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The purpose of the project is to upgrade MD Route 32 from Pindell School 
Road to MD Route 108. Two alternates, the No-Build Alternate and the Build 
Alternate B, are currently under consideration. The project is consistent with 
existing and planned development. 

Environmental impacts associated with the project include right-of-way 
acquisition,  archeological  site impacts, and floodplain/wetland involvements. 
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SUMMARY 

1. ADMINISTRATIVE ACTION 

Supplemental  Environmental  Statement 

(X) Final 
( ) Draft 
(X)    Section 4(f) Evaluation 

2. INFORMATIONAL CONTACTS 

The following persons may be contacted for additional information concerning 
this document: 

Mr. Herman Rodrigo 
Planning, Research, Environment 

and Safety Engineer 
Federal Highway Administration 
The Rotunda - Suite 220 
711 West 40th Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21211 
Phone: (301) 962-4132 
Hours: 7:30 a.m. - 4:00 p.m. 

Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr., Deputy Director 
Project Development Division 
State Highway Administration 
707 North Calvert Street 
Room 310 
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 
Phone: (301) 333-1130 
Hours: 8:15 a.m. - 4:15 p.m. 

3. DESCRIPTION OF SELECTED ACTION 

The project involves the construction of Relocated MD Route 32 from MD Route 
108 to Pindell School Road. Within this segment are two proposed interchanges; 
one at existing MD Route 108 and one at existing Pindell School Road. Also 
included is construction of two service roads; one connecting existing MD Route 
32 to relocated Sanner Road/Pindell School Road on the south, the other on the 
north connecting Cedar Lane to the W.R. Grace entrance and the Riverhill Game 
Farm entrance. 

Relocated MD Route 32 and the service road construction, along with the MD 
Route 108 improvements, will be built to current State and Federal highway 
standards. Improvements to Trotter Road and Pindell School Road will be to 
County standards. A box culvert would be constructed where relocated MD Route 
32 passes over Cricket Creek. A bridge structure will be constructed where 
relocated Pindell School Road/Cedar Lane passes over the Middle Patuxent River. 

Three alternates have been studied. All three have the same typical section 
and follow the same alignment horizontally and vertically for approximately 
2,000 feet at the western terminus. The differences among these alignments are 
di scussed below. 
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4. ALTERNATES CONSIDERED 

No-Build Alternate 

This alternate will involve no new construction 
will provide no significant improvements to existing 
and maintenance operations will be performed on th 
operations will in no way improve the ability of the 
to accommodate predicted traffic increases through 
creating unsafe conditions. 

roads 
The No-Build Alternate 
s. Only routine safety 

roadway. These routine 
existing east-west roadway 
the   design  year,   thereby 

WiJ 

Alternate A (Original SHA alignment from EIS) 

Alternate A is the original SHA alignment as pres 
Impact Statement approved by FHWA on July 7, 1977. Th 
the existing northbound lanes of MD Route 32 just 
alignment passes through the Trotter Road area approxi 
existing MD Route 32.  Proceeding easterly, the ali 
W.R. Grace property and the Stretmaster Pond area 
Route 32 to meet existing relocated MD Route 32 con 
School Road.  Bridges would be constructed at MD 
Road.  Full diamond-type interchanges would oe const 
Pindell School Road. Alternate A was dropped from fu 
determined that a shift to the south, as with Al 
reduction in the acreage of impacted wetlands and floo 

Alternate B (Selected) 

2nted in the Environmental 
is alignment originates at 
st of MD Route 108. The 
nately 2,800 feet north of 
gnment passes through the 
ust north of existing MD 
struction east of Pindell 

Roifce 108 and Pindell School 
ucted at MD Route 108 and 
•ther study because it was 

tehnate B, would lead to a 
iplains. 

Alternate B originates at the same western tenhinus as Alternate A and 
passes through the Trotter Road area approximately 440 feet south of Alternate 
A. In the vicinity of the W.R. Grace property and Stre ;mater Pond, the alignment 
has been shifted 100 feet north of the Alternate A aljgnment in order to 
impacts to Stretmater Pond and existing residences al 
MD Route 32. The alignment proceeds easterly to meet 
construction east of Pindell School Road at the same point as Alternate A. Full 
diamond-type interchanges will be constructea at MD Route 108 and Pindell School 
Road. A cul-de-sac will be constructed at Trotter Road on ooth the north and 
south sides of relocated MD Route 32. With this altejrnate, a bridge option is 
also under consideration (see Option 3). 

reduce 
ong the south side of old 
the existing MD Route 32 

Alternate C 

term 

al 

This alternate originates at the common western 
B.  The alignment passes through the Trotter Roaa ar 
south of Alternate A.  All other aspects of this 
Alternate B.  This alternate was droppea from cons 
greater environmental impacts than Alternate B and 
existing community. 
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inus of Alternates A and 
2a approximately 700 feet 
ternate are the same as 
ideration because it had 
vas located closer to an 
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Cedar Lane (Selected) 

Improvements to Cedar Lane, including a new bridge over the Middle Patuxent 
River, have been included as part of the MD Route 32 project. These proposed 
improvements are necessary due to the projected traffic volumes and the poor 
horizontal and vertical alignment of Cedar Lane. These improvements will be 
necessary with the selection of any alternate, including the No-Build Alternate. 

Option 1 - Service Roads (Selected) 

A service road is proposed north of the alignment to allow access to the 
W.R. Grace and Riverhill Game Farm properties from old MD Route 32. On the 
south, another service road is proposed to connect existing MD Route 32 to 
relocated Sanner Road/Pindell School Road. 

Option 2 - Service Roads with Underpass 

This option shows an alternate means of access to the W.R. Grace and 
Riverhill Game Farm properties via an underpass from the south service road to 
the location of the existing W.R. Grace entrance. Under this option, a portion 
of the north service road from the existing W.R. Grace entrance to the eastern 
terminus at Mill Road would be eliminated. 

Option 3 - Trotter Road 

Option 3 shows improvements to Trotter Road and a new bridge structure to 
carry Trotter Road over the mainline of MD Route 32. No direct access would be 
provided from relocated MD Route 32 to Trotter Road. 

5. SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

Two historic sites on, or eligible for, the National Register of Historic 
Places have been identified in the project area. The project will not require 
right-of-way from any historic property. A concurrence in the determination of 
no effect has been received from the State Historic Preservation Officer. 

There are no recreational facilities affected by the project. Minor strips 
of right-of-way may be required from the Middle Patuxent Environmental Area. 

An archeological survey has been completed. Two sites may be affected and 
will require further investigation. Further coordination is required with the 
Maryland Historic Trust. 

The project will require the acquisition of one home as well as woodland and 
farm land. The project will not require the acquisition of any businesses or 
public facilities. 

The project will require eight stream crossings and subsequent impacts to 
the associated floodplains. Also, the project will impact approximately 2.35 
acres of non-tidal wetlands. 

Air and noise analyses were completed for this project. The N.A.C. are 
exceeded at 3 receptor sites. There will be no violations of the State and 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards. 
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A summary of the impacts is presented in Table 1. 

6.  PERMITS REQUIRED 

Construction of this project will require revi 
following permits: 

6   U.S. Army Corps of Engineers - Section 404 Pelrmit 
o  Maryland Department of the Environment - 
o   Maryland Department of the Environment - 

Plan 
o   Maryland Department of Natural Resources 
o   Maryland Department of the Environment - Wat 

AREAS OF CONTROVERSY/UNRESOLVED ISSUES 

There are no known areas of controversy. The cit 
voiced opposition to an interchange at Trotter Road; 
is no longer proposed at this location. 

7 

ew and approval for the 

Apprloved Sediment Control Plan 
Approved Stormwater Management 

Waterway Construction Permit 
Quality Certificates :er 

izens of Trotter Road have 
therefore, an interchange 
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TABLE 1 

COMPARISON OF ALTERNATES 

Socioeconomic Impacts 

1. Residential Displacements 
2. Minorities Relocated 
3. Business Displacements 
4. Historic Sites Affected 
5. Archeological Sites Affected 
6. Public Lands Affected (acres) 
7. Effects on Residential Access 
8. Consistent with Land Use Plans 

Natural Environmental Impacts 

1. 

2. 

3. 
4. 
5. 

6. 

8. 

Loss of Natural Habitat 
(Woodland acres) 
Effects on Threatened or 
Endangered Species 
Stream crossings 
Wetland Acres Affected 
100-year Floodplain Affected 
(acreage) 
Prime Farmland Soils Affected 
(acreage) 
Air Quality Impacts 
(Sites exceeding S/NAAQS) 
Noise Sensitive Areas 
(NSAs exceeding Federal   Noise 
Abatement Criteria or experiencing 
a 10 dBA or greater increase) 

No-Build Alternate 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

None 
No 

0 

0 

0 
0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

Alternate B 

1 
0 
0 
0 
2 
1 

Improved 
Yes 

29 

0 

8 . 
2.35 
3.52 

28.50 

0 

3 

Total cost (1988 dollars in thousands) 

Alternate B with Service Roads Option 1  41,000 
Alternate B with Service Roads Option 2  45,000 
Alternate B with Service Roads Option 1 

and Trotter Road Option 3  43,000 
Alternate B with Service Roads Option 2 

and Trotter Road Option 3  45,000 
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The following Environmental Aaasssment Form is a 
requirement of the Maryland Environmental Policy Act and 
Maryland Department of Transportation Order 11.01.06.02. 
Its use is in keeping with the provisions of 1500.4 (k) 
and 1506.2 and .6 of the Council of Enrironmental Quality 
Regulations, effective July 31, 197!>, which recommend 
that duplication of Federal, State, and Local procedures 
be integrated into a single process. 

