21202

Dear Mr. Ege:

This correspondence is in response to your request for
comments on the environmental assessment for MD. 5 Relocated,
U.S. 301 to MD. 301/5 (Contract CH 566-151-571). The Nontidal
Wetlands Division has the following comments:

1. p. 1-22 Wetland §8 is described as being the
mitigation site for MD. 382 wetland impacts.
If the created wetlands are lost due to the
proposed project, another mitigation site
‘must be found. We strongly recommend that
‘SHA locate jts mitigation sites in areas that
" will be protected in perpetuity, as required
in the Nontidal Wwetlands Regulations.

2. The Division recommends Alternative 5 in
segment 1 as the preferred design. If SHA
pelieves that this is not acceptable due to
the resulting LOS F intersection, the
following information should be included in
the final document for review:

a. pescription of how Alt. 5 has caused a
. LOS intersection;
b:  Attempts to accommodate and correct the
constraints of the intersection.

3. p. III-2 The document states that Alt. 6, segment 1
would not require an interchange. Please
clarify if this means that none of the
options A/B/C/D would be necessary.

Teleph 974-3841
DNR TTY for the Deaf: 301-974-3683

1. The created wetland mitigation site for
MD 382 will not be impacted.

27 Seg@ent I; Alternate 6 was selected. "Interchange
optlons-with'Alternate 5 were investigated and ®
_?ropped_due to right—of;way impacfs, cost, and

; ;ncreased wetland impacts. ’

. tziiiﬁgz?ge Option A was se;ected for the northern

4. The wat?r quality treatment will be obtained
by erosion and sediment .control and stormwater
management measures. See P. III-31 and III-32

5. Interchange Option A has been selected. The .
anticipated wetland impacts have been reduced
from 0.94 acres to 0.78 acres. "7

6. Conceptual wetland mitigation sites have been
located. These potential mitigation sites have
b?e? ¥eviewed by SHA Landscape Architecture
Division, field checked and are satisfactory
for potential mitigation sites.
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Mr. Louis Ege, Jr.
March 16, 1990
rage Two

4. p. Iv-17

The document states that the potentlal for
minor groundwater contamination is high as a
result of this project, and that the impacts
are expected to be minor due to the filtering
ability of adjacent high quality wetlands.
The Division is opposed to using nontidal
wetlands as 2 sole source of water quality
treatment. Other measures should be
required. Also, we pelieve that the high
quality value of the wetlands will be reduced
due to the additional road work.

If an interchange i{s required, the Division
recommends option A as it has the lowest
wetliand impact (.64 acres) .

The Division recommends that nontidal wetland
1osses be replaced by crating, restoring or
enhancing nontidal wetlands at the following
ratios:

131 ¢ Emergent nontidal wetlands
. Farmed nontidal wetlands
2:1 Scrub-shrub and forested nontidal
wetlands
2:1 ¢ Emergent nontidal wetlands of
special state concern
3:1 - §crub-shrub and forested nontidal

wetlands of special state concern

In fulfilling the mitigation ratios the State
Highway Administration should:

. Locate mitigation sites preferably
onsite and connected to existing.
nontidal wetlands, waterways or 100~
year flood plains.

. Select mitigation sites on upland sites
which have undergone disturbance.

. Monitor the mitigation project for five
years.

. Provide for the long-term protectlon of

mitigation projects.

If you have any questions, please contact me.

pHC:dat

> gincerely,
. ﬁ'nk&’. (% 'V"'Téf

penise Clearwater
Natural Resources'Planner
Nontidal Wetlands pivision
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Willlam Donald Schaefer
Governor

. Maryland Department of Natural Resources
Secretary

Water Resources Administratlon

Tawes State Office Building
Annapolis. Maryland 21401

Catherine P. Stevenson
Director

April 5, 1990
Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr. APR
Deputy Directot 11 1990
Office of Plannin, and
Preliminary Engigccting JONNSON, WmMIRAY 3 e
707 North Calvert Street oo

Baltimore, Maryland 21202
Attention: Barbara Allera-Bohlen
Re: WRAFile No. 89-PP-0850
SHA No. CH566-151-571
Environmental Asscssment: MD
Route 5 relocated(MD 205)- From MD
510 U.S.301/MD 5 and the
interchange at U.S. 301/MD 5, Charles

County

Dear Mr. Ege, Jr.:

The above ref erenced Environmental Assessment has received the necessary review.
Activities proposed by the project include the upgrade of existing MD 205, thereby impacting wetland
and floodplain arcas associated with Mattawoman Creek and Zekiah Swamp.

Mattawoman Creck and Zekiah Swamp are under increasingly intense pressures from
development activities and road construction in their corresponding watersheds. These activities have
resulted in significant cumulative imp: s, largely through wetland il
activities. Because wetland areas typically provide unique habitat and a variety of water quality
benefits to downstream areas, the protection of these resources is essential to the maintenance of the
integrity of the aquatic system. :

Zekiah Swampis designated as s Non-tidal Wetland of Special State Concern in the adopted
Non-tidal Wetlands Regulations.
an arca of critical state concern (sce figure 2).

The Mattawoman Creek has been designated as
Basin spawningwatcrs' and has *the largest

This creek is “among the most important of the Potomac

concentration of nesting wood duck in Maryland.., according to the
' ignati , Marylaod Department of State Planning, January 1981, p. 1-68. Development

and its associated sedimentation endangers the ecosystem of Mattawoman Creek (p. 1-70).

therefore any anticipated impacts

Runis part of the Wicomico Drainage Basin,
ram. That coordination can be

Jordan Swamp
the Maryland Wild and Scenic Rivers Prog!

mnst be coordinated with
Telephone:
DNR TTY for the Deaf: 301-974-3683

Tarrey C. Brnwn, M.D.

] .
3;??22;51&-?iternat? 6 was selected. The
e aots ; be bridge entirely to minimize
pIOVideoad egment I, Alternate 5 did not
provide a equate future traffic operations
qpcerch ge Opti?n A was selected. .

e No-Build Option was selected
Sub-Station Road. ed for
The i
by ezizzznq:iélgzd;;Zitment will be obtained

cont

232:%?22:? measur?s. See P.rgilig? :igr?¥?535
o Mattawz;n wéthln the wetlands. and floodplaiés
of Mart andaE reek will be prohibited between
Avoidan Vor l?. ‘
> ce and/or minimization to wetland

pacts are document on P.III-33 to III-40
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Page 2
Mr. Ege, Jt.
April 5, 1990

cooducted through this ageocy.

The proposed fill of wetlaods aod waterways aod the disturbaoces 10 floodplaio arcas are
likely to result io the 1oss of wildlife babitat and in the reductioo of critical water quality benefits
iocludiog sedimeot trapping, flood storage, outricot uptake, aod pollutaot removal. In additioo,
sulfur-beariog suhsurface soils which cao promote low pH conditioos when oxidized are believed to
occur in the project area. Disturhaoce of these suhsurface soils may he cooducive t0 pH reductioosin
recciving waterways duriog storm ruooff cveots. These impacts, comhioed with the jocreased
pollutaot loadingsfrom the created impervious surfaces may significantly contribute to reductioos io
water qoality and habitatio the Mattawoman Creck and Zekiabh Swamp aquatic systems.

To assure that the impacts to existing aquatic resources are avoided, then mioimized to the
greatest cxtent possihle, the following coocerns aod recommendations shoold be addressed ioto the
desigo of this project:

1. The fill of wetlaods aod waterways and the disturbaoce of Noodplaio arcas associated
with Jordao Swamp Ruo required by Alternate 6 in Segment 1 appear to be excessive.
Alternate 5 is preferred over Alternate 6i0 Segment | because the impacts to Wetlaod

#8 are sigoificantly minimized. In additioo, the impacts proposed by Alternate Sare
io close proximity to the existiog aligoment of Mattawomat Beaotowo Road.
Therefore, overall poteotial impacts to the Zekiah Swamp aquatic system, Altcrnate 6
will be closely jovestigated by this Divisioo if sclected by the State Highway
Administratioo.

2. foterchaoge optioos Aaod Bare pret‘ened because they would résult o the 1east
impact to wetlaods, hotb within the 100 year floodplain a0d overall. The poteotial
secondary impacts to wetlaod 2A caused by f ragmeotation of the ripariao corridor

should be forther evaluated to determine which optioo is preferable.

3. Optioo 1for the proposed Relocated Sub-statioo Road is undesirahle because of the
required wetlaod fill. The excessive impacts 10 existiog oplaod forest arcas required
by this optioo is also likely to result io a greater disturhance to the soils in this area,

which may promote the impacts from loW pH.

4, focreased efforts should be directed at miocimiziog distorhaoces throughout the
aligomeot to reduce the opportunitics for sedimeotatioo and acid ruooff io the subject
watershed. The potential for impactsfrom sulfur-beariog soils are oot sddressedin
this covironmeotal assessmeot a0d should be jovestigated. loarcas where impactsto

) sulfur-beariog soils are onavoidable, methods to reduce the associated impacts shoold
be investigated.

S. Mattawomao Creek has wetlaods with apadromous fish spawping areas; therefore,
coostructioo withip the stream and its floodplaio aod accompanyiog wetlaods is
prohihi(ed from Maxc‘h‘_l through Juoe 18, ioclusive, of any year.

6. 1o relatioo to all the wetlaods, it is suggested that: temporasy influeoces 00 noo-tidal
-~ wetlaodsbe remedied; pos(-coosnuc(ioo clevations he the same as origioally foood;
heavy equipmeot in wetlaods be placed oo mats of he soitably desigoed to preveot

damage to wetlaods; aod coostructioo material be removed toan opland disposal area.

¢



TLT-A

L RAnHERN

Page 3

Mr. Ege, Jr.
April 5, 1990
7. Qnality stormwatcr management must be implemented for all crea ted impervions
surfaces. If infiltration is notf casible, alternative strategics such as retention facilitics
should be investigated.

Enclosed for your use is a copy of the *“Emergency Regulationsfor Nontidal Wetlands:
Addendnm to the Waterway Construction Permit Regulations”.

if you have any questions or comments, please donot hesitate to contact me at (301) 974-

2265.
Very truly yours,
Michele A. Huff man
Project Engincer
Waterway Permits Division
MAH
Enclosures

cc: Renata Steffey, Nontidal Wetlands Division
Scan Smith, PPER
Gene Cheers, CPA
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william Donald Schaefer
Governor

bE

i W 9

Maryland Department of Natural Resources Torrey C. Brown, M.D.