The checklist identifies specific areas of the 
natural and social-economic environment which have been 
considered while preparing this enviro unental assessment. 
The reviewer can refer to the appropriite sections of the 
document, as indicated in the "Commeits" column of the 
form, for a description of specific [characteristics of 
the natural or social-economic environment within the 
proposed project area. It will also highlight any 
potential impacts, beneficial or adverse, that the action 
may incur. The "No" column indicatus that during the 
scoping and early coordination processes, that specific 
area of the environment was not identified to be within 
the project area or would not be impac:ed by the proposed 
action. 

t 
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ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FORM (EAF) 

YES    NO COHffiNTS 

A. Land Use Cooslderaclons 

1. Will Che action be within the 100 
year flood plain? _X_      III-8 

2. Will the action require a permit for 
construction or alteration within 
the 50 year flood plain?          J(_    

3. Will the action require a permit for 
dredging, filling, draining, or ni-9 
alternation of a wetland?       _X_      TV-ft 

4. Will the action require a permit for 
the construction or operation of 
facilities for solid waste disposal 
including dredge and excavation 
spoil?    L 

5. Will the action occur on slopes 
exceeding 152?   _J_ 

6. Will the action require a grading 5 
plan or a sediment control permit? _x_     LV. 

7. Will the action require a mining 
permit for deep or surface mining?   __X_     

8. Will the action require a permit 
for drilling a gas or oil well?    >   _2_         

9. Will the action require a permit 
for airport construction?           Y      

10. Will the action require a permit 
for the crossing of the Potomac 
River by conduits, cables or .other 
like devices?   JL.   _ 

11. Will the action affect the use of 
a public recreation area, park, 
forest, wildlife management area, 
scenic river or wildland?         _X   _ 

12. Will the action affect the use of 
any natural or man-made features that 
are unique to the County, State, or 
Nation?  .    - 
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YES 

13. Will che action affect the use of 
an archeologlcal or historical site 
or structure? 

B. Water Use Considerations 

14. Will the action require a peralt for 
the change of the course, current, or 
cross-section of a stream or other 
body of water? j^ 

15. Will the action require the con- 
struction, alteration, or removal 
of a dam, reservoir, or waterway 
obstruction?   

16. Will the action change the overland 
flow of storm water or reduce che ab- 
sorption capacity of the ground?   X 

17. Will the action require a permit for 
the drilling of a water well?      

18. Will che action require a permit for 
water approprlaclon?   

19. Will Che acClon require a permit for 
che consCrucClon and operaclon of 
facilities for creacmenc or distri- 
bution of water?   

20. Will the project require a permit for 
the construction and operation of facil 
facilities for sewage treatment and/or 
land disposal of liquid waste 
derivatives?   

21. Will the action result in any dis- 
charge into surface or sub-surface 
water? y 

22. If so, will the discharge affect 
ambient water quality limits 
or require a discharge permit? 

»0    OMMBNTS 

IV.21 

S.4 
-ULfi. 

III.8 
IV.5 

-JL 

X 

ML6- 
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YES NO    COMMENTS 

C. Air Use Considerations 

23. Will Che action result in any dis- 
charge into the air?    X 

24. If so, will the discharge affect 
aablent air quality Halts or 
produce a disagreeable odor?        X 

25. Will the action generate additional 
noise which differs in character or 
level froa present conditions?      x 

26. Will the action preclude future use 
of related air space?    X 

27. Will the action generate any radio- 
logical, electrical, magnetic, or 
light influences?    X 

D. Plants and Animals 

28. Will the action cause the disturbance, 
- reduction, or loss of any rare, unique 
or valuable plant or animal?        X 

29. Will the action result in the signif- 
icant reduction or loss of any fish 
or wildlife habitats?   J(_ 

30. Will the action require a permit for 
the use of pesticides, herbicides or 
other biological, chemical, or radio- 
logical control agents?    X 

E. Sodo-Econoai c 

31. Will the action result In a pre-emption 
or division of properties or impair 
their economic use?   _X  

32. Will the action cause relocation of 
activities or structures, or result in 
a change in the population density 
of distribution?   X  

S-9 



YES NO 

33. Will the action alter land values? _ 

34. Will the action affect traffic flow 
and voluae? 

35. Will the action affect the produc- 
tion, extraction, harvest or poten- 
tial use of a scarce or econoalcally 
ioportant resource?   

36. Will the action require a license to 
construct a savaill or other plant 
for the manufacture of forest 
products? 

37. Is the action in accord with 
federal, state, regional and local 
comprehensive or functional plans- 
including zoning? 

38. Will the action affect the employ- 
ment opportunities for persons in 
the area? 

39. Will the action affect Che ability of 
Che area Co attract new sources of 
tax revenue?   

40. Will the action discourage present 
sources of tax revenue from remain- 
ing in the area, or affirmatively 
encourage them to relocate 
elsewhere?   

41. Will the action affect the ability 
of the area to attract tourism?     

F. Other Considerations 

42. Could the action endanger the public 
health, safety, or welfare?        

-JL 
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YES NO    COMMENTS 

43. Could che action be ellmlnaced with- 
out deleterious affects to the 
public health, safety, welfare, or 

 L the natural envlrooaent? 

44. Will the action be of statewide 
significance? 

45. Are there any other plans or ac- 
tion* (Federal, State, County or 
Private) that. In conjunction with 
the subject action, could result 
in a cuaulatlve or synerglstlc 
lapact on the public health, 
safety, welfare, or envlronaent?    _X_    

46. Will the action require additional 
power generation or transmission 
capacity? X 

G. Conclusion 

47. This agency will develop a complete 
environmental effects report on the See Note 
proposed action. X Below 

s 
1 

Note: This Supplemental Final Environmental Impact Statement has 
been prepared in accordance with the National Environmental Policy 
Act and 23 CFR 771 

•References refer to sections of the document 
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I. PURPOSE AND NEED 

A. PROJECT LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION 

The proposed ND Route 32 project is located in central Howard County (see 
Figure 1). 

MD Route 32 extends from Westminster in Carroll County to proposed 
Interstate Route 97 near Annapolis in Anne Arundel County, a distance of 
approximately 59 miles. 

The connection with Interstate Route 97 provides an important transportation 
corridor between the City of Annapolis and the rapidly developing areas of 
eastern Howard County. 

The study area is bordered on the west by MD Route 108, on the east by 
Pindell School Road and Cedar Lane, and on the south by existing Md Route 32 
(see Figure 2). 

Additional information on Alternate B, as well as the other alternates which 
were considered but dropped from the study, is available in Section II. 

B. BACKGROUND 

The If) Route 32 project in Howard County was originally studied from the 
Anne Arundel County line to MD Route 108. This study began early in the 
1970's. A Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) (Report Number 
FHWA-MD-EIS-72-07-(F)) was approved and .circulated in July of 1977. Location 
approval was granted by the Federal Highway Administration in August of 1977. 
Subsequently, the portion of MD Route 32 from the Anne Arundel/Howard County 
line to Pindell School Road was constructed and is now open to traffic. 

In the time elapsed since the FEIS study was completed, the existing and 
planned development has greatly increased in the Clarksville area of Howard 
County. The resulting traffic demands created the need for a reevaluation of 
the project location approval granted in 1977. Furthermore, an interchange at 
MD Route 108 was not discussed in the 1977 FEIS, thus the decision was made to 
prepare a Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement. 

C. NEED FOR THE PROJECT 

1.  Regional Growth and Development 

The purpose of this planning and preliminary engineering study is to examine 
the feasibility for the construction of additional highway capacity in central 
Howard County between MD Route 108 and Pindell School Road/Cedar Lane. The 
extension of ND Route 32 on a new location will provide a vital highway link in 
this rapidly developing area. 

Existing MD Route 32 (Guilford Road) is a narrow, two-lane highway which 
experiences congestion and delay during peak hours.  Planned residential and 
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commercial development throughout the 
demands on the existing roadway network. 

study corridjjr will place increased 

A controlled access high-speed east-west highway Inll relieve much 
congestion experienced on the existing roadway networ 
truck and commuter traffic.  In addition, traffic uti 
32 will no longer be diverted through Clarksville. 

of the 
by removing much of the 
zing relocated MD Route 

The construction of relocated MD Route 32 will prcjvide a safe and efficient 
highway ink that will move people, goods, and services quickly and directly 
The completion of this segment of MD Route 32 will cfeate a continuous, high- 
speed highway between Interstate Route 70 near Cooksv lie in Howard County and 
the city of Annapolis, the State capital in Anne Arundel County, a total 
distance of approximately 40 miles.  The segment of MD Route 32 frOT 1-70 to 

ime. The purpose of this Westminster is not programmed for upgrading at this t 
highway is to 
eastern shore 
Washington, D.C 

provide a safe and efficient transportation link between the 
and western Maryland, which bypasses both Baltimore and 

Improvements to Cedar Lane, including a new bridge over the Middle Patuxent 
River, have been included as a part of the Maryland  ^ K. UJC(.,  1Iieae 

proposed improvements are necessary to handle the projected traffic volumes on 
cedar Lane. r 

Route 32 project.  These 

The existing Average Daily Traffic (ADT) on Cedaf- Lane is 15,500 vehicles 
per day. The projected ADT for the design year is 32,f00 vehicles per day. 

n v+^rJu00^, iSn ProPosin9 t0 improve Cedar Lan'e to a four-lane roadway 
north of the Middle Patuxent River. The State Highway Administration will then 
improve Cedar Lane north of the proposed Maryland Roite 32/Pinden School Road 
interchange to tie into the County project.       * 

2.  Traffic Operations 

Traffic operations on the existing roadway netvfo... „. c ^10I ol.UCI ,^cu uy 
congestion and delay during peak periods. Future deveHopment planned throughout 
the study area will cause traffic operations to deteribrate 

ork are characterized by 

The current ADT on MD Route 32 varies from 23,00t 
Pindell School Road to 10,000 vehicles per day west 

vehicles per day east of 
of MD Route 108.  Traffic 

forecasts for the design year 2015 predict that traffic on MD Route 32 will 
increase to 53,000 vehicles per day east of Pindell Schc 
vehicles per day west of MD Route 108 (see Figure 3 and 4) 
Service are illustrated on Figures 5 and 6. 

3.  Accident Analysis 

School Road and to 13,800 
Projected Levels of 

MD Route 32, from Cedar Lane to MD Route 108, Jexperienced a total of 90 
accidents during the three-year period 1984 through ifess. The average rate for 
the study section was 287 accidents for every hundredfrnillion vehicles miles of 
travel (accidents/100 mvm). This accident rate is considerably higher than the 
statewide average rate of 207 accidents/100 mvm for similarly designed highways 
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Rate/ Statewide 
1984 1985 1986 Total 100 mvm Average Rate 

0 1 0 1 3.2 3.1 
10 16 30 56 178.5* 109.6 
6 13 14 33 105.2 94.6 

16 30 44 90 286.8* 207.3 

These accidents resulted in a monetary loss to the motoring and general public 
of $2.7 million/100 mvm. The accident experience for the study section is 
listed below by severity, year, and rate. The statewide average rate for this 
type of design highway is also listed for comparison purposes. 

Severity 

Fatal Accidents 
Injury Accidents 
Prop. Damage only 
Total Accidents 

*Significantly higher than statewide rate. 

There was one fatal accident during the study period. The fatal accident 
involved a northbound vehicle that left the highway and struck a tree. 

Within the study limits, there were three sections of highway that met the 
criteria as a High Accident Section (HAS). These locations are listed below 
indicating year and number of accidents. 

1) MD Route 32 from 0.03 mile north of Pindell School Road north to 0.06 
mile south of Whitegate Road (1986 - 7 accidents). 

2) MD Route 32 from 0.29 mile south of Halls Shop Road to Trotter Road 
(1985 - 6 accidents). 

3) m  Route 32 from Trotter Road to 0.50 mile north of Trotter Road (1986 
- 7 accidents). 

There was one intersection that met the criteria as a High Accident 
Intersection (HAD. This location was MD Route 32 at Pindell School Road (1985 
- 13 accidents; 1986 - 12 accidents). 

The collision types experienced within the study area, in comparison to 
their statewide average rates for similarly designed highways, are listed below. 

Statewide 
Collision Type       No. Accidents     Rate/100 mvm      Average Rate 

Angle 20 63.7* 26.9 
Rear End 12 38.3 33.7 
Fixed Object 26 82.9* ??•§ 
Opposite Direction 12 38.3 lb^ 
Sideswipe 2 6.4 11.5 
Left Turn 8 25.5* 12.3 
Pedestrian 1 3.2 4.3 
Other Collision 9 28.7 18.9 

*Significantly higher than statewide rate. 

The collision types that noticeably exceeded the statewide average rate were 
angle, left turn, fixed object, and opposite direction. Most of the angle and 
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left turn accidents occurred on MD Route 32 at Pindell SJ 
object and opposite direction accidents are due to hoi 
curves that currently exist along the study area. 

hool Road. The fixed 
izontal and vertical 

Under a No-Build Alternate, the conditions mentioned a| 
exist. If the highway remains unchanged, the number of al 
traffic volumes and conflicts increase. 

)ove will continue to 
:cidents will rise as 

The construction of relocated MD Route 32 should brihg about an accident 
rate of approximately 58 accidents/100 mvm of travel. Considering that the 
existing MD Route 32 highway will still be utilized, the accident rate for the 
corridor will be approximately 85 accidents/100 mvm of travel. This lower 
accident rate will generate an estimated accident cost forlthe total system of 
approximately $1.0 million/lOO mvm and will result in an approximate societal 
savings of $1.7 million/lOO mvm over the cost of the existing conditions. 

Other highways within the study limits were also revievled. MD Route 108, 
from MD Route 32 (Guilford Road) north to Trotter Road, experienced a total of 
57 accidents. The average accident rate for this section was 303 accidents/100 
mvm. This accident rate is within the statewide average ofl 301 accidents/100 
mvm. County-wide accident rates by type of access control have not been 
developed; therefore, only accident frequency is indicated! at the following 
locations: Trotter Road from M) Route 108 to MD Route 321 experienced seven 
accidents; Pindell School Road from MD Route 32 to Sanner Roap experienced five 
accidents; and Cedar Lane from MD Route 32 to Braeburn Roap experienced six 
accidents. 

In conclusion, the relocation of MD Route 32 will improvfe overall traffic 
operations. The accident rate on existing MD Route 32 is considerably higher 
than the statewide average rate. Because the relocation of MD Route 32 will 
reduce traffic volumes on existing MD Route 32 and surrounding I routes, it would 
be reasonable to assume a reduced accident frequency for thesel locations. The 
construction of the new MD Route 32 will create a smoother trarfic flow in the 
corridor between MD Route 108 and Pindell School Road/Cedar Lanel. 
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II. ALTERNATES 

A. PRIOR STUDIES AND DECISIONS 

The relocated MD Route 32 project, from MD Route 108 to the 
Baltimore-Washington Parkway, first appeared in the State Highway 
Administration's Twelve-Year Road Construction and Reconstruction Program for 
1954 through 19651 It was envisioned at that time simply as a replacement of a 
typical rural highway to improve the poor geometries. The portion from MD Route 
108 to U.S. Route 29 was first listed for construction in the State's program in 
the Fiscal Year 1969-1970. 

On April 14, 1972, a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) was 
circulated. 

A corridor location public hearing for the segment from MD Route 108 to west 
of U.S. Route 29 was held on August 15, 1973. 

On September 8, 1975, an administrative review session was held by the 
Maryland State Highway Administration in which the decision was made to build 
relocated MD Route 32 along the alignment described as Alternate A in this 
document. 

A Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) was completed, and the Federal 
Highway Administration gave location approval to Alternate A in July of 1977. 

In 1983, a Location Study Report presented an alternate alignment to the 
State Highway Administration's approved alignment for that segment between MD 
Route 108 and Pindell School Road. This alternate alignment, suggested by 
Howard Research and Development (HRD), passes the Trotter Road area 
approximately 900 feet south of the approved alignment. 

A technical report was prepared in January of 1985 in which three alternate 
alignments were compared to the State Highway Administration's approved 
alignment for the segment between MD Route 108 and Pindell School Road. The 
recommendation of this report was to proceed into design of this portion of the 
project based on an alternate alignment with a southerly shift of approximately 
110 feet from the approved alignment through the Trotter Road area. Due to the 
recent expanded jurisdiction of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers over non-tidal 
wetlands, it was determined that this recommendation should be studied further. 

On June 24, 1986, an Alternates Public Meeting was conducted for the MD 
Route 32/MD Route 108 interchange. Presented at this meeting were a No-Build 
Alternate and three Build Alternates for the proposed interchange. 

On March 24, 1988 a Combined Location/Design Public Hearing was conducted 
for MD Route 32 from MD Route 108 to Pindell School Road. 
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8. ALTERNATES CONSIDERED 

Three Build Alternates, in addition to the No-Build Alternate, were studied 
for the proposed extension of 
MD Route 108 in Clarksville 

The 

MD Route 32 from Pindell ScHool Road/Cedar Lane to 

No-Build Alternate would involve no new construe 
of MD Route 32 on a new location. In addition, no signi 
the existing roadways would be provided other than for r 
traffic safety. These routine improvements would in no 

lion for the extension 
jicant improvements to 
lutine maintenance and 

-.-.. .x, ju.t^jr. IHCOC luuuine IIIIIJI uvemenob wuuiu m no way improve the ability 

of the existing roadways to accommodate the projected trafflic growth through the 
design year (2015). Existing MD Route 32 presently experiences severe traffic 
congestion during peak hour conditions. These conditions will continue to 
deteriorate under the No-Build Alternate, creating unsafe traffic conditions. 

Alternate A extends directly between MD Route 108 and IP 
passing Trotter Road approximately 2,800 feet north of the 
(Guilford Road).  This alignment received Location Approv 
Highway Administration, in July 1977.   Due to the r 
jurisdiction by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers over wetla 
it was determined that a shift of this alignment to the so 
reduction in the acreage of wetlands and floodplains impact 
dropped from further study due to the associated wetland and 

indell School Road, 
ixisting Md Route 32 
1 from the Federal 
cent expansion of 
ds and floodplains, 
th would lead to a 

Id. Alternate A was 
jfloodplain impacts. 