Secretary
Capital Programs Adminlstration Michael J. Nelson
2012 Industrial Drive Asslstant Secretary
Annapolis, Maryland 21401 Jfor Capital Programs

July 11, 1990

RE: SHA No.CH566-151-571
MD S Relocated (Mattawoman
Beantown Road) :US 301/MD 5
to MD 5
WRA File No. 89-PP-0850

Mr. Louis H. Ege,Jr.
peputy Director

office of pPlanning and
Preliminary Engineering
707 North Calvert Street
paltimore, Maryland 21202

Attention: Cynthia D. Simpson
Dear Mr. Edge:

The above referenced project has been reviewed by the Maryland
scenic and Wild Rivers Program. We strongly concur with the
recommendations made to your office on April 5, 1990 by the Water
Resources Administration.

Any additional comments will depend on the selection of a
preferred alternate. Therefore, please inform our office when you
make that determination. We jook forward to continued cooperation
petween the state Highway Administration, the Water Resources
Administration, and the scenic and Wild Rivers Program.

very truly yours,

b e i

Neal R. Welch
scenic and Wild Rivers Progranm
NRW
Enclosure
cc: Michele A. Hoffman,WRA

Telephone: _— —— ————————
DNR TTY for the Deaf: 301.974-3683

See previous correspondence.
(See P. V-169).



United States Department of the Interior -PROJFC

DEVELGF‘,‘#.’:Q:?
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE Divie ran i d
DIVISION OF ECOLOGICAL SERVICES MR
1825 VIRGINIA STREET Fee 4 I 50 &0 o .
ANNAPOLIS, MARYLAND 21401 30 &1 ‘g8 -

February 23, 1988

Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson

Maryland Department of Transportation
707 North Calvert St.

Baltimore, MD 21203-0717

Dest Ms. Simpson:

AV 0 23t
5

T VAt

Thia vesponds to your February 10, 1988 request for information on the
présence of species which are Federally listed or proposed for 1isting aa
endangered or threstened within the area of Contract No. CH 552-101,
Mattawoman Beantown Road widening, Charles County, Maryland. We have
reviewed the Laformation you enclosed and are providing comments in
accordance with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (37 Stst. 884, as
amended; 16 U.S.C. 1531 s_g_s_e_q:).

Except for occasional transient {ndividuals, no Federally listed or pro- 1

posed endangered ot threatened specles are known to exist in the pro ject . No SHA response required.
fmpact acrea. Therefore, no Biologlcal Assessment OT further Section 7

Consultation Ls required with the Fish and Wild1ife Service (FWS). Should

project plans change, ot 1f additional information on the distribution of

11sted or proposed species becomes available, this determinatjon may be

reconsidered.

ELI-A

This responae telates only to endangered specles under our jurisdiction.
1t does not address other FWS concerns under the Flah snd Wildlife
Coordinstion Act ot other legislation.

Thsnk you for your interest in endsngered species. If you hsve any
questions ot peed further sssistance, please contact Judy Jacobs of our
Endangered Specles staff at (301) 269-5448.

Sincerely yours,
G. A Moo
\v+ Glenn Kinser

Supervisor
Annapolis Field Office

v-10
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United States Department of the Interipr

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
DIVISION OF ECOLOGICAL SERVICES .-
1825 VIRGINIA STREET et
ANNAPOLIS, MARYLAND 21401

FEER RN T

March 26, 1990

Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr.

Deputy Director

Office of Planning end Preliminary Engineering
State Highway Administration

707 N. Calvert St.

Baltimore, MD 21202

RE: Maryland Route 5 relocated
(MD 205)

Dear Mr Ege:

This letter Is in reference to your January 31, 1990, request that the U.S. Fish and
wildlife Service (Service) review the Environmental Assessment for proposed
Marylend Route 5 relocated. The Service hes reviewed the environmental
essessment with respect to the potential impacts of the various highway
improvement proposals upon fish and wildlife resources and their habitats. We
have the following comments on the proposed alternatives and options.

The Mary'and State Highway Administration (SHA) proposes to increase the

capacity and improve the safety of Route 5 relocated (presently identified as

Maryland Route 205). SHA has separated the mainline portion of the road into

three segments with a total of five alternatives. There are two build alternatives for

Segment |, two for Segment I1, and one for Segment lll. There ere elso four

interchange options (A, B, C, ) proposed for the northern intersection of Route 5 2
relocated and Route 301. T 3 iy

The Servioe objects to one of the proposed alternetives and two of the options.

These Include Segment |, Alternate 6 and interchange Options C and D. The

Service opposes the alternate and two of the options because these proposals will

maximize, rather than minimize, the Impacts to several high quality wetlands. In 4.
addition to maximizing the filing of wetlands, Segment |, Alternate 6 will isolate 10-

13 acres of wetlands within three major road corridors (Route 301, Route 5, Route

205). The Service is especially opposed t0 this elternate because of the resultant

unnecessary fragmentation of wildlife habitat. The surrounding of wildlife habitat

with roads will cause e significant increase in the mortality rate of terrestrial wildlife

populations.

Segment I,_Alternate 6 was selected rather
than Alternate 5. Alternate5could not provide
édequate future traffic operations. The wetland
1m?acts with alternate$will be minimized b
bridging the entire wetlands. This will eru
the wetland impacts from 2.0l acres to 1.03 “
acres and help to avoid isolating the we;land
See P I11-33 to III-40 for wetland avoidanc >
anq/or minimization. Additionally the :
brlqging of the entire wetland should hel

avoid any fragmentation of wildlife habitzt
Interchange Option A was selected. .
The replacement of wetlands will be finalized

-in the design process to determine the amount

of palustrine forested wetlands. ™

Conceptual wetland mitigation sites Have been
located.. These potential mitigation sites have
b?e? Fev1ewed by SHA Landscape Architecture
Division, field checked and are satisfactor

for potential mitigation sites. ¢
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The Service recommends that all unavoidable wetland losses be replaced on a 2:1
basls for palustrine forested wetlands and on a 1:1 basis for all other wetland types.
The 2:1 replacement ratio for forested wetlands will help compensate for the time
lag of 40 to 50 years which is required for planted seedlings to reach maturity. This
ratio will also help compensate for the risk associated with trying to create forested
wetlands. The techniques for creating forested wetlands have not been fully
developed. '

Assuming certain conditions were met, the Service's most probable position on any
Section 404 permits for this project would be no objection. This position would be
contingent upon:

a) Elimination of Segment 1, Alternate 6, and interchange Options
C and D from consideration.

b) Submission of an acceptable mitigation plan.
c) Identification ot a viable mitigation site with the 404 application.

It you have any questions concerning these comments, please contact Bift Shultz of
my staff at (301) 269-5448. .

Sincerely yours,
}:ch n P. Wolflin
Supervisor

Annapolis Field Office
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' * Richard H. Trainor
Maryland Department of Transportaton e oesotf
State Highway Administration Adminiewstor

November 28, 1990

RE: Contrect No., CH 566-151
MD 5 Relocated: US 301 to
MD 5/Us 301
PDMS No. 082039

Mr. William Schultz

U.S. Department of the Interior
Fish and Wildlife Servica
Delmerve Area ottlce

1825 B Virginia Street .
Annepolis, Merylend 21401

Deer Mr. Schultz:

In a phone conversetion on November 19, 1990, Ms. Barbara
Allere-Bohlen of my steff discussed with you wetlend impacts

‘essociated with the referenced project. Ms. Allere-Bohlen

expleined thet the Stete Highwey Administretion has further
ainimized the wetland impects of wetlend 1 end 1A on the
northbound remp for proposed Interchenge option A by using e
minimum tengent length with design speed of 50 mph on the ramp.
This reduces the total impects from .94 to .78 acres.
Additionally, the celculetad impacts are the entire shedovwed eree
under the remp. See ettached map of Interchenge Option A. She
expleined that the remp will ectuelly be elevated )0 feet ebove
existing ground elevetion end the actuel permanent impects will
be from piers only, end not fill from the ramp.

Further, it wes discussed thet proposed Intarchenge Option B
would require the ereas under the relocated Us 301 end the
proposed ramp to be filled. Also, it would ba difficult to
maintain traffic under this option.

Therefora, beceusa less vetlands would be filled, traffic
oparation issues end cost, the State Highway Administretion still
prefers proposed, Interchange Option A. You stated that because
of tha reduction of wetlend acreages end new information brought
to light, this was e batter eltarnative.

In order ‘to combloto tha coordination on this project, I en
requesting your concurrence in the selection of Interchenge
Option A. bJ

viEr P | iv(f"
j2fqlfo comwenfe”

L? pe.

My teloph ber is (301)

Telotypewriter for tmpalred Hearing or Speech e
983-7566 Baltimore !‘dn - 688-0461 0.C, Motro - 1-800-402-8002 Nutowide Toit Free-
SAT M asd

- Patiyacs @6 Meltimaca $Heodland asARS AT

333-1177

~ gt

1. Mr. Willaim Schultz concurred with the
Selection of Interchange Option A during a
phone conversation on December 4, 1990.



Mr. William Schultz
November 28, 1990
- page 2

should you wunb.tﬁrthor information, please contact Ms.
Barbara Allera-Bohlen at 333-6745.

Very truly yours,

Louis H. Ege, Jr.
Deputy Director

Office of Planning and
preliminary Engineering

Cfnthia D. Simpson
Assistant Division Chiet
project Planning pivision

by:

LKE:BA:cd

Attachments

ce: Mr. Neil J. Padersen : |
Mr. Vic Janata : : :
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[ JOMN C. NORTH. § _ STATE OF MARYLAND SAN 4. TATLOR, 710
Crunsmian CHESAPEAKE BAY CRITICAL AREAS COMMISSION DECUTIVE DRecTon

( WEST GARRETT PLACE. SUITE 320

f 278 WEST STREET
. ANNAPOLIS, MARYLAND 21401
974-2418 or 974-2426
COMMISSIONERS August 31, 1389

Thomee Oedorne
Anne Arundel Co.

o Jamee €. Gutman c._{"' _f:‘
3: Anne Arundel Ce. - ?z_:
3 '?‘;m'g" Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr. o 2—270’
ik Floneld Mickemed Deputy Director tLT
Semmom o, Office of Planning and o =,
Alben W. Zenarser Preliminarvy Engineering oM -
> Cetvent Co. State Hichway Administration 15
Tromas Jaeny 707 North Calvert Street ’; -
Katnryn O. Langnar Baltimore, .Maryland 21203 <
Cocs Co.
Semuei Y Bowing Dear Mr. Ige: _
Chanee Co. . .
. G Suwmprios  Thank yo: for sending us notification 2f <he State Highway . 1. NO'SHA response required.
v © Administration projacts listed zelow, - Je ccacur with the o
WCtor K. Butenis . - . < - - N N
artord Ce. determinazion of the Environmental Zvaliation Section that

weisce 0 i these orc-ects are not in the Critical Arsa, and are there-
Kani Co. fore not :uoject to Critical Area Ccmmission ceview. The

Parma Glencenrg bove-res : - "
Brnce George 3 o, 2007€ reizrenced projects are:

A Prce. .
°:.7."..?..J:’.é’.. Contrac= H4o.AA 936-151-570 MD 3 Peccnstruction

3 Frans Raey. Jr. B 813-101-471 3§ 1 Silver Soring Road

$1. Mery's Ca. " B 881-101-471 MD 45, 4D 145 .
Rgneto O. Aduns " " CH 566-151-571 MD 5 Relocated
e - “ H 888-101-471 US 1| Business
TaotCo. " " H 899-101-471 MD 152, US 1
Withem Corkran, Jr. " * 4 873-101-470 US 1 Hickory/MD 23
Veibat Co. " " H 896-101-471 MD 161 Bridge 2eolacement
Witam J. Dosnan " " H g87-101-471 MD 7, Steoney Poad
Ausses Blake - " SM 752-251-271 D 471, 3ridge Yo.18028
Werssster Co. " " s 365-101-171 MD 362 Extended ‘
CAeuuerusMaensAgam' we appreciate your consideration.

' Wayne A. Cawwey, Jr. o Sincerely,

{ Agricutture .
nmﬂs:hoow;: : Ab‘ R‘-\AL
Robert Perciasepe Abi Rome

. Envicenment . Natural Resources Planner
@ - ArdenCade AR:msl
9 ane - -

‘ Torey C. Biown, MD.CC:  Cynthia Simpson  David Flowers
Maturst Resources Thomas Osborne Jackie Magness
Ronua Kretner Eugene Lauer Jon Grimm

william carroll Ron Adkins

TTY tor MO'-MMMO-'{,‘%?O 0C Mewo-588.C450



”.-3 United States Solt P.C. Box 269
Department of Conservation i
@Agriculturo SQrvslco La Plata, MD 20646

February 15, 1989

e 13 g

Mr. Charles Butler

Environmental Manager

Johnson, Mirmiran and Thompson, P.A.
810 Gleneagles Court

Suite 200

Baltimore, MD 21204

Dear Mr. Butler: R
Enclosed you will find charles County soil maps
for the area you designated in your letter of January 13,
1989. 1. No SHA response required.

This route contains the following soils:

< AuD3 BrB2 SakE
| B1A EK WoB2
= B1B2 LE
o BlC2 RdB2
Bl1C3 RyB2
Bo ShA

The soil units named ShA (sassafras) and WoB2 (woodstown)
are listed as prime farmland soils for Charles County, Md.

The soil units named BlA (Beltsville), B1B2 (Beltsville),
B1C2 (Beltsville), BrB2 (Bourne), RAB2 (Rumford)and RyB2
{Rumford) are listed as soils of statewide importance for . e
Charles County, Md.

If I can be of any furiher assistance; please let me
know.

Qe

.l .H. Kimmons
l. cc: R. Dills (w/o encl.)

i 0 rc SoH Con:v::uon Service 3 @
o egenc L]
.Y o v

United Stetes Depsrtment of Agrcullure N
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April 20, 1989

Mr. Charles P, Butler

Environmental Manager

Johnson, Mirmiran and Thompson, P.A.
810 Gleneagles Court, Suite 200
Baltimore, MD 21204

Dear Mr. Butler:

Enclosed is the Farmland Conversion Impact Rating (AD-1006) for
MD 205 Farmland Impacts, JMT Job No. 87112.03. >
Please note that an AD-1006, with Part 1 completed, is to be sent
to the Soil Conservation Service (SCS) along with the maps and
other information. I had an extra copy of the form and filled in
Part 1 for this project.

1f you have any questions or need additional information, please
contact me.

Sincerely,

s 5 Gl

Larry S. Holmes
pistrict Conservationist

LSH:hmd

Enc.

The Sed Conservation Sermee
4 a0 agency of Ne
Deowiment of Agreiiture

v-28

1.

No SHA response required.
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U.$. Departmant of Agricultura

FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING

PART f (To be completed by Feders! Agency)

Dete Of Lend Evalustin Regyuest

3-22-99 .

T8 SMe_Job No. 87112.03

Federel Agency involved

Proposed Land Use
Highway

County And Stete

Whﬂ
Dete Reguest Received By SCS

PART 11 (To be complated by $CS)

3-27-89

Does the sita contein prima, uniqua, statewide or local important farmland? Ves No |Acres lrrigated Average Ferm Size
{If no, the FPPA does not spply = do not complete additional parts of this torm). R 0O ne 98 acres
Wejor Croels! Fermenie Land In Govt, Jurisdicuon Amount OF Fermiend As Defined In FPPA
Corn, Soybeans, Tobacco, Small Grafsres: 145621 % 46.7 Acras: 111,985 L%
Dete Lena Eveluetion Returned By SCS

Fame OF Lend Evelusiion System Used

Neme OFf Local Site Assessment System

p.G. Co., Land Eval. System FPPA 4-14-89
PART Iff (To bi completed by Federal Agency) SWA g:‘:’aﬂ'.‘m S Ti:l."c —Swe 0
A, Totel Acres To Be Converted Diractly 2.44 2.9 1.85 1.53
B. Total Acres To Be Convarted 1ndirsctly
C. Total Acres In Site 2.44 2.9 1.85 1.53
PART IV (To bs completed by SCS) Land Evaluation Information
A, Total Acres Prime And Unique Farmiand .84 .52 .38 .35
B, Total Acres Satawido And Locel Important Farmiand 1.6 2.38 1.47 1.18
C. Parcantege Of Fermfand In County Or Local Govt. Unit To Bo Convertad .001 001 | .001 .001
. Percentege Ot Fermlend in Govt. Jurisdiction With Seme Or Higher Retetive Vailue 54 H 55 l 54 .5 54. 5
SART V (To be completed by SCS) Lend Evaluetion Criterion i ]
Relative Value Of Farmiand ToBaConvartad (Scale of Oto 100 Points) 63 H 59 ° ‘ 60 60
PART Vi (To be completed by Fedars! Agency) Meximum '. \\
H 1

Site Assessmant Ceiterin /These criteria are explained in 7 CFR 658.5/b)

Poi
oints

e —
1. Araa In Nonurban Use

4. Protection Provided
__4. Protechion
5. Distance From Urban Builtup Ared

n Use I
:

yFarmad "
By State And Local Govarnment __J '
By State And LO%8 2 ——— |

6. Distence To Urban Support Sarvices

7. Siza Of Present Farm Unit Compared To Avarage

B. Creation Of Nontarmable Farmland

9. Availability Ot Farm Support Services -

10. On-Farm |

11, Effects Of Convarslon On Farm Support Services

12. Compatibility With Existing Agricultural Use
TOTAL SITE ASSESSMENT POINTS

160

PART Vi1 (To be complered by Federal Agency)

Ralativa Velue Of Earmiand (From Part v)

100

Total Site Ang’smmt TFrom Part VIabova or » foce!

160

site assessmen

. Site asseSTT Tl
TOTAL POINTS {Total of above 2 lines)

260

Sita Selected: l Date Of Selaction

Was A Local Site Assmssment Used?
Yes No

" lesson For Selection:

v-29
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENT
2500 Broening Highway, Banimore. Maryland 21224
Area Code 301 * 631 3245

Wiiliem Doneld Scheefer Martin W. Welsh, Jr.
Govarnof Secretary

February 21, 1990

Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson, Chief
anironmental Management

project pDevelopnent pivision

707 North calvert gtreet, Room 310
paltimore, Maryland 21202

RE: contract MNo. CH 566-151-571
MD 5 Relocated
us 301 to MD 5
£DMS No. 082039

pear Ms. simpson:

1 have reviewed the air impact analysis performed for the
roposed relocation of Maryland 5 (205) from Maryland Route 5 and
us 301/MD 5 and the proposed interchange at US 301/MD 5.

The proposed project is consistent With the Air Management
Administration's plans and objectives. Furthermore, adherence with
the provisions of COMAR 26.11.06.03D will ensure that impact from

the construction phase of this project will be minimal.

Thank you for the Opportunity to review this analysis.

sincerely.
D
Mario E. Jorquera, P.E.

program Administrator
Air Management Administration

MEJ /st

L.

No SHA response required.

%
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ENWRONMENT
Marytand 21224

vy ¥
Ares Code 301+ 631

DEPARTMENT OF THE
2500 Broaning Mi 8

Martin W. Walah, Jr.

willtam Donald Schaelsr
oV Secretary

Governor

March 12, 1990

Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr., Deputy Director
Office of Planning and Engineering
Maryland State Highway Administration
707 N. Calvert Street

. Baltimore, Maryland 21202

RE: Environmental Assessment
Md. Rt. 5 relocation; U. S. 301 to Md. 301/5 in Charles County

Contract No. CH 566-151-571

Dear Mr. Ege:

We are in receipt of the above-referenced document and offer the

following comments.

1.  The impacted drainage areas, Mattawoman Creek,
Zekiah Swamp Run, and Jordan Swamp Run are high
quality wetland resources. Avoidance in segment 1,
altemate 5/6 should be further demonstrated. In
addition, Segment I, alternate 6 should be avoided if

possible.

2. Mitigation for unavoidable wetland impacts shall be

provided by in-kind wetland re-creation at a
minimumi of 1:1. Stream and riparian habitat

restoration may also be required.

3. Areas bound by access ramps should not be used as

mitigation areas.

4. Al work in State wetlands and waterways is
prohibitcd from March 1 to June 15.

1. Wetlan | i
d avoidance and/or minimization efforts

2.

are docume i P
R nted in this report. See P. III-33

sszZESSI;.ﬁitgrnate 6 was selected The
i e bri i :
Tmpants: ridged entirely to minimize
Wetland miti
gation will be i i
gsglani ricreation at a-min§;3;12§d1b¥ in-iidnd
ceptual wetland miti oy
gation si
gize%oped (See III-39 to III—Ag;teST:ave heen
Consigﬁlee any sites within ramps ese do
ction will not be et
; allowed withi
Creek's wetlands or floodplain: dW1th1n‘MattaW°man
and June 15. uring fareh 1
St
ormwater management will be prepared in final
ina

design in .
coordination wi
the Environment. ith the Department of

=
o
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march 13, 1y
Page 2

5. All newly constructed impervious areas shall be
subject to stormwater management of the first one
half inch of runoff in uplands.

6. Naturally occurring State wetlands and waterways
shall not be impounded for the purposes of
stormwater control or mitigation enhancement.

We hope that this information is helpful and appreciate the opportunity

- to comment. If you have any questions please contact me at

(301) 631-3609.
Sincerely,
[ i T DS y TS .