Alternate B extends between MD Route 108 and Pindell Schbol Road, bisecting 
Trotter Road approximately 440 feet south of Alternate A (see Figures 7). 
Interchanges would be constructed at MD Route 108 and Pindelll School Road. In 
addition, an option is considered at Trotter Road. Option 3 proposes building a 
bridge carrying Trotter Road over MD Route 32 without a connedtion. 

Alternate C extends between MD Route 108 and Pindell Schol 
Trotter Road approximately 700 feet south of Alternate A. 
studied in an effort to further reduce impacts to wetlands 
However, the impacts are slightly greater than for Alternate 
Alternate C would be located closer to the south Trotter! 
Alternate C was dropped from further study because it had gre* 
impacts than Alternate B and was located closer to an existing 

1 Road, bisecting 
Alternate C was 
and floodplains. 
B.  In addition. 
Road community. 

Iter environmental 
ommunity. 

A diamond interchange is proposed with Alternate B for the 
Route 32 and MD Route 108.   In addition, this interchan 
improvements to MD Route 108 through Clarksville.  At th 
Alternates Public Meeting for the MD Route 32/MD Route 108 in 
alternates were presented at this location. Two of the alterna' 
that meeting are considered stage construction options for t 
interchange.  However, the diamond interchange is required 
connection for MD Routes 32 and 108. (Alternate B is shown on F 
17.) 

connection of MD 
e will include 
June 24, 1986 
erchange, three 
es presented at 
e full diamond 
s the ultimate 
gures 8 through 

A diamond interchange is also proposed for the connection fcf relocated MD 
Route 32 and Pindell School Road/Cedar Lane. Construction of (this road will 
include improvements to Pindell School Road and Cedar Lane. \ new structure 
crossing the Middle Patuxent River will be constructed as part of(the Cedar Lane 
improvements. 
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Service roads are proposed at relocated MD Route 32 and Pindell School 
Road/Cedar Lane interchange. This option is explained in detail in the 
Alternates for Detailed Studies section of this document. 

The construction of relocated MD Route 32, the service roads, and 
improvements to M) Route 108 would be in accordance with current state and 
Federal highway standards. Improvements to Trotter Road, Pindell School Road, 
and Cedar Lane would be designed and constructed in compliance with the 
appropriate Howard County standards. Typical sections are shown on Figures 18 
and 19. 

C. ALTERNATES FOR DETAILED STUDIES 

1. No-Build Alternate 

This alternate will involve no new construction. The No-Build Alternate 
will provide no significant improvements to existing roads. Only routine safety 
and maintenance operations will be performed on the roadway. These routine 
operations will in no way improve the ability of the existing east-west roadway 
to accommodate predicted traffic increases through the design year (2015), 
creating unsafe conditions. 

2. Alternate B (Selected) 

Alternate B originates at the existing northbound lanes of MD Route 32 just 
west of MD Route 108. The alignment then traverses through the Trotter Road 
area where cul-de-sacs will be constructed on both the north and south sides of 
relocated MD Route 32 (see Figure 12). Relocated MD Route 32 will be depressed 
to provide for a future Trotter Road bridge over Relocated MD Route 32 should 
future traffic warrant the construction. In the vicinity of the W.R. Grace 
property and Stretmater Pond, the alignment has been shifted 100 feet north in 
order to reduce impacts to the pond and existing residences along the south side 
of existing MD Route 32. The alignment proceeds easterly to meet the existing 
MD Route 32 construction east of Pindell School Road. Bridges will be 
constructed at MD Route 108 and Pindell School Road. Full diamond-type 
interchanges will be constructed at MD Route 108 and Pindell School Road. This 
alternate will have full control of access with a design speed of 70 miles per 
hour. This alternate will be contained within a minimum right-of-way of 300 
feet. See Figure 18 for typical highway sections. 

3. Option 1 - Service Roads (Selected) 

A service road will also be constructed north of the alignment to allow 
access to the W.R. Grace and Riverhill Game Farm properties from old MD Route 
32. On the south, another service road will be built to connect existing MD 
Route 32 to relocated Sanner Road/Pindell School Road. 

4. Option 2 - Service Roads with Underpass 

This option shows an alternate means of access to the W.R. Grace and 
Riverhill Game Farm properties via an underpass from the south service road at 
the location of the existing W.R. Grace entrance. Under this option, a portion 
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of the north service road from the existing W.R. Grace 
terminus at old MD Route 32 would be eliminated. 

5.  Option 3 - Trotter Road 

Option 3 shows improvements to Trotter Road and a 
carry Trotter Road over the mainline of If) Route 32. Ho 
provided to Trotter Road from relocated MD Route 32. 

6.  Cedar Lane (Selected) 

Improvements to Cedar Lane, including a new bridge 
River, have been included as part of the MD Route 32 
improvements are necessary due to the projected traff 
horizontal and vertical alignment of Cedar Lane, 
necessary with the selection of any alternate, includin 

Y? 

entrance to the eastern 

new bridge structure to 
direct access would be 

Over the Middle Patuxent 
reject.  These proposed 
ic volumes and the poor 

Thqse improvements will be 
the No-Build Alternate. 
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III. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

A. SOCIAL, ECONOMIC, AND LAND USE 

1.  Social Environment 

a.  Population 

In the last decade, the population in Howard County has nearly doubled. 
This resulted from: (a) its strategic location near the center of the expanding 
Baltimore-Washington metropolitan region; (b) the shift of the major 
transportation corridor connecting the two metropolitan areas from Anne Arundel 
County (MD Route 295) to Howard County (Interstate Route 95 and U.S. Route 29); 
and (c) the improvement to the Interstate Route 70 and the U.S. Route 40/48 
corridors to Western Maryland. 

Because it is centrally located between the expanding Baltimore and 
Washington areas, Howard County is absorbing a high percentage of this 
metropolitan growth. From 1960 to 1970, Howard County experienced a population 
increase of 72.6 percent (36,152 to 62,394), and from 1970 to 1980, an increase 
of 91.5 percent (61,911 to 118,572). A population of 230,100 is projected for 
Howard County for the year 2005; an increase of approximately 65 percent over 
1985 levels. Only 31,282, or about 26 percent, of this growth is expected to 
be absorbed by Columbia. Much of the remaining population increase will 
continue to occur in the eastern half of the county, chiefly in areas in and 
around Columbia, Ellicott City, along U.S. Routes 1 and 29, and Interstate Route 
95. As the eastern half of the county develops and vacant areas are filled in, 
annual population growth rates and percentage changes are expected to decline. 

The study area is located within census tract 6053.01 (see Figure 20). 
For population comparison purposes between 1970 and 1980, this census tract must 
be combined with 1980 census tract 6053.02.  Together they comprise the area 
equivalent to the boundaries of Census Tract 6053 in 1970. 

From 1970 to 1980, the population in the area defined by these census 
tracts increased by approximately 366 percent (1,535 to 7,149). 

According to the U.S. Census of Population and Housing (1980), census 
tract 6053.01 had a population of 3,173, two percent of the total county 
population of 118,572 (see Table 2). 
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TABLE 2 

Population and Growth in the Study 

Howard County 

Census Tract 6053.01 

Census Tract 6053* 

TOT 

62,394 

1,535 

TS8C) 

118,572 

3,173 

7,149 

% 

This   census  tract  was   subdivided   into  census 
after 1970. 

b.      Ethnic Characteristics 

An   analysis   of   the   1980   Census   data   indi 
population   (census tract 6053.01 only),  83  percent wejre 
black, and 1 percent were Oriental.    Furthermore, 6 pefcent 
this  census tract were  identified as  being  age 65 or 
of minorities were  identified within the  study area, 
of   elderly  residents   has   been   identified  west   of 
Harmony   Hall,   a   retirement   area   for   the   aged   whicf 
convalescent home (see Figure 20). 

c.      Neighborhoods 

The Howard County General Plan defines a dis 
creating a series of physically and socially unified 
County. 

The   study   area   is   comprised   of   sparsely 
older  and  newer residential   subdivisions just  outside 
neighborhoods    include    Braeburn,    Clarksville,    Fox   Pi 
Forest   Hills,   Meadows,    Dogwood,    and   Heritage   Heigh 
consist    of    single-family    dwellings    situated    in 
agricultural   settings.      More   rural   and   less   develop 
widely   spaced   single-family  homes,   including  several 
area. 

S3 

Area 

of Change" 

90.0 

365.7 

tracts   6053.01   and  6053.02 

dates   that,   of   the   total 
white,   16 percent were 

of the population in 
older.    No concentrations 

However,  a concentration 
Cellar  Lane;   it   is  known  as 

includes   a   nursing   and 

inctive planning  goal   of 
neighborhoods  for  Howard 

po »ul ated concentrations of 
the Columbia area. These 
use, Spring Lake Farms, 
s. These neighborhoods 
/ooded, open space, or 
;d portions contain more 
farms in the Clarksville 

Many other subdivisions are planned for deve 
in the near future as part of the Columbia New Town devlel 
these subdivisions will be River Hill, a village c 
planned for completion between 1991 and 2000. As a res 
of the new village will contain apartments and townhc 
are selling land to developers, which will alter 
countryside. 
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2.  Community Facilities and Services (Figure 21) 

The study area is effectively serviced by many 
services located in Clarksville and in nearby Columbia 

a.  Schools 

The study area and surrounding area contain t(ie following schools 

1) Clarksville Elementary 
2) Clarksville Middle 
3) St. Louis Elementary 
4) Howard County Gateway 
5) Atholton High. 