Andrew T. Der
Natural Resources Biologist
Standards & Certifications

cc: Cheryl Smith
James Teitt

ATD:dmt
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o™,  UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY anT
] “'3 REGION Wl PROJESY
('Sw 841 Chestnut Building BEVELOPY .
pd Philadeiphia, Pensyiania 19107 NVIERE

grts Yl ‘90

Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson, Chief

Environmental Management 90
Project Development pivision (Room 301) OCT 19 ‘9
Maryland state Highway Administration

707 North Calvert Street

paltimore, Maryland 21203-0717

Re: Maryland Route 5 Relocated

Dear Ms. Simpson:

In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act and
section 309 of the Clean Air Act, EPA has reviewed the Air Quality
Technical Report for the above referenced project. The basic
dispersion and emission models that were applied were acceptable.
However, since major intersections were apparently not addressed
with an appropriate intersection model, maximum Carbon monoxide
(co) concentration impacts may have Dbeen significantly
underestimated. The analysis is unacceptable in that regard.

The MOBILE3 emission factor podel is acceptable for this
analysis. However, future analyses should utilize MOBILE4.

The CALINE4 dispersion model is acceptable for estimating
concentrations due to 1ine sources. To demonstrate compliance with
the National Ambient Air Quality standards (NAAQS) for co, a
quantitative air quality assessment must be conducted for locations
where significant traffic slowdowns oOr queuing are possible. The
highest CO concentrations typically occur in the vicinity of major
at-grade intersections. If the project involves many
intersections, it suffices to conduct the assessment for the
intersections where the greatest tratfic volumes and the poorest
levels of service occur. Major jintersections must be addressed by
application of an appropriate intersection model for predicting
potential air quality impacts.

Thank you for allowing EPA the opportunity to comment on the

above referenced project. If you have any questions concerning our
comments, please contact Denise Rigney of my staff at (215) 597-

7336.
g
// ImQ ngéi1142~776 j;k
piana Esher, Chief
Environmental Planning Section

v-30

1. No SHA response required
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U.S. Depariment of Housing and Urban Development

S
SEYN Philsdeiphla Regional Office, Region 1
\ h : Liberty Squars Building

Rty 105 South Seventh Street

Philadelphia, Pennsytvania 19108-3392

EER 361090

Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr

Deputy Director

Office of Planning and
Preliminary Engineering

Room 506

State Highway Administration
707 North Calvert Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21202

Dear Mr. Ege:
We have received the environmental assessment on contract
No. ~H 566-151-571, MD 5 Relocated, US 301 to MD 301/5. We have
no comments on this document.
Very sincerely yours,
X M}
6\ Harry W. Staller
. = Deputy Regional Administrato

*

1.

No SHA response required.




CHARLES COUNTY GOVERNMENT ....-
Planning and Growth Managem%m;,";f:a;rf._
ROY E. HANCOCK, Deputy County Administrator AN

. ia AT 57:3—"
BN April 18, 1990 inll o 3

Mr. lLouis H. Ege, Jr.

oyt
RE: MD 5 Relocated Environmental Assessment

Room 506

State Highway Administration AR ﬂw

707 North Calvert St. A 1
Baltimore, MD 21202 i 3 e’

Dear Mr. Ege:

I have reviewed the subject assessment document and offer the
following comments:

o Effective sedimentation and erosion controls . 1.

The i
should be established during construction in v:rater quality treatment will be
order to prevent the degradation of water obtained by erosion and sediment control

quality in Mattawoman and Jordan Creeks. This

and stormwater "
is especially important to consider because of management measures.

< the acidic nature of soils in the project area. See P. III-31 and III-32.
2. Segment I
oy o Highway stormwater management should : g, » Alternate 6 and Interchange
~ incorporate BMPs to intercept and filter Option A was selected.
pollutants out of highway runoff before the o 3. An approve £ . .
runoff enters Mattawoman or Jordan Creeks. Repozz is vaoiisilAnatyzaz ;ecgnlcal
available a eadquarters.
o Interchange options A and Segment I Alternate This included . .
6 are preferable options from an environmental . more detailed information
standpoint because of lover tree clearing into the process.
and/or wetlands impact acreages.
o The assessment states that noise barriers are
not feasible or cost effective for Noise
sensitive Areas # 4, 5, 6, and 8. Five homes A
are located "in - these areas. Perhaps the

highway department could offer noise
attenuation in the form of sound insulating
windows to these residences as 2 substitute for
barriers.

] I suggest that the highway department include
figures in future impact documents that show
projected noise impact contours in addition to
the tables which report the spot noise impact
projections.

SAY NO TO DRUCS
Post Office Box B La Plata. Maryland 20646 (301)645-0610 or 870-3938

EQUAL OPPORTUNITY COUNTY ) p
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Mr. Ege, SHA Page 2

Please contact me at 645-0590 if you require further information
or clarification on the comments above.

7}ncerely,
j‘jﬂew—

eorge J. Maurer
enior Environmental Planner

IS
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RINCE .

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES

August 30, 1989

Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr.

Deputy Director

Office of Planning and Preliminary Engineering
Maryland Department of Transportation

State Highway Administration

707 North Calvert Street

Baltimore, Marylanc 21203-0717

Dear Mr. Ege:

Prince Seorge's County has reviewed the site location of the
telocation of MD Route 5 (Mattawoman-Beantuwn Road). e concur
with the State Highway Administration's (SHA) dezermination that
the site is not located within the County's Chesapeake Bay
Critical Area.

Thank you for providing the County'an opporrunity to cteview
the .project location. We are pleased that SHA is considering the
Chesapeake Bay Crizical Ar=a when planning -and d=signing Scate
roads.

County Admin:zration Building — Upper Marlhor Y 000 7

vt

=t
THE PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY GOVERNMENT ‘“‘l"l“li",

1.

No SHA response required.

oLl
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cughuwENCY #11

RECETVED P.0. BOX 392
87/ % Wallsf, A
AR 43 30 /;:f“*’“‘

, January 14,
agysen, EUIME 3 TIMSH

Mr. Charles P. Butler

Environmental Manager

Johnson, Mirmiran and Thompson, P.A.
810 Gleneagles Court

Suite 200 :

Baltimore, Maryland 21204

Dear Mr. Butler:

Route 205.

future.

confusing and 1 assume you meant to say “,..actually aid

it will be impossible for us to evaluate accessibility.

fire and EM§ protection to the citizens in that area.

Stember:

NarmNat Fiat PROTICTION ASSOCIATION

MARVIAND STATE FIREMIN'S ASSOCIATION

. 7aN MaRVLAND VOLUNTIIR FIREMIN'S A$30CIATION

.mv VOLUNTIER FIREMEN'S ASIOCIATION

’I/Ua/a[or ?/o/unfeer gire :bepf., ~9nc.

.BUSIN E33 6433000

1990

Thank you for your letter dated January 4, 1990 requesting
concurrence or comments concerning the impact on emergency
vehicle accessibility by the proposed modifications to Maryland

The congested traffic conditions in the Waldorf area are a major
problem for us as providers of fire protection and emergency
medical service. Our response times have steadily increased in
recent vears and the addition of a 1.3 million square foot
regional mall and several other large shopping and commercial
centers is certain to slow our response time further in the

We are enthusiastic about any road improvement project that will
relieve congestion and reduce, or stabilize, our response times.
The proposed project in your letter is a major route taken by
both our EMS and fire apparatus. We are cautiously optimistic
about the potential of a 4 or 6 lane "bypass” for Waldorf.

The last sentence of the third paragraph of your letter is
emergency vehicle accessibility.” We would very much like to

concur with your conclusion, but until we have the actual plans
for the proposed new traffic patterns at both ends of the project

Some of

the interchanges we have observed can severely restrict access
to certain areas or certain directions on major roads. We are
extremely concerned that the proposed project not do either of
these. Any increase in our response time into the Pinefield
Subdivision would be unacceptable and would severely reduce the

1.

Additional mapping was forwarded. Se%/eral
phone calls followed without receiving any

comments. Coordination will continue through
the design process.
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Page 2
Mr. Charles P. Butler

Please consider this a formal request for details of the proposed
traffic flow for the entire project. We CAN NOT concur with the
conclusion that the project will "aid accessibility” until we
have had a chance to review the detailed plans. We also formally
request an opportunity to suggest changes or modifications after
we have reviewed the requested plans.

We look forward to hearing from you on this matter.

Daniel J. Ste
Chief

CC: Charles County Commissioners
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SR\ Maryland Department of Transportation e
,,!i 3,4 State Highway Administration e

November 1, 1991

Mr. Jim Christoff, Train Master
conrail

225 33rd Street South
Washington, DC 20019

pear Mr. Christoff:
Thank you for your recent telephone conversation with Mr. Monty
Rahman of my staff regarding rail traffic passing through
waldorf, Maryland.
The information provided was:
o The number of trains per day varies between four and
eight trains depending on rate of coal production
and season. {(two to four trains each way).

o No forecasted increase in the number of trains is
anticipated. )

o The speed limit is 30 miles per hour

o The number of cars per train is seventy-five.

o Train length is approximately one mile.
Please advise by letter if there is any discrepancy

in the above information. Your cooperation in this matter is
appreciated.

rulﬁ-ro?§§,\
Louis H. Ege, 141”
Deputy Director FI

office of Planning and

preliminary Engineering

LHE:MAR:as

cc: Mr. Victor Janaté
Mr. Edward Meehan
Mr. Neil J. Pedersen

333-1105
My teleph ber is

Teletypewriter for impaired Hearlng or Speech
383.7555 Beitimore Metro - §65-0451 D.C. Metro - 1-800-492-5062 Statewide Toll Free
707 North Caivert St., Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717

0. James Lighthizz*

1.

No SHA response required




INTERAGENCY MEETINGS

&* .
Four interagency meetings were held in which Proposed MD:5 Relocated was discussed.
These meetings were held on January 18, 1989; October 18, 1989; August 15, 1990; and July
17, 1991. A complete attendance and transcript of the meetings is available at Maryland
State Highway Administration, 707 North Calvert Street, Baltimore, Maryland. Included
herein is an attendance of the meeting, summary of discussion, and comments/questions

with responses.

V-193
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JANUARY 18, 198

o

Name Organization

Cynthia Simpson SHA - Project Development
Joe Kresslein SHA - Project Development
Barbara Allera-Bohlen SHA - Project Development
Donald Honeywell SHA - Project Development
William Malone SHA - Bridge Design
Charles O’Kehie SHA - Bridge Design
Nadzy Mondanipour SHA - Bridge Design

Tzyy Shan Lin SHA - Bridge Design
Linda Kelbaugh SHA - Highway Division
Fred Doerfler SHA - Highway Division
Barb Solbert SHA - Highway Division
Barbara Clouse SHA - Wetlands
Mohammed Hashemi SHA - Wetlands

Peter Stokely U.S.E.PA.

Bill Schultz U.S.F.WS.

Mike Slatterg MD DNR - Tidewater
Amold Norden MD DNR - LPS

John Wolf MD DNR - LPS

Carol Brunori MD DNR - FPWS

Steve Harmen U.S. Corps of Engineers
Herman Rodrigo FHWA

Paul Wettlaufer FHWA

John Nichols National Marine Fisheries Services
Andrew Der D.O.E. .