These schools are shown on Figure 21. As growth 
103/MD Route 108 corridor, additional elementary an< 
built to accommodate anticipated population increases. 

b. Churches 

Places of worship in the study area include 
Linden Linthineum United Methodist Church, and Abiding 

c. Parks 

The Middle Patuxent Environmental Area lies 
Middle Patuxent River between MD Route 32 and MD Route 
Howard County Department of Recreation and Parks has 
usage or management. This resource is addressed in deta 
document. 

d.  Emergency Services 

Fire and ambulance services are provided 
Volunteer Fire Company in Clarksville, Columbia Compa|ny 
Patuxent Parkway, and Lisbon Company #4 on MD Route 94 

e.  Law Enforcement 

The Howard County Police Department, located 
Maryland State Police, Waterloo Barracks, serve the Cl< 

Columbia. 

f.  Health Care Facilities 

Health services are provided by the Howard C 
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community facilities and 

occurs in the MD Route 
middle schools will be 

St. Louis Catholic Church 
Savior Lutheran Church. 

along the segment of the 
108 (see Figure 21). The 
1,238 acres under passive 
il in Section IV of this 

by the Fifth District 
#7, located on Little 

n Ellicott City, and the 
rksville area. 

)unty General Hospital in 

ST* 
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3. Economic Setting 

The county's location between the Baltimore and Washington metropolitan 
areas and the establishment of Columbia were the two primary reasons for the 
county's economic growth in the past two decades. Both new industry and the 
expansion of the established economic base are encouraged. Planned economic 
growth and development are dependent upon efficient transportation systems. 
U.S. Route 29, Interstate Route 95, and Interstate Route 70 serve as primary 
arteries for the transportation of goods and services in Howard County and to 
surrounding regional markets. MD Route 32 serves as the primary connector 
between Annapolis and Interstate Route 70 in Howard County. 

The Howard County General Plan gives high priority to attracting high 
technology industries, research and development facilities and new office and 
light manufacturing uses. Employment forecasts indicate that overall employment 
in Howard County will increase nearly 126 percent - from 45,000 jobs in 1979 to 
101,900 jobs in 2005. 

The primary source of employment within the study area is the W.R. Grace 
Research Lab, which employs approximately 500 employees. Other areas of 
employment and economic activity include businesses located in Clarksville, 
small convenience shopping center along MD Route 108, several schools throughout 
the area, and the Johns Hopkins Applied Physics Laboratory. Census information 
indicates that public administration, educational services, retail trade, and 
business repair services provide the highest percentage of employment within 
census tract 6053.01. 

The 1979 median household income within the study area census tract was 
$31,188, which was slightly higher than the county median of $27,612. 

4. Land Use 

a.  Existing (See Figure 22) 

Land in the study area is predominantly forested and flanked by 
extensive tracts of farmland; interspersed throughout the study area are low 
density residential and light commercial/industrial uses. 

Ccmmercial and institutional land use is concentrated in the western 
portion of the study area in Clarksville and further north along MD Route 108. 
Light industrial and commercial land use is also located along MD Route 32. 

The central portion of the study area is forest land, some of which is 
designated for rural conservation. This area is bisected by Trotter Road, along 
which low density residential uses are located. 

Several low density residential subdivisions consisting of 3-acre lots 
exist along MD Route 32 between Pindell School Road and MD Route 108. 
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b.  Future (See Figure 23) 

The Howard County General Plan (1981) cofitains long-range guidelines 
for future land development and growth. Its prime 
development to those locations where public 
sufficient to serve anticipated needs. The Plan al< 
would be minimized in areas outside of the planne 
preserve prime agricultural and conservation areas, 
the central and western portions of the county 
environment and the rural agricultural character 
protected from development.  The eastern portioji 
designated as a development district.  MD Route 
boundary between the eastern and central portions of 

objective is to channel land 
u-filities are available and 

o indicates that development 
service areas in order to 
The county has designated 

&s areas where the natural 
are to be preserved and 
of the county has been 

IjOS appears to serve as the 
the county. 

Future land use plans for the study arec 
residential development will occur.  Much of the wqoded area is designated for 
residential development as 
village of Columbia, River 
community's vacant land and will 
in the center of Clarksville. 

an extension of Columbia 
Hill, is completed, it 

indicate that significant 

s New Town. When 
vvlill occupy much of 

the 
the 

last 
farm 

extend to the intersection of MD Routes 32/108 

• a 

River Hill will include 2,400 units, housim 
along with a commercial center. The village is schequl 
1991 and 2000. River Hill is designed to be Columb 
having the lowest density, larger lots, and more op 
acres.  As a result of rezoning, 33 acres of the 
apartments and townhouses. 

approximately 7,000 people 
ed for completion between 
s most expansive village, 

;n space, approximately 950 
new village will contain 

i  for development as estate Other farms along MD Route 108 have been sol 
lots of three- to seven-acre homesites. 

B. NATURAL ENVIRONMENT 

1.  Geology, Topography, and Soils 

a. Physiography/Topography 

The study area is located west of the Che 
half way between Washington, D.C. and Baltimore in 
Province.  The terrain in the area is generally 
tributaries of the Patuxent River system. 
500 to 300 feet above sea level. Existing 
percent, although they may be as much as 20 

b. Geology 

Elevation; 
slopes are 
percent ir 

The Piedmont Province, which encompasses th 

approximately 
Physiographic 
dissected by 
approximately 

within a range of 0 to 10 
the vicinity of streams. 

iapeake Bay, 
:he Piedmont 
rolling and 
range from 

study area. consists of 
Paleozoic Age plutonic 
pelitic schist of the 

ce; however, outcrops are 

highly deformed Precambrian Age metamorphic rocks ahd 
rocks.  The study area is underlain to the east by 
Wissahickon Formation and to the west by the Baltimire Gneiss.  The Guilford 
Quartz Monzonite also occurs in the area as discontinuous lenticular bodies. 
Bedrock is approximately 0 to 20 feet below the surf; 
generally restricted to stream beds and valleys. 

III-5 



•WATER 
TE$ ^ 

HtKS CHOICE '"M^\ -r,^> 

Rural Residential 

Mixed Residential/Commercial • 

Commercial/Industrial • 

Institutional 

Wooded/Cultivated Open Space 

MARYLAND ROUTE 32 
Fronri Maryland Route 108 to Pindelt School Road 

EXISTING LAND USE 

Scale in Feet 

o      'soo     1000 
FIGURE 22; 

DWE 
—SROV 

rfes 

-»• **"  
IB, STA. 



"••—¥*•* 

••'vIvJFdftESt 

LEGEND 

Rural Residential 

ZM$i   Mixed Residential/Commercial • 

Commercial/Industrial 

Institutional 

Wooded/Cultivated Open Space 

MARYLAND ROUTE 32 
Fronji Maryland Route 108 to Pindell School Road A 

FUTURE LAND USE 

\ 
(500       1000 20O0 

FIGURE 23 

' v'-v.v;: ::•':'&c"rM"••.scw.•, 

f 

^ 

^>"*   BRAEBURN 

tJ^ 

^ 

i^CJotka^at 

•.?*^: c^ 
^ *?- 

HALCS- 

•T?:::-::::i?-v:5y RIDGE l"* 

'v^v-i'-i^i'-.'vfi ,•• '.-V ^i^w.{ -   ;J ^^"^^ 

aKm^v:-*>:V.-:^vx::::r:-:::-;: 
|^PO GWOOD ::\v:^:}i:^-\ ,' ^^;}CLARKSViL •^-:"-:-:^::;---^-:-:---V--:->^^ 
f^^-'-V'/^wK-V^^v^s^V.        **»*•'*.••""§ *'WMfc.yV/.:\^:r//:-7.^^ 



6/ 

Mineral resources in the Piedmont Province include building and crushed 
stone, slate, small deposits of base metals, and chromite. No mining activity 
is in progress within the study area. 

c.  Soils 

Soils in the study area belong to the Glenelg-Chester-Manor association 
to the west and the Glenelg-Manor-Chester association to the east. They are 
generally deep, well-drained soils, and range from gently sloping in the west to 
steep in the east. Soil associations are named for the major soil series 
present in them, although minor soils are also present. Table 3 lists the soils 
series present in the study area. These soils are generally acceptable for 
highway construction, although some limitations do exist. For instance, Glenelg 
and Manor soils are highly susceptible to erosion; Baile- soils are poorly 
drained and have a seasonally high water table; and Glenville soils have a 
fragipan that impedes drainage. The soils in the study area are also well- 
suited for agricultural and residential uses. 

Preliminary assessment shows the presence of prime farmland soils 
within the study corridor. When these soils are in agricultural use and are 
zoned for agriculture, any change in use must be coordinated with the U.S. Soil 
Conservation Service by completing a Farmland Conversion Impact Rating, Form 
AD-1006. This coordination has been completed. Because the site assessment 
totals less than 160 points, the farmlands impacted by the project qualify for 
only a minimal level of consideration for protection. 

TABLE 3 

Soil Series in Study Area 

Name Symbol 

Baile silt loam Ba 
Chester gravely silt loan CgB2,  CgC2 
Chester silt loam ChA,  ChB2,  ChC2,  ChD2 
Comus silt loam Cs 
Eli oak silty clay loam E1D3 
Eli oak silt loam EkA,  EkB2,  EkC2,  EkD2 
Glenelg loam G1A,  G1B2,  G1C2,  G1D2 
Glenville silt loam GnA,  GnB2 
Manor loam MIA,  M1D2,  M1D3,  M1E 
Manor gravel  loam MgB2, MgC2, MgC3 

Source: Soil Survey - Howard County, Maryland, U.S.D.A 

I 
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2.  Water Resources 

a.  Surface Water 

Surface water of the study area is part 
drainage basin (see the Alternates Mapping).  Th 
agricultural and residential. 