Bob Harvey National Park Service

Project Planning Studies began in January, 1988 and an Alternates Meeting was held on
November 22, 1988. A description of the existing conditions along with alternates
presented at the Alternates Meeting were presented. There were three mainline build
alternates and four interchange options for the US 301/MD 5 intersection presented. The
mainline build alternates included: Alternate 2, a five-lane curbed roadway; and Alternate
3 and 4, a four-lane divided roadway with a raised median and left turn lanes at selected
locations.  Alternate 3 provided service roads, at Pinefield and Council Oak, while
Alternate 4 provided a more extensive service road network. The four interchange options
would be Option A, B, C, and D. ,

The mainline build alternates would impact Trinity Memorial Gardens Cemetery. Alternate
2 would impact 15 grave sites, Alternate 3 would impact 48 grave sites, and Alternate 4
would impact 92 grave sites. An additional service road system to reduce the grave site
impacts was presented. This would provide rear access to the residences across from the
cemetery. Preliminary environmental impacts with the mainline alternates and interchange
options were presented.

Most of the Comment/Questions from the attending agencies involved the wetlands and
floodplain of Mattawoman Creek and whether they will be bridged or not. Wetland
delineation had not been completed (NWI mapping was being used) and no decision had
been made on the length of bridge over Mattawoman Creek.

V-194




January 18, 1989

Comment /Question

comment/Question: Mike slattery, DNR
Concerned about wetland impacts to Mattawoman Creek because

of their significant recreational function. Are there 6 acres of

inpact °or 1-37
Response: Rarbara Allera-Bohlen, SHA

3ased on NWI rapping, the rainline opticns would involve
approximately 1-3 acres. The interchange cptions will be
addressed separately.

Comment/Question: Bill Schultz, USFWS

Will this be put together in a EIS cr SA?
Response: cynthia simpson, SHA

This decision has 1ot been made at rhis time.

Comment/Question: Bill Schultz, USFWS

Will there be pridge supports in the creek it
(Mattawoman creek) or will the whole floodplain o2
is the prresent span length?
Response: Sue Ellen White, SHA

At this stage we don't know. We were assuming £or cost

self?

estimating purposes, spanning the entire flcodplain. I don't Know

what the current span length is.

comment/Question: Pete Stokley, EPA
Stated that he would like to see the acreages of impacts of
each of the options at Mattawoman Creek, when available. Also
impacts to woodlands. Is there going to be impacts to the
ballfields?
Response: Barbara Allera-Bohlen, SHA

our understanding is that the area where the ballfields are
jocated will be developed for residential use. There are plans
from Charles County to extend Eastern Parkway and it will go
through the Chaney Property which the Chaneys favor. Mr. Chaney
expects the new pallfield in St. Charles to be completed by next
year.

Comment/Question: _Pete Stokley, EPA
Our major concern would also be to minimize impacts to the
wetlands.

V-195 !
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Janua 18, 1989

Comment /Question

Comment/Question: John Nichols, NMFS
Do you have descriptions of the streams? We do have a concern
for the ecology and filling of the floodplain. T assume that you
don't know whether you'll be spanning the interchange options
over Mattawoman.
Response: Barbara Allera-Bohlen, SHA

It has not been decided yect.

Comment/Question: John Nichols, NMFS

If there is any crossing on the interchange as well as the
mainline, we would like to see the information. T would also like
to see the wetlands delineation once they are completed.

Response: Barbara Allera-Bohlen, SHA
0.K

Comment/Question: andrew Der, MDE

We were also l1ike to see wetlands delineations as soon as
possible and a mitigation plan and urge avoidance of wetlands.
Once again we would encourage use of open section road design to
reduce pollution flows into stormwater.

Comment/Question: Bob Harney., NPS
is there any Charles County park land associated with this
project? o '
Response: Barbara Allera-Bohlen, SHA
No. :

Comment/Question: _
Did you evaluate the floodplain 1and (acreage) yet?
Response: Barbara-Allera—Bohlen, SHA
Based on the floodplain mapping. we know there is a large
floodplain associated with Mattawoman creek but we have no
acreages worked out vet.

V-196




-
Name

Cynthia Simpson
Mark Duvall

Barbara Allera - Bohlen

Sharon Preller

OCTOBER 18, 198

Organization

SHA - Project Development
SHA - Project Development
SHA - Project Development
SHA - Project Development

Monty Rahman SHA - Project Development

Sue Rajan SHA - Project Development

Dennis Simpson SHA - Project Development

Cathy Pecora SHA - Project Development

James Yarsky SHA - Project Development

Wesley Glass SHA - Project Development

Leroy Carrigan SHA - Project Development

Howard Johnson SHA - Project Development

Frank DeSantis SHA - Project Development

Don Sparklin SHA - Project Development

Victor Janata SHA - Project Development

Rita Suffness SHA - Project Development

James L. Wynn SHA - Project Development

William Baker . SHA - Highway Design

Jane Wagner SHA - Highway Design

Edward C. Johnson SHA - Highway Design

Bob Easter SHA - Highway Design

Stephen Wanamaker SHA - Bridge Design

Ali Chaharbaghi SHA - Bridge Design

Bill Branch SHA - Wetlands Group

Barbara Clouse SHA - Wetlands Group

Mohammed Hashemi SHA - Wetlands Group

Jack Hett SHA - Landscape Architecture

M.Q. (Cas) Taherian Maryland DNR - Water Resources Admin.

Andrew Der Maryland Department of the Environment

Bill Schultz U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Carlo R. Brunori Maryland DNR - Forest, Parks and Wildlife
Service

Ted Foglietta McCormick Taylor & Associates, Inc.

Jill O. Kulig McCommick Taylor & Associates, Inc.

New mainline build alternates were presented, Alternatt 5 and 6. The roadway was
separated in three segments. Within the southern segment, Alternate 5 followed the
existing alignment while Alternate 6 was on relocation. The typical section provided six-
lane open roadway. Segment 2 and 3 proposed a six-lane, closed roadway with 20 foot
raised median. From the railroad tracks to US 301/MD 5 the roadway would be reduced
to a four-lane roadway. The previous mainline alternates were dropped because the four-
lane roadway did not accommodate future traffic requirements.

Most of the Comments/Questions from the attending agencies involved wetland impacts. A
wetland delineation was held on August 25, 1989 and impacts to the eight wetland sites
for each alternate were presented. It was explained that with Segment 1, Alternate 6 was
superior to Alternate 5 for traffic operations but had greater wetland impacts. It was
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questioned if the alignment of Alternate 6 could be shifted to minimize the wetland
impacts. It was also discussed that Segment II, Alternate 5 and 6 would require
appro-imately 120 grave sites from Trinity Memorial Gardens Cemetery. ;

v
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October 18, 1989

Comment /Question

Comment/Question: Carlo Brunori, DNR - FPRHS

Asked if Wetland } appears on the project wall maps.

Response: Barbara Allera-Bohlen, SHA

Responded that the wetlands do not appear on the project maps which are
posted around the room.

Cynthia Simpson, SHA

Explained that Carlo does not have a map which shows the actual
interchange options.

Response: Barhara Allera-Bohlen., SHA

Explained that she could get a map out of the Alternates Brochure that
would show the interchange options, but she does not believe the wetlands
are involved with the interchange options.

Vic Janata HA

Explained that the interchange options have .been presented in the
Alternates Brochure and he does not believe that it has changed.

Option B modifies.the directional ramps in an attempt to reduce wetland
impacts to the west side and calls for a left exit off the southbound
roadway.

Barbara Allera-Bohlen, SHA

Stated that Option B will affect approxfmately .48 acre at Wetland 1.

Vi nata, SHA

Explained Option C provides southbound Route 301 to southbound
Mattawoman/Beantown Road access behind the Chamber Building, and crosses
an existing signalized intersection.

There are retaining walls involved to separate the ramps from existing
development and allow for access to a shopping center in the area.
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October 18, 1989

Comment /Question

Barbara Allera-Bohlen, SHA

Added, there will be a service road behind the commercial area on both
sides of the shopping center.

Comment/Question: Mark Duvall, SHA

Asked what the wetland impacts under Option C entailed.

Response: Barbara Allera-Bohlen, SHA

Responded that .55 acre of wetlands would be impacted under Option C, at
Wetland 1. She explained that at the wetlands field review, the worst
case scenario was anticipated.

Cvynthia Simpson, SHA

Stated that the environmental document should show wetland impacts for
each of the options that are being shown. She added that the
environmental document has not yet been circulated.

Comment/Question: Cas Taherian, DNR-WRA

Asked if the environmental document was a draft.

Response: Cynthia Simpson, SHA

Yes.

¢

Comment/Question: Bill Schultz,. USFRHWS

Asked when the wetlands were delineated.

Response: Barbara Allera-Bohlen, SHA

Responded that the wetlands were delineated August 25, 1989 with the
Corps.

V-200




October 18, 1989

Comment /Question

Comment/Question: Cas Taherian, DNR-WRA

Asked how many stream crossings are associated with this project.

Response: Barbara Allera-Bohlen, SHA

SEVEr~
Responded that there would be Sevem stream crossings.

Comment/Question: Cas Taherian, DNR-WRA

Suggested that SHA establish a close coordination with DNR.
comment/Question: Vic Janata, SHA

Explained that Alternate 6 seems to be superior to Alternate 5 however,
there are greater impacts to sensitive environmental areas under

Alternate 6. He then asked how SHA would develop a close coordination
with DNR.

Comment/Ouestion: Cas Taherian, DNR-HWRA

Commented that.sometimes before the Environmental Impact Statement you
establish coordination by sending letters to the different agencies.

"Cynthia Simpson, SHA

Asked Barbara and Vic to send Cas a copy of the wetland package.

Comment/Question: Bill Schultz, USFEWS

Asked if the alignment could be shifted further south to avoid more
wetlands.

Response: Barbara Allera-Bohlen, SHA

Said the further south you go, the closer you get to Jordan Swamp.

Comment/Question: Bill Schultz, USFRHS

Asked if the alignment could be shifted at all.

Response: Barbara Allera-Bohlen, SHA

Responded that approved development in Charles County makes it difficult
to shift the alignment.

Response: Vic Janata, SHA

Stated that they looked for the minimum of crossings when designing the

alignments. _9201
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AUGUST 15, 1990

Organization

Name
Cynthia Simpson SHA - Environmental Management
Mark Duvall - SHA - Environmental Management

Barbara Allera - Bohlen

SHA - Environmental Management

Howard Johnson SHA - Environmental Management
Wesley Glass SHA - Environmental Management
Sharon Preller SHA - Environmental Management
Don Sparklin SHA - Environmental Management
Bob House SHA - Project Planning Division
Victor Janata SHA - Project Planning Division
Monty Rahman SHA - Project Planning Division
Carl Bialecki SHA - Project Planning Division
Karl Teitt SHA - Project Planning Division
Mark Crampton SHA - Project Planning Division
Ruth Mayenshein SHA - Project Planning Division
George Walton SHA - Project Planning Division
Leroy Tyree SHA - Highway Design

Susan Jacobs SHA - Highway Design

Kenneth McDonald SHA - Highway Design

Dave Pelton SHA - Hydraulics

Marva Randle SHA - Hydraulics

Linda Kelbaugh SHA - Office of Chief Engineer
Dan Guy SHA - Office of Chief Engineer
Jack Hett SHA - Landscape Architecture Division
Pat Gauss SHA - Landscape Architecture Division

Stave Harmon
Karen Craven

Bill Schultz U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service

John Nichols National Marine Fisheries Service
Denise Rigney EPA

Peter Stokely EPA

Michelle Huffman DNR-Water Resources Administration
M.Q. (Cas) Taherian DNR - Water Resources Administration
Sean M. Smith DNR - Tidewater Administration
Valarie Rychwalski Maryland Department of the Environment
Elizabeth Hannold Maryland Historical Trust

Herman Rodrigo Federal Highway Administration

Kay Batey Federal Highway Administration

The alternates were presented.

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
U.S. Ammy Corps of Engineers

These were the same as the previously presented.

ical section was presented as a four-lane, divided curbed roadway with outside
shoulders and a 20’ curbed median. The Comments/Questions from the attending agencies
were discussed for each segment of the project. This started with Segment 1 to the
south.

Within Segment 1, discussion centered on wetland impacts. It was stated that Alternate 5

did not provide adequate future traffic needs. The wetland impacts for both Alternate 5
and 6 were presented. It was stated that the typical section was revised to a 20’ curbed
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interchange options were investigated with Alternate 5 but dropped because of right-of-

way _impacts, cost, and increased wetland impacts. ~ Concern was raised = about the
fragmentation of wetlands by Alternate 6. Mr. Bill Schultz, USFWS, stated that he
preferred Alternate 5 due to wetland impacts. i

Within Segment 2, discussion centered on impacts to grave sites. Alternate 5/6 impacts
over 1500 grave sites, of which more than 100 grave sites are entombed. There was
strong public opposition to the option. The preferred alignment is Alternate 5/6 Modified.
This did not impact any grave sites but displaces a nursery and several homes.

Within Segment 3, there was no discussion.

With the interchange options, the discussion centered on wetland impacts. The proposed
wetland impacts for the four options were presented. Interchange Option A was presented
as the preferred option. Mr. Bill Schultz, USFWS, stated that be preferred Option B
because from his field reviews be felt that Option A impacted higher quality wetlands.
The SHA stated that Option B was not preferred because it proposed a left hand median
exit which is unusual to drivers creating a hazard.
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August 15, 1990

Comment /Question

Comment/Question: Herman Rodrigo, FHWA - Clarified that the figures for the
impacts were for Wetland 7 only and not both 7 and 8. Also clarified that SHA
changed their typical section from an open section to a closed section as well
as reducing the median for the purpose of wetland impact reduction.

Response: Victor Janata, SHA - Concurred that what was previously presented at
another hearing was an open section for alternates 5,6, and 7. An extension of
the closed section was made to the intersection w1th MD 5 through the area
where the wetlands are.

Response: Barbara Allera-Bohlen, SHA - Corrected her previous statement
regarding the .24 acres of impacts. These impacts included both Wetlands 7 and

Victor Janata, SHA - Stated that Segment 1, Alternate 6 was designed to be a
more functional intersection with MD 5 than Alternate 5 because it is a more
continuous MD 5, however, there are right-of-way problems as well as increased
acreages of wetland impacts. The alternate was designed to cross the most
narrow portion of the wetland it affects. Poplar-Hill Beantown Road would have
to be relocated with this alternate. This alternate works without an
interchange because there are three 1ntersect1ons, which provide an adequate
level of service. However, Wetland 8 is impacted.

Barbara Allera-Bohlen, SHA - Stated that SHA was asked to look at shif t1ng the
road further east, however there were even more wetland impacts in this
situation. '

Victor Janata, SHA - Stated that, originally there was an open, 30’ median with
shoulders in a four-lane section, we extended the closed section, shown for the
northern end, south over the wetlands, decreased the closed section median from
30’ to 20’ and there was enough room to transition to the open section of MD
5 for the intersection there.

Barbara Allera-Bohlen, SHA - Stated that the total wetland impact here was

originally 2 acres, but by reducing the original typical section from 30’ to

20’, we reduced it by .24, so the total impact for this section is now 1.77
acres. Wetland 8 is now being used agriculturally.
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Augqust 15, 1990

Comment /Question

t /Question: Herman Rodrigo, FHWA - Asked if reduction of the median from
%ﬁﬁﬂeio/c1osed for Alternative 6 could be kept closed all the way up to the
intersection or if the roadway must be separated.

Egé2Qﬂé&;_!islgr_ééﬂélé;_§ﬂé - Responded that it should be separated because
MD 5 is open section with shoulders also, the median must be split to provide

enough storageé for one movement.

Comment/Question: Cas Taherian, DNR, WRA - Asked if it was ever considered to
use MD 205 as part of this alternate.

Response: Victor Janata, SHA - Stated that Alternate 5 uses MD 205, but
Alternate 6 also uses existing MD 205 as part of the movement because this is
a full intersection, some of the turning movements use this roadway.

Comment/Question: Herman Rodriqo, FHWA - Commented that both Alternate 5 and
Alternate 6 would remain in the planning process.

Response: Victor Janata, SHA - Stated that major improvements would not have
to be made because the existing roadway would be used to accomodate traffic
coming from St. Charles Parkway and U.S. 301 for both Alternates 5 and 6.

Comment /Question: Bill Schultz, USFWS - Questioned why an interchange could not
be used at MD 205. _

Response: Victor Janata, SHA - Clarified that it is not an interchange but an
at-grade intersection having free movements.

Comment/Question: Bill Schultz, USFWS - Clarified previous question to mean why
a type of interchange could not be made at the intersection with MD 205.

Response: Victor Janata, SHA - Stated that this was investigated, however the
impacts to existing and approved development, wetlands, and right-of-way would
cost approximately $15 million. There are additional wetland impacts with this
approach also.

Comment/Question: Bill Schultz, USFWS - Expressed concern with the issue of
fragmentation of wetlands. Where MD 5 and MD 205 meet is currently
undeveloped land.

Response: Barbara Allera-Bohlen. SHA - Stated that this property has already
been approved by Charles County for development.

Comment/Question: Steve Harmon, ACOE - Questioned if SHA had done any detailed
studies on the wetland impacts and impacts to residents in the area to support
the estimated cost of $15 million. Stated that the specific information has not

been given to ACOE for review.
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Au t 15, 199

Comment /Question

Response: Barbara Allera-Bohlen, SHA - Responded that the information is still
being developed.

Response: Victor Janata, SHA - Stated that the problems and opposition to this
alternate have been recognized as opposed to Alternate 5, and additional
options are being studied that will be discussed in the future.

Comment/Ouestion: Steve Harmon, ACOE - Questioned why the intersection was said
to fail, if it was projected to fail in the future or if it fails at this time
and if the reason for this was because of the St. Charles development.

Response: Victor Janata, SHA - Responded that the intersection fails with the
improvements because of poor design and the traffic generated by the general
development of the area, both existing and approved. The problem is not so much
the volume of traffic, the intersection fails before the design.

Comment/Question: Bill Schultz, USFWS - Asked how long this project has been
in planning.

Response: Victor Janata, SHA - Stated that the county has had this project
proposed for a number of years. The County and the State made a trade in the
responsibility of highways and the State took it over in 1988. An alternates
meeting was held in November of 1988 and a public hearing February 26, 1990.

Comment/Question: Cas Taherian, DNR, WRA - Asked about recent improvements to
MD 205. y

Response: Victor Janata, SHA - Verified that improvements had recently been
made to the intersection of MD 5 and Mattawoman-Beantown Road and spot
improvements in various places also. Previously, this was a county route which
tied into the State Route 5. However, because of traffic volume on Mattawoman-
Beantown Road, the state acquired it and approved its inclusion in an improved
alignment to be more consistent with the direction of the traffic flow of the
area.

Comment/Question: Cas Taherian, DNR, WRA - Asked about the new structure that
was constructed and if it was considered as an option for MD 5 at that time.

Response: Barbara Allera-Bohlen, SHA - Stated that the plans for improvements
to this roadway were not being considered at the time of the bridge
replacement. There were some realignments done to Poplar Hill-Beantown Road
where the curve was taken out.

Response: Victor Janata, SHA - Stated that since the study had not been done
at that time, a decision could not be made as to which alignment to take.

Comment/Question: Cas Taherian, DNR, WRA - Questioned if there was a preferred
alternate chosen by SHA. Vo208 ' _



Augqust 15, 199

Comment /Question

Response: Victor Janata, SHA - Stated that there was no official decision,

however SHA may lean toward Alternate 5, recognizing the additional wetland
jmpacts in Alternate 6. However, a solution is being sought which solves both

problems - function and environmental stability.

Comment/Question: Herman Rodrigo, FHWA - Asked for clarification regarding
SHA’s current position on Alternate 5, an at-grade intersection with MD 5.
Wanted verification that SHA was looking at other options to try to improve the
proposal to see if it will operate at a better level of service and that SHA

was looking at an interchange as opposed to intersection.

Response: Victor Janata, SHA - Responded that SHA primarily looked at an
interchange and discovered that the right-of-way impacts and wetland impacts
were such that SHA did not want to pursue this option because of the existing

development and approved development that would be impacted.

Response: Barbara Allera-Bohlen, SHA - Added that the information is still
being developed. We do not wish to discuss it yet until we can find a better

solution to both the wetlands and traffic issues.

Comment/Question: Herman Rodri - ;
structures will touch down. igo, FHWA - Questioned where the flyover ramp

ot GRS i it il o o
well as the service roads. e railroad will continue to be at-grade as
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Auqust 15, 1990

Comment /Question

Response: Bob Houst, SHA - Stated that the structures will be at-grade by the
time you get to the shopping center. _

Barbara Allera-Bohlen, SHA - Stated that the wetland impacts resulting from
Interchange Option D totalled 1.98 acres. This is not the preferred alternate.

Victor Janata, SHA - Stated that Interchange Option B would provide directional
ramps between MD 205 and U.S. 301 to the north. SHA tried to reduce wetland
impacts in this interchange by designing left exits off of southbound U.S. 301
to southbound MD 205. In that process, it was necessary to move southbound U.S.
301 to the west and the result was that no wetland acreages were saved. The
existing at-grade signalized intersection at MD 205 and U.S. 301 would remain
and there would be a connection to these ramps so traffic flowing between MD
205 and U.S. 301 to the south would remain with an at-grade intersection.