The Maryland Department of Natural 
Administration, classifies all surface waters 
categories: 

Class I  -   Water contact recreation, hab 
life, and wildlife 

Class II -   Shellfish harvesting 
Class III -   Natural trout waters 
Class IV -   Recreational trout waters. 

All waters of the state are Class 
provided by higher classifications. 

Streams within the study area are designa 
standards are being met. 

\3r 

of the Middle Patuxent River 
e drainage area is primarily 

Resources,  Water Resources 
of the state into four use 

itat for fish, other aquatic 

with additional protection 

ed as Class I. Water quality 

'atuxent River, was declared a 
The state monitors all 

The Patuxent River, including the Middle 
Scenic River by the Maryland General Assembly in 
modifications and construction in order to preserve the River in a condition 
consistent with this designation. This River is nsither listed nor does it have 
potential for listing as a National Wild and SceniJ: River. 

1972, 

One man-made pond is located near the 
within the study area.  This large farm pond 
property across the road from the W.R. Grace Comdany 
appears to be of high quality and is extremely cr 
Abundant submerged vegetation and fish were obs 
visit. The original alignment of the proposed MD 
upon this pond, but the alignment has been shifted 
disturbing the pond. 

b.  Groundwater 

froposed MD Route 32 corridor 
s located on the Stretmater 

The water in this pond 
ear for a pond of this type, 
jrved in it during the site 
Route 32 would have infringed 
further to the north to avoid 

The normal precipitation in this area i 
small percentage infiltrates to recharge groundwal 
factors that determine the rate of infiltration ar 

o Duration, intensity, and periodicity 
o Type of soil or rock at surface; and 
o   The general topography of the landscape 

rainfall 
aquifers 

In Howard County, the groundwater is so 
These types of aquifers are usually 

under a water table condition.  Howevei 
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EPA-designated sole source aquifer. There are three major rock formations in 
the MD Route 32 corridor which are important water-bearing formations:  the 
Patuxent Formation, the New Oxford Formation, and the early Paleozoic and 
PreCambrian Formations. 

The Patuxent Formation, Potomac Group, is Lower Cretaceous in age. It 
is approximately 140 feet thick and is located only in the eastern part of the 
county. Its rate of yield varies from 8 to 35 gallons per minutes (gpm). 

The New Oxford Formation, Newark Group, is Upper Triassic in age. Its 
approximate thickness is 0-1,500 feet. However, very good yields are reported 
from 0.2 to 183 gpm from the following geologic units: 

o Wissahickon Formation (albite and oligoclase faces) 
o Harpers Phyllite 
o Ijamsville Phyllite 
o Baltimore Gneiss 
o Sykesville Formation 
o Laurel Gneiss 
o Kensington Granite Gneiss 
o Ellicott City Granite 
o Guilford Granite 
o Relay Quartz Diorite 
o Cockeysville Marble. 

The groundwater availability in these areas is moderate. The amount 
of water pumped from wells is small (1 percent) when compared to the large 
reservoirs in the area which serve as the water supply. Due to the area's 
topography and geology, the potential for contamination is moderate to high. 
The greatest potential for contamination exists where there has been an increase 
in development near recharge areas. Moreover, the aquifers in the study area 
are close to the surface (ranging from 43 to 136 feet) and are susceptible to 
contamination. The well-drained Glenelg-Chester-Manor soils are the most 
significant obstruction to pollutants entering the aquifer. 

c.  Floodplains 

The 100-year floodplains within the study area are located adjacent to 
the Middle Patuxent River. The floodplain limits (shown on the Alternates 
Mapping) are based on the Federal Insurance Administration's Flood Insurance 
Study for Howard County, 1986. 

3.  Ecology 

a.  Terrestrial Habitat 

Most of the forested land in the study area is of the central hardwood 
association; primarily oak, hickory, tulip-poplar, maple, walnut, black locust, 
and beech. Some softwoods are found within the study area, mostly Virginia 
pine. The forest resources are typically regrowths of cutover woodlands or of 
abandoned agricultural lands and are, therefore, primarily second-growth 
woodlands. 
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Agricultural areas are mainly pasture. 
Most of the impacted agricultural areas are presenljly 

lay fields, and grain crops, 
in use as pasture land. 

Si Woodlands within the study area provide 
of small mammals and birds, as well as whitetail 
in many of the wooded areas. There is also exten 
where forest lands abut agricultural areas. This 
beneficial for small game animals and birds, as are 
abandoned agricultural lands. 

b.  Aquatic Habitat 

The aquatic habitat of the study area 
Middle Patuxent River, Cricket Creek, and small unnfcmed 
Middle Patuxent River. 

itable habitat for a variety 
ieer. Deer sign was abundant 
ive edge habitat in the area 

^dge habitat is typically very 
the areas of regrowth on the 

The main stem of the Middle Patuxent Rivei 
aquatic habitat within the study area. A variety 
areas with large rocks and overhanging tree roots 
species.  Riffle areas are abundant and probably 
oxygenated macroinvertebrate habitats. These macro 
constitute a good source of food for fish within th 

onsists of farm ponds, the 
tributary streams of the 

provides the most extensive 
of pools and small backwater 
provide cover for small fish 
provide a diversity of well 
nvertebrates would, in term, 
stream. 

The smaller tributary streams probably pre vide minimal aquatic habitat 
because their flow is less reliable during dry comitions. On August 25, 1987, 
during the field reconnaissance performed for the wetlands 
dry conditions), these streams were observed to ha\ 
species were present in any of them. The overhai 
smaller streams can, however, provide a supply of 
insects and 
present. 

mapping (under very 
j very low flows and no fish 
ging vegetation along these 
xogenous food in the form of 

leaf litter which may be carried downstream to areas where fish are 

Wetlands 

In accordance with Executive Order 11930 
proposed construction have been quantified.  All 
impact the same wetlands, differing only in the acr 

Non-tidal wetlands occur in the study arefe 
River and the tributaries. The classification of 
Table 4. Wetland areas potentially affected by 
identified through field surveys. 

wetland impacts of the 
;hree alternative alignments 
age impacted. 

An initial wetland field review with the I 
and other state and Federal representatives was 
Minutes of that meeting are included in Appendix A. 
and Wildlife Service are also included. 

Characteristics of the predominant wetland 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and briefly descri bel 

o       System - Palustrine, Riverine 
o       Classes  - Forested,  Scrub-Shrub, 

III-9 

along the Middle Patuxent 
these wetlands is given in 
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.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
held on August 25, 1987. 
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below: 

classified by the 
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TABLE 4 

Description and Classification of Wetlands 

Location 
Wetland 
Number Site Description Classification 

Clarksville 1 Wetland approximately 400 feet west 
of MD Route 108 and 200 feet south 
of existing MD Route 32. 

Palustrine Forested 

Clarksville 2 Stream approximately 750 feet north 
of Wake Forest Road and Thompson 
Drive intersection. 

Riverine Streambed 

Clarksville 3 Wetland and stream approximately 
800 feet east of Wake Forest Road 
and Thompson Drive intersection. 

Palustrine Forested 
and Riverine Stream- 
bed 

Clarksville 4 Stream approximately 1,200 feet 
northeast of Wake Forest Road 
and Thompson Drive intersection. 

Riverine Streambed 

Clarksville 5 Wetland approximately 1,650 feet 
east of Wake Forest Road and 
Thompson Drive intersection. 

Palustrine Forested 

Clarksville 6 Wetland approximately 3,450 feet 
southeast of Wake Forest Road and 
Thompson Drive intersection. 

Palustrine Forested 

Clarksville 7 Stream approximately 3,200 feet 
southeast of Wake Forest Road and 
Thompson Drive intersection. 

Riverine Streambed 

Clarksville 8 Wetland approximately 2,150 feet 
north of Trotter Road and Guilford 
Road intersection. 

Palustrine Forested 

Clarksville 9 Wetland approximately 2,250 feet 
north of Trotter Road and Guilford 
Road intersection. 

Palustrine Forested 
Scrub-Shrub 

Clarksville 10 Wetland approximately 3,000 feet 
north of Trotter Road and Guilford 
Road intersection. 

Palustrine Forested 

Clarksville 11 Stream approximately 2,400 feet 
northeast of Trotter Road and 
Guilford Road intersection. 

Riverine Streambed 
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TABLE 4 
(Cont'd) 

Des cription and Classificatioi of Wetlands 

Wetland 
Location Number Site Description Classification 

Clarksville 12 Stream approximately 2,60( 
northeast of Trotter Road 
Guilford Road intersectior 

feet 
and 
* 

Riverine Streambed 

Clarksville 13 Wetland and stream approxi mately Palustrine Forested, 
1,500 feet northwest of Swing Scrub-Shrub, and 
Court and Guilford Road Riverine Streambed 
intersection. 

Columbia 14 Wetland approximately 500 feet Palustrine Scrub- 
northeast of Swing Court aSnd Shrub and Riverine 
Guilford Road intersection • Streambed 

Columbia 15 Wetland approximately 250 feet Palustrine Emergent 
southwest of W.R. Grace Re search and Open Water 
Lab Road and Guilford Road (Pond) 
intersection. 