Comment/Question: Denise Rigney, EPA - Questioned how the Washington Bypass
would affect any of this. .

Response: Victor Janata, SHA - Stated that the Eastern Washington Bypass
provides options west of here that tie into the U.S. 301 corridor in Prince
Georges County.

Comment/Question: Denise Rigney, EPA - Clarified that the Washington Bypass
would probably be up farther on U.S. 301 rather than following the existing
corridor to the east of Mattawoman-Beantown Road.

Response: Barbara Allera-Bohlen, SHA - Stated thaf the proposed improvements
would need to be done anyway; they probably could not be incorporated into the
Washington Bypass Corridor.

Barbara Allera-Bohlen - Stated that Wetlands 1 and la on the east side of U.S.
301 would be impacted by Interchange Option B. Therefore, this is not a
preferred option.

Comment/Question: Bill Schultz. USFWS - Asked what the impacts were for this
option. .

Response: Barbara Allera-Bohlen, SHA - Responded that the total impacts for
this option are 1.12 acres. :

Victor Janata, SHA - Stated that Interchange Option A has been designated as
the preferred option. It provides directional ramps between the north leg of
U.S. 301 and the south leg of MD 205. The southbound ramp is a normal right
exit ramp which goes over U.S. 301 and is at-grade at the railroad tracks. The
northbound is also at-grade at the railroad tracks. With this option, the
existing MD 205 signalized intersection with U.S. 301 would remain operational
to carry traffic between Mattawoman-Beantown Road and southbound U.S. 301.




August 15, 1990

Comment /Question

Barbara Allera-Bohlen, SHA - Stated that Wetland 1 is impacted but the total
jmpacts with Option A are only .94 acres. Again, this is designated as the
preferred Option due to the reduced wetland impacts.

Comment/Question: Herman Rodrigo, FHWA - Asked if the State was proposing a
£i11 or a structure at the wetland crossing.

Response: Barbara Allera-Bohlen, SHA - Responded that the State proposes a
structure. »

Comment/Question: Herman Rodrigo. FHWA - Asked for clarification as to whether
the figure for the wetland impacts included the structure in place.

Response: Barbara Allera-Bohlen, SHA - Concurred that this was the case.

Comment/Question: Bill Schultz, USFWS - Stated that he preferred Option B, even
though there are more wetland impacts, he stated that he had visited the site
and there was a difference in quality in the wetlands on the site. Wetland 2a
is directly tied into the Mattawoman Creek system, it is not only a 100-year
floodplain, but a 25-year or even less than that, and it is an integral part
of the Mattawoman Creek situation. Wetland 1 is fairly well isolated from the
floodplain, it is in the 100-year floodplain, but probably not in the 25- or
50-year floodplain. Therefore he prefers fewer impacts to Wetland 2a.

Comment/Question: Herman Rodrigo, FHWA - Asked if there were capacity problems
or problems with the geometrics which make Option B undesireable.

Response: Victor Janata, SHA - Stated that the problem with Option B was that
there is a left exit which is considered to be an unusual type of exit. It can
be considered a hazard because people do not usually expect to exit from the
left, a right exit is much more common. Therefore, drivers may miss the exit
or slow down erratically to try to get over to the left lane, causing a
dangerous situation.

Comment/Question: Herman Rodrigo, FHWA - Asked if appropriate signing could be
utilized to avoid these problems.

Response: Victor Janata, SHA - Felt that any signing would not be adequate
enough to prepare drivers for the unexpected. People are used to right exits,
even though Maryland does use left ones occasionally.

Response: Bob Houst. SHA - Stated that studies are being done to see if there
is quantifiable evidence that left exits are a problem. He stated that there
is a "feeling" that left exits are not as desireable and therefore should be

avoided if possible.

Comment/Question: Herman Rodrigo, FHWA - Asked if there was any difference,
from a capacity standpoint, in what these two options provide.
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Auqust 15, 1990

Response: Barbara Allera-Bohlen, SHA - Stated that they provide for about the
same capacity. The major difference is that Option A has a right exit and
Option B has a left exit which is considered undesireable.

Comment/Question: Herman Rodrigo, FHWA - Interested in Bill Schultz’s (USFWS)
comment regarding his prognosis of the difference between Option A versus B.
Asked Bill to clarify the reasoning of his preference of Option B even though
this option has a greater acreage of wetlands impacted.

Response: Bill Schultz, USFWS - Responded that Wetland 1 is not as functionally
a part of the Mattawoman Creek system as Wetland 2a. Therefore, Wetland 2a is
a much more valuable wetland system.

Response: Barbara Allera-Bohlen, SHA - Stated that at this point, no
evaluations of quality or value have been done on the wetlands in the study
area.

Comment/Question: Bill Schultz, USFWS - Stated that since he had been in the
field to see this particular site, his previous comment would be his opinion
regarding the value of the wetland systems mentioned.

Asked if it would be possible to bridge the wetland and 100-year floodplain if
Option A were to be chosen for construction.

Response: Barbara Allera-Bohlen, SHA - Responded that it could be investigated
further as to what the cost would be. . -

Comment/Question: Bill Schultz, USFWS - Stated that it might be a good
compromise to use Option A with a structure over the entire floodplain. This
would allow for safety and still maintain water quality, and even though the
area would not be as good for wildlife because of the effects of shading, the
impacts to the floodplain would reduce.

Comment/Question: Sean Smith, DNR, TW - Asked if evaluation that was done
between Options A and B for wetland acreages was based on actual acres of fill.
Stated that Option B had more acres of fill but Option A was impacted in a
greater way due to fragmentation. Also asked if effects of temporary impacts
were investigated, and if heavy equipment would be entering the area that would
be fragmented, and therefore compact areas of vegetation which would end up
being lost. .

Response: linda Kelbaugh, SHA - Stated that as a general practice, during
construction, SHA has special provisions included in all contract documents
that state how construction impacts to wetlands are to be handled. She stated
that SHA clears rather than grubs, and uses mats as temporary fill over it.
Upon completion, all that is put down is removed. Temporary impacts are
handled in this way as a standard procedure.

Comment/Question: John Nichols, NMFS - Asked if a bridge would result in less
\ LA~ Rl S 2291 Us alen acked for verification of
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Augqust 15, 1990

Comment /Question

the indication that fill would include to the toe-of-slope and an additional
25’ beyond this.

Response: Linda Kelbaugh, SHA - Verified that 25’ is a "rule-of-thumb"™ but that
type of analysis has to be done on a case-by-case basis to know what type of
equipment will be needed and what type of area will be needed. Regarding the
question as to whether the bridge would result in less lateral impacts to the
wetlands than fill, she answered that this, also, should be determined on an
individual basis.

Comment/Question: Sean Smith, DNR, TW - Commented that in this case SHA would
probably heavily impact the wetlands between the ramp and the main highway by
the construction equipment, the operation of the highway and possibly the
stormwater management operation, depending on how it was constructed.

Response: Linda Kelbaugh, SHA - Stated that these issues would be resolved in
the final design stage and that not enough information was available currently
to discuss the topic further.

Comment/Question: Sean Smith, DNR, TW - Noted that this should be investigated
because although Option A has less acres of wetland impacts due to fill, there
are temporary impacts to the fragmented area that could be significant.

Response: Linda Kelbaugh, SHA - Stated that thése issues will be addressed in
final design in the detailed minimization report.

Comment/Question: Herman Rodrigo, FHWA - Asked Sean Smith (DNR, TW) why he
thought the area between the ramp and roadway would be so heavily impacted that
it should be included as part of the permanent impacts to the area.

Response: Sean Smith, ONR, TW - Clarified that his point was not that
construction impacts should be counted as permanent impacts to the area but
that they should be evaluated because construction activities will be occurring
on both sides of the fragmented area, which is not very wide, and that
sometimes up to 25’ is used for an area where heavy equ1pment will be used.
Also, the way in which the stormwater management facility is constructed may
cause an impact to the wetlands, dependent upon what will be discharged into
the facility.

Response: Victor Janata, SHA - Stated that there will not be any improvements
on existing U.S. 301 in this area.

Response: linda Kelbaugh, SHA - Stated that all of these issues will be part
of the design detailed minimization report.

Response: Barbara Allera-Bohlen, SHA - Stated that no stormwater management

plan has been developed as of yet.
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Au t 15, 1990

comment/Question: Bill Schultz. USEWS - Stated that after the area is bridged,
the vegetation system will not be the same due to the effects of shading. This
will lessen the value of the wetlands for wildlife habitat.

Response: Barbara Allera-Bohlen, SHA - Clarified Bill Schultz’s (USFWS)
position as preferring Option B unless the entire floodplain is bridged in
Option A.

Response: Bill Schultz, USFWS - Concurred that this was his position and that
his opinion was that Wetland 2a had the highest value of all the wetlands in
the project.

Comment/Question: Herman Rodrigo. FHWA - Asked if it was possible to move the
interchange further south to avoid these impacts.

Response: Victor Janata, SHA - Stated that more wetland impacts would occur by
having to relocate MD 205 since the interchange could not be moved south
without having to move MD 205 also.

Comment/Question: Peter Stokely, EPA - Asked about the possibility of a
cloverleaf type of interchange.

Response: Victor Janata. SHA - Explained that a cloverleaf interchange is a
four-legged interchange and there are only three legs now, therefore there is
no need for this type of interchange.

Response: Linda Kelbauah. SHA - A cloverleaf interchange is a larger
interchange and therefore requires more right-of-way, wetland impacts, etc.

Comment/Question: Peter Stokely, EPA - Asked what the distance was between the
ramp and existing U.S. 301 in Wetland 2a. Also asked if this information would
be available before the final selection of the Interchange Option was made.

Response: Barbara Allera-Bohlen, SHA - Responded that she could investigate
that and inform him at a later time but that the information would be part of
the minimization report.

Comment/Question: Denise Rigney, EPA - Asked if the numbers given were final
numbers for the wetland impacts and if the acreages could be estimated to the
hundredth place at this Jevel of detail or if they had to wait until final
design. If the difference between the two interchanges in question is estimated
at only .18 acres, perhaps by the time the project gets to final design, the
impacts will be minimized to the point that there is even Jess or no difference
in figures to use as a reason for selecting the one alternative over the other.

Response: Barbara Allera-Bohlen, SHA - Stated that these are "worst case”
scenarios and that impacts will be minimized by the time the project is through
final design. Also stated that the safety issue, as well as the fact that
there were fewer wetland impacts, were the important factors in the selection

e e Fanae Option A over Interchange Option B as the preferred Option.




Auvqust 15, 199

Comment /Question

Comment/Question: Denise Riagney, EPA - Asked if the Washington Bypass was
considered in the traffic projections that were used for the project and if
perhaps the figures were high if this was not considered.