Columbia 16 Stream approximately 600 f 
of Pindell School Road and 
Route 32 intersection. 

;et north 
MD 

Riverine Streambed 

Columbia 17 Wetland and stream approxii lately Palustrine Scrub- 
600 feet north of Pindell School Shrub and Riverine 
Road and MD Route 32 inter ection. Streambed 

Columbia 18 Stream just west of Pindel 
Road approximately 800 fee 
of MD Route 32. 

School 
south 

Riverine Streambed 

Columbia 19 Stream just west of Cedar ane Riverine Streambed 
Bridge over Middle Patuxen River. and Palustrine 

Emergent 

1^ 
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Unconsolidated Bottom 
o  Subclasses - Broad-leaved Deciduous, Cobble/Gravel, Sand, Mud 
o  Water Regime - Temporary and Seasonal Saturated 
o   Water Chemistry - Fresh 

The predominant vegetation found in these wetland types is briefly 
described below and a more complete list of plant species is given in Appendix 
B. Predominant vegetative associations are: 

o Palustrine Forested - Characterized by woody vegetation, including 
red maple (Acer rubrum), pin oak (Quercus palustris), spicebush 
(Lindera benzoin), and various species of Polygonum. 

o Palustrine Scrub-Shrub - Dominated by wooded vegetation less than 
6 meters tall, including true shrubs, young trees, and 
environmentally small or stunted trees; typical dominants are 
elderberry (Sambucus canadensis), blackwillow (Salix nigra), and 
young trees such as red maple. 

o Riverine Streambed - Includes all parts of channels that are not 
included in any other classes; typical vegetation includes 
pioneering annuals such as the Polygonums. 

Wetlands within the area are generally of high quality and provide the 
following functions: 

o Passive recreation and natural habitat value 
o Habitat for aquatic wildlife or fisheries 
o Sediment trapping (short-term) 
o Groundwater discharge 
o Nutrient retention (short-term) 
o Food chain support (nutrient export) 
o Active recreation 
o Flood desynchronization 
o Nutrient retention/removal (long-term) 
o Sediment trapping (long-term) 
o Groundwater recharge. 

The functions of the individual wetlands are shown in Table 5. These 
wetlands are shown on the Alternates Mapping. 

d.  Wildlife 

Mammals 

The diverse habitat of the area, particularly the abundance of edge 
habitat, provides suitable environment for numerous mammals. Small game species 
such as rabbits, squirrels, and raccoons are probably quite abundant. Some 
evidence of these species was noted during the wetlands survey of the area. 
Tracks of whitetail deer were also noted in abundance during this survey as well 
as browsing areas, particularly within the wetlands where jewelweed seems to be 
a preferred browse. Many small rodents such as mice, shrews, and voles are also 
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likely to be abundant within the woodlands and agricultural areas.   No 
endangered species are known to exist in the study area. 

Birds 

Again, the diversity of habitat types within the area provides suitable 
cover and food opportunities for numerous species of songbirds as well as some 
raptors. Upland game bird species found within the area are quail and doves. 
The edge habitat is especially suitable for maintaining a diverse bird 
population because it provides the advantages of two or more habitat types. No 
known endangered species occur within the project area. 

Reptiles and Amphibians 

Representatives of this group of fauna which can be expected to occur 
within the project area include snakes, turtles, lizards, salamanders, frogs, 
and toads. The wetland areas in and around the tributary streams and the Middle 
Patuxent River provide the most suitable habitat for herptiles. These areas 
provide suitable cover and a plentiful supply of water necessary for the 
survival of most of these species as well as the habitat required for 
reproduction by the amphibian species. 

e.  Threatened, Endangered, or Rare Species 

Coordination with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the Maryland 
Forest, Park, and Wildlife Service indicates that no known federally listed 
threatened or endangered species have been reported in the project area. The 
Maryland Forest, Park and Wildlife Service Heritage Program reported that 
records exist within the general project area for the following rare plant 
species: whorled mountain-mint (Pycnanthemum verticillatum), water-plantain 
spearwort (Ranunculus ambigens), smalls ragwort (Senecio anonymus), and woodland 
agrimony (Agrimonia striata). None of these species was observed during the 
field reconnaissance and these species are not state-listed. 

C. EXISTING AIR QUALITY 

The MD Route 32 project is within the Metropolitan Baltimore Intrastate Air 
Quality Control Region. While only a portion of the region does not meet the 
primary standards for carbon monoxide (CO), the entire region is subject to 
transportation control measures such as the Vehicle Emissions Inspections 
Program. 

A detailed microscale air quality analysis has been performed to determine 
the CO impact for the proposed project, which is described in further detail in 
Section IV. 

D. EXISTING NOISE CONDITIONS 

Fifteen noise sensitive areas (NSAs) have been identified in the MD Route 32 
study area. Descriptions of the noise sensitive areas are provided in Table 6. 
In addition, the locations of the noise sensitive areas are shown on Figure 24. 
A copy of the Technical Analysis Report is available at the State Highway 
Administration, 707 North Calvert Street, Baltimore, Maryland 21202. 
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TABLE 6 

Noise Sensitive Areas 

Noise Sensitive 
Area 

nv 

Description 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

East side of Cedar Lane north oi 

Residence, in northwest quadrant 
proposed MD Route 32 interchange 

Residence, southwest side of th( 
Pindell School Road. 

Residence, south side of existiijg MD Route 32 west of 
Swing Court. 

Historic site, north side of prcjposed MD Route 32 at 
Station 609+. 

the Patuxent River. 

of Pindell School Road and 

South Service Road near 

Residence, southeast side of ex- 
Swing Court. 

Clarksville Middle School at Trc 
MD Route 32. 

Residence, northeast quadrant o 
proposed MD Route 32 interchang* 

Residence, southwest quadrant o' 
proposed MD Route 32 interchangi 

Historic site, north side of ex 
of Trotter Road. 

Residence, north of existing MD 
Road. 

Edge of right-of-way, along nor' 

sting MD Route 32 west of 

tter Road and existing 

the Trotter Road and 

the Trotter Road and 

sting MD Route 32 west 

Route 32 west of Trotter 

h side of Station 538. 

Residence, south side of Wake Fjrest Road. 

Residence, north side at existing MD Route 32 east of 
Thompson Drive. 

St. Louis School, west side of 
of Ten Oaks Road. 

ixisting MD Route 32 south 
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Highway traffic noise is usually measured on the "A" weighted decibel scale 

"dBA," which is the scale that has a frequency range closest to that of the 
human ear. In order to give a sense of perspective, a quiet rural night would 
register about 25 dBA, a quiet suburban night would register about 60 dBA, and a 
very noisy urban daytime about 80 dBA. Under typical field conditions, noise 
level changes of 2-3 dBA can barely be detected, but a 5-dBA-change is readily 
noticeable. A 10-dBA increase is judged by most people as a doubling of sound 
loudness. (This information is presented in the "Fundamentals and Abatement of 
Highway Traffic Noise" by Bolt, Beranek and Marman, Inc., for FHWA, 1980.) 

The Federal Highway Administration has established, through FHPM 7-7-3, 
noise abatement criteria for various land uses. These criteria, along with the 
associated acting category, are shown in Table 7. 

The noise levels in this analysis are expressed in terms of the Leq noise 
level, which is the energy-averaged noise level for a given time period. All 
ambient and predicted noise levels in this report are Leq exterior noise levels 
unless otherwise noted. 

In an acoustical analysis, measurement of ambient noise levels is intended 
to establish the basis for impact analysis. The ambient noise levels, as 
recorded, represent a generalized view of present noise levels. Variations in 
total traffic volume, truck traffic volumes, speed, etc. may cause fluctuations 
in ambient noise levels of several decibels. However, for the purpose of impact 
assessment, these fluctuations are usually not sufficient to significantly 
affect the assessment. 

It was determined that for most of the noise sensitive areas, the most 
typical noise conditions occur during the non-rush hour period (9:00 a.m. - 4:00 
p.m.). During this time, the highest noise levels are experienced for the 
greatest length of time. 

An on-site monitoring program was conducted in November of 1987. 
Measurements were made for 20-minute intervals at each of the 15 NSAs. Ambient 
noise levels ranged from 46 dBA to 69 dBA for these sites. 

The results of the ambient monitoring are discussed in more detail in 
Section IV. 

E. CULTURAL RESOURCES 

1.  Historic Sites 

An historic sites reconnaissance of the project area was executed in 1975 by 
the Maryland Historical Trust. Three sites within the Howard County portion 
currently being considered were identified as historic. These sites are: 

o   HO 158 River Hill/Owings Residence 
o   HO 164 Wellings Stone House 
o  HO 165 Vogel House 

The first two sites were identified as possibly meeting the criteria for 
listing in the National Register of Historic Places (See Figure 21). The State 
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Activity 
Category 

TABLE 7 

Noise Abatement Criteria 

n ^ 

D 

E 

Leg (h) 

57 
(Exterior) 

67 
(Exterior) 

72 
(Exterior) 

52 
(Interior) 

Description of 
Activity Category 

Lands o 
are of 
and 
and wh 
qualiti 
is to cc 
purpose, 

sene 
ere 

which serenity and quiet 
Extraordinary significance 

an important public need, 
the preservation of those 
is essential if the area 

ntinue to serve its intended 

Picnic ireas, recreation areas, 
playgrounds, active sports areas, 
parks, residences, motels, hotels, 
schools churches, libraries, and 
hospitals, 

Develo 
ities 
or B a 

pud 
nut 
bnve. 

lands, properties or activ- 
included in Categories A 

Undeveloped lands. 