Response: Victor Janata, SHA - Stated that the Bypass was not considered in the
traffic figures, but that if the Bypass is built, he would anticipate that the
U.S. 301 mainline will operate at a lesser level of service (los F) than is
projected.

Comment/Question: Denise Rigney, EPA - Questioned if this would be serving
mainly local traffic, would a left exit be considered as much of a safety
hazard when serving commuter traffic.

Response: Victor Janata, SHA - Stated that this would serve commuter traffic
because even if a "build" solution for an Eastern Washington Bypass is chosen,
jt would be to the west of U.S. 301 so that it would not have an impact on the
MD 5 ;orridor traffic although it would help the situation on the U.S. 301
corridor.

Barbara Allera-Bohlen, SHA - Stated that Wetland 3 is behind the Chaney
Building and is impacted by Options C and D only.

Comment/Question: Bill Schultz, USFWS - Commented that he preferred Alternate
5 in Segment 1. _

Comment/Question: Cas Taherian, DNR, WRA - Commented that he preferred to see
the interchange moved to the south.

Comment/Question: Peter Stokely, EPA - Commented that he felt a need for SHA
to pursue the study of a combination of a cloverleaf and diamond interchange
or an explanation as to why this would not be feasible.

Response: Barbara Allera-Bohlen - Stated that this subject will be addressed
in the Avoidance/Minimization/Mitigation Report for this project.

Comment/Question: Bill Schultz, USFWS - Stated that there is a considerable
amount of development at the existing intersection. :
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Name | Organization
Cynthia Simpson SHA - Project Planning Division
Barbara Allera-Bohlen SHA - Project Planning Division

Victor Janata

SHA - Project Planning Division

Bruce Grey SHA - Project Planning Division
Lorraine Strow SHA - Project Planning Division
Monty Rahman SHA - Project Planning Division
Wes Glass SHA - Project Planning Division
Anne Elrays SHA - Project Planning Division
Heidi Farrell SHA - Project Planning Division
Bob Schneider SHA - Project Planning Division
Mark Duvall SHA - Project Planning Division
Linda Kelbaugh SHA - Environmental Permits
Dan Guy SHA - Environmental Permits
Alex Soutar SHA - Environmental Permits
Stanley Davis SHA - Bridge Hydraulics

Glen Smith SHA - Highway Design

Bruce Dombroski SHA - Highway Design

John Leslie . SHA - Highway Design

Glen Helms SHA - Highway Design

Mike Jager SHA - Highway Design

Paul Matys SHA - Bridge Design

Andy Kosicki SHA - Bridge Design

Danelle Mucci SHA - Bridge Design

Bill Branch SHA - Wetlands -

Michelle Huffman DNR - WRA

Bob Cooper DNR - Non-tidal Wetlands

Paul Wettlaufer U.S. Ammy Corps of Engineers
Jeff Knoedlar National Park Service

Jareene Barkdoll FHWA

Andrew Der MDE

Sean Smith DNR - Tidewater

Larry Fogelson OP - Clearinghouse

Amy Noji WBC&M

It was stated that the SHA has selected Segment 2, Alternate 5/6 Modified. This avoided
impacts to the grave sites. Segment 3, Altemate 5/6 was also selected. Interchange
Option A was also selected.

Within Segment I, Alternate 6 was presented as preferred. Alternate 5 did not provide
adequate traffic operation. Interchanges with Altemnate 5 were investigated and dropped
due to right-of-way impacts, cost, and additional wetland impacts. The wetland impacts
were reduced from 2.01 acres to 1.03 acres by providing a dual bridge over the entire
wetlands.  Bridging the entire wetland increases the cost by approximately $4 million.
The bridge would be over 10 feet above the wetland.
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Proiject Update:

MD 5 Relocated

Mr. Vic Janata: SHA

SHA held a recommendation meeting on segments II and III of
the mainline study of MD 5 Relocated as well as the interchange
at US 301 in November, 1990. Segment II of Alternate 5/6
Modified which avoided the graveyard and Segment III Alternate
5/6 was selected. Also, Interchange Option A was selected.

SHA had not resolved issues associated with Segment I at the
southern limits of this project. The public hearing was held on
February, 1991. At the hearing, Alternate 5 along the existing
alignment was presented to show an at-grade intersection with
existing MD 5. Alternate 6, which relocated the alignment to the
south is more consistent with existing MD 5 redesignation.

People would take this road to reach US 301.
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Ms. Barbara Allera-Bohlen; SHA

This-road would bypass.the éongeéted'Walﬁorf area.

The problem with Alternate 5 .was the at-grade intersection
with MD 5 which fails. SHA looked at-an.interchange there and it
was not feasible because it costs’ 15-20 million dollars for.
right-of-way due to the existing and approved development. Also,
an interchange had additional wetland impacts. Alternate 6 is
much superior operationally for primary highway consistency,
safety and driver expectation. However, there are wetland
impacts. originally the impacts was identified as 2.01 acres.

We reduced the impact to 1.77 acres by the constraining of the

typical section to a 20 foot median.

Ms. Barbara Allera-Bohlen; SHA

The median was reduced from 30 foot to 20 foot at wetland 8.

Mr. Vic Janata: SHA

SHA recognizes the opposition to Alternate 6 and the impacts
to the wetland. SHA tried to develop a series of alternates and
options that would avoid impacts and work better operationally.
There are geometric constraints at MD 5 and MD 205. If we Keep a
50 mile per hour design speed, we would impact wetland 8.

Existing MD 5 is a primary highway that runs from
Washington, D.C. to Point Lookout. SHA does not want to provide
an improved system and then put some constraints that are going
to be unsafe. The constraints are not going to be recognized by
the driver until its too late.

Ms.IBarbara Allera-Bohlen: SHA

SHA was originally proposing just spanning the streams at
the convergence of the two streams. Now we are proposing to span
the whole wetland associated with those streams.

s. Vic Janata:

stated that the handout does not reflect it. It will be
approximately 4 million dollars additional money to span to
wetlands.

Mr. Mark Duvall; SHA

Asked what the difference in bridge length was from before
to present.
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% _ Mr. Vic Japata: SHA o o - 9
Stated it'was-approximatelynAOO.foot7loﬁger.

. Ms. Barbara Allera-Bohlen;: SHA
. Stated the'impéét~include_.hé’actual shadow under the bridge
which would be abput-one-acre.-~Thenelevation of the bridge is

pretty low. The actual wetland impacts will occur from pier
placement, which will be less than an acre.

Comment /Question:
r. Sean Smith: DNR

Asked if the original acreage was 2 acres.

Response:

Mr. Vic Janata: SHA

Answered yes it was.

Comment /Question:
Mr. Sean Smith: DNR ' ‘

Asked if the intersection fails under existing conditions or
proposed conditions with St. Charles development.

Response:

Mr. Vic Janata: SHA

Stated under proposed conditions it would fail. However, it
is close to failing now.

Comment/Question:
Mr. Sean Smith: DNR

Asked if this project takes into consideration the Charles
County Bypass which is also proposed with several major highways
in the Charles County.

Response.

Mr. Vic Janata; SHA

Stated ves.
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comment/Ouestion: - : e
- Mr.-Sean Smith; DNR - ‘

“gské¢fwhat level of service was with Alternate 5.

RESPDONSE: = - m s e e e RS -

Mr. Vic Janata: SHA

stated under Alternate 5, it is level of service E in the
morning and level of service F in the afternoon with a

volume/capacity ratio of 1.4.

Comment/Question:
Mr. Sean Smith: DNR

Asked if SHA looked at interchanges.

Response:

Mr. Vic Janata: SHA

Stated yes.

comment /Question:
Mr. Paul Wettlaufer: SHA

1t sounds like it would be a good thing - the merge of NEPA
and the 404 process. :

Response:

Mr. Vic Janata: SHA

Stated, there was a previous concern about using a jersey
barrier at the bridge over wetland 8 but SHA has problems with
that because it has poor sight distance. SHA is proposing a
twenty foot curbed median on one bridge. The other option is
dual bridges. At the hearing, we presented two separate bridges.
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Response: : : - .
- Ms . -Barbara Allera-Bohlen: SHA

Stated éHA wQuld likeitoAtake your cC

you would p{gferg 

Ccomment/Question:

Mr. Paul Wettlaufer: Corps

Asked what is SHA considering now.
cross section?

Response:
Mr. Vic Janata; SHA

stated it would be two twenty-four foot bridges.

omments on which option

Two bridges with what

What we

presented in terms of wetland impacts would be one, dual curbed

road twenty-eight foot roadway with a twenty foot median.
If you prefer,

So, the options are two separate
The wetland impacts would be the same.

would be one big bridge.
bridge.
bridge.

Ccomment/Question:
Mr. Sean Smith: DNR

That
we could have a second
pridges or one large

Asked what is the distance petween the two bridges option.

Response:

Mr. Vic Janata: SHA

Stated it would 46/’

Qommentzguestion:

Mr. Paul Wettlaufer: Corps

petween the bridge but it would vary.

Said the Corps would prefer two separate bridges.

Ccomment/Question:

. Se mith: DNR

Said he was assuming that during construction,

SHA would be

able to leave the existing trees between the two bridges.
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[

Mr. Vic Janata; SHA .

Said yes he was hopeful that could -occur but he did not
think there were may trees now pecause it was a farm.

One other point. Segment 1 alternate 6 will be a long term
solution. There will be an interim solution. This is in the
area between Segment II and Poplar Beantown Road. That section
currently has no shoulders and would have to be widened to
accommodate four lanes. From Poplar peantown Road to MD 5, the
road was reconstructed when the box culvert was replaced.
current conditions have sufficient shoulders to make the
improvement without any additional impacts to the previous
mitigation site or tributaries to Jordan Swamp.

Comment /Question:

‘Mr. Sean Smith: DNR
Acsked if the bridges were about 17 feet.

Response:

Mr. Vic Janata: SHA

said it was about 10 feet or less -

Comment/Question:
Mr. Sean Smith: DNR

said he was curious from the stan? point of wildlife habitat
and asked if SHA was truly minimizing zhe impact to the wildlife
in the area since a very low bridge we:uld not be reducing the
£ill. The reduction would be on the side slope up to the

roadway.

Response:
Ms. Linda Kelbaugh: SHA

Asked if this is an area where SHA should be concerned
considering there is development all mround it.
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: o '—¥stated that_hewbe&aeved"thaﬁ”the"f°reSted floodplaln areavvw*,um

_—Eﬁd"rlparlan_area,1§;901ng to be_.developed. The riparian. corridor_

TTTTT T s the only wildlife corridor-in that area.

Comment/Question:
Mr. Mark Duvall: SHA

Asked when the FONSI document is due out.

: A

Said location design approval is scheduled in December but
we want the document distributed bv November.
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