Residences, motels, hotels, public 
meeting rooms, schools, churches, 
librari is, hospitals, and 
auditor urns 

Reference: 23 CFR, Part 772 
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Historic Preservation Officer, in his November 1987 letter (included in the 
Comments and Coordination Section) concurs with these levels of significance: 

River Hill/Clings Residence (HO 158) is the only known original building 
which remains on the once extensive estate owned and farmed by the Owings. 
It is a very large, well-preserved, two-part stone house which probably 
dates to the early nineteenth century. The Owings family is significant in 
the locality for its ownership of the Warfield-Owings Mill, later called 
Simpsonville, located in the Town of Owingsville, which was re-named for the 
Simpsons who resided in the community in the late nineteenth century. 

Wellings Stone House (HO 164) is significant as a large, early nineteenth 
century stone house, which retains considerable integrity. It is the only 
intact original building which remains of the extensive estate that the 
Honorable John Dorsey deeded to his daughter. 

An additional reconnaissance was undertaken in 1987, and two additional 
historic structures were identified. These are HO 268 (Hatfield Residence) and 
HO 210 (Walter Scott Farmhouse). These are not thought to meet the criteria for 
National Register listing. The Simpsonville Mill ruin, although still partially 
extant, is more appropriately considered as an archeological site (18 HO 080). 

2.  Archeological Sites 

A Phase I Archeological Study of the study area was conducted. Two historic 
archeological sites were identified as potentially eligible for listing in the 
National Register of Historic Places. 

Site 18 HO 149 is a nineteenth century house site with an associated trash 
dump. Site 18 HO 080, the Simpsonville Stone Ruins, is a complex of nineteenth 
and possibly eighteenth century ruins, including a mill, houses, a bridge, and a 
dam. 18 HO 149 and 18 HO 080 are both considered potentially eligible for 
listing in the National Register of Historic Places. 
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IV. ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

A. SOCIAL, ECONOMIC, AND LAND USE . 

1.  Social Impacts 

a. Residential Relocations 

The preliminary relocation and right-of-way reports are summarized 
below and are available for review at the State Highway Administration, 707 
North Calvert Street, Baltimore, Maryland 21202. 

No displacements will occur under the No-Build Alternate. 

Alternate B will require the acquisition of one owner-occupied 
residence, a two-story frame dwelling on Trotter Road. 

The family will be provided decent, safe, and sanitary replacement 
housing within its financial means.  Relocation of the family is expected to 
occur in a timely, satisfactory, and humane manner without undue hardship to 
those affected from the date of initiation of negotiations. 

The relocation will be completed in accordance with the provisions of 
the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Land Acquisition Policies Act of 1970. 
The relocation assistance study for this document is available for review in the 
District Office of the Office of Real Estate. A summary of the relocation 
assistance program in the State of Maryland is provided in the Appendix to this 
document. 

Based upon housing availability trends in the project area, as well as 
the available Greater Baltimore Multiple Listing Services, sufficient affordable 
replacement housing is available in the Howard County marketplace to replace the 
housing to be acquired. Housing may not be available within the statutory 
limits of the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Land Acquisition Policies Act of 
1970. If so, "housing as a last resort" will be used to provide decent, safe, 
and sanitary replacement housing for those affected by this project. 

One rented home, including several farm structures located at the 
intersection of MD Route 32/Pindell School Road, is owned by the State Highway 
Administration. This home is not included in the relocation estimates, and the 
occupants are not eligible for relocation assistance. This property was 
acquired under the previous construction contract and relocation assistance was 
paid at that time as stated in the original FEIS, report number 
FHWA-MD-EIS-72-07-(F). 

b. Effects on Minorities, Handicapped, Elderly Persons 

There are no known handicapped or minority group members affected by 
this proposed project. 
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Summary of Equal  Opportunity Program!of Maryland State Highway 
Administration 

It  is the policy of the Maryland Stbte Highway Administration to 
ensure compliance with the provisions of Title 
1964,    and    related    civil    rights    laws    and 
discrimination  on   the  grounds   of   race,   color 
religion,   physical   or  mental   handicap  in  all 
program    projects   funded   in   whole   or   in   p 
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 assistance. 

IVI of the Civil  Rights Act of 
regulations    which    prohibit 
sex,   national   origin,   age. 

State  Highway Administration 
[rt    by   the   Federal    Highway 

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

d.      Access to Community Facilities and Services 

Under   the   No-Build   Alternate,   traffic   vc 
continue   to   increase   along   existing   MD   Route   32 

llumes   and   congestion   will 
nd   MD   Route   108   as   local 

residential,   as well   as commercial   and industrial  tl 
increase concurrently with ongoing suburbanization of 
facilities   and   services   will   become   increasingly   u 
No-Build Alternate could also impede the response tinje of emergency vehicles as 
traffic volumes increase. 

rough-traffic, continue to 
the area. Access to local 
isafe   for   residents.      The 

Alternate B, the selected alternate, would fcarallel existing MD Route 
32 from Cedar Lane to MD Route 108 in Clarksville.) Motorists will have the 
option of using either service roads or the new highway in traveling to and from 
community facilities and services within and about tie study area. The volume 
of traffic using existing MD Route 32 will be greatly!reduced, making that road 
far safer for residents and local traffic destined for|Clarksville, Columbia, or 
other areas. 

Access to local schools, particularly Clarkkville Middle School and 
Atholton High School will be considerably altered by Allternate B, which proposes 
to cul-de-sac Trotter Road to both sides of the relocated MD Route 32. School 
buses may encounter additional routing and resultant expense due to the cul-de- 
sac of Trotter Road. School buses servicing the nor :hern portion of Trotter 
Road will need to make a U-turn at the cul-de-sac in )rder to access MD Route 
108 and MD Route 32. Students now walking along Trotte Road, north of proposed 
MD Route 32, en route to Clarksville Middle School will be prohibited by 
relocated Md Route 32. There may be some additional tjusing of school students 
required.   (See Page VII-123.) 
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e. Disruption of Neighborhoods and Communities 

Alternate B, which proposes to cul-de-sac Trotter Road, will bisect the 
neighborhood along Trotter Road and possibly affect its cohesion. Also, the 
proposed alignment could be close to new subdivisions planned for the study 
area. 

The proposed Village Collector, shown on Figure 24, (following Page 
111-15) is part of the Howard Research and Development New Town development and 
is shown for reference only. 

Neighborhoods along existing MD Route 32 should find that the proposed 
project will alleviate traffic volumes and delays because through traffic will 
be diverted to relocated MD Route 32. It will also separate a large volume of 
truck traffic from existing MD Route 32; this truck traffic poses unsafe 
conditions due to the numerous residential driveways accessing directly onto 
existing MD Route 32. 

f. Effects on Parks and Public Recreation 

The Build Alternate will not adversely affect any public park or 
recreational area. Approximately 1.0 acre of property will be required from the 
Middle Patuxent Environmental Area.  See page IV-27, Section 4(f) Evaluation 
for more detail concerning this impact. ' 

2.  Economic Impacts 

a. Business Displacements and Relocations 

No business displacements or relocations will be required bv 
Alternate B. 

b. Effects on Regional Business Activity 

The completion of this segment of relocated MD Route 32 (Patuxent 
Freeway) is part of a series of projects designed to extend MD Route 32 as a 
controlled access highway from Interstate Route 70 near Cooksville in Howard 
County to tie into MD Route 3 (proposed Interstate Route 97) leading into the 
City of Annapolis in Anne Arundel County. Its purpose is to provide a safe, 
fast, and expedient route between the eastern shore and western Maryland which 
bypasses the more densely populated areas of Baltimore and Washington, D.C. It 
also provides a more direct link between the Columbia and Annapolis market 
areas. 

Industrial development in Howard County is primarily concentrated along 
the entire eastern edge of the county between Interstate Route 95 and the Anne 
Arundel County border. The improvements to the Interstate Route 70/U.S. Route 
40 corridor have also created new economic development opportunities along the 
northern edge of the county. The improved transportation system on MD Route 32 
will enhance the county's economic base. The access created by this roadway 
will expedite the transportation of goods and services from the Port of 
Baltimore to airport facilities, markets in western Maryland, and to resale 
markets in general. 
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Under the Build Alternate, commercial traffic will have a more direct 
access to and from major highways and to surround-|ng industrial and employment 
areas. 

The Howard County General Plan addresses tile short-, medium-, and long- 
range trends for future development. Highway imprdvements are an integral part 
of these plans. The county's plan shows the approximate corridor of relocated 
MD Route 32 as a needed transportation facility |to accommodate existing and 
planned development. 

Selection of the No-Build Alternate will itiean that the segment of MD 
Route 32 between Pindell School Road and MD Routfe 108 will not accommodate 
commercial and industrial through traffic as well ap commuter traffic from the 
planned new town development. 

The segment of MD Route 32 between MD Route 108| and Interstate 70 has been 
upgraded to a two-lane highway with a design speed 
full control of access.  This segment is adequa] 
industrial and commuter traffic through the design 
predictions do not warrant any further upgrading 01 
future. 

of 70 miles per hour with 
e to service commerical, 
r of 2015. Traffic volume 
that segment in the near 

Vehicles utilizing the existing portions of MD Route 32 destined for 
Interstate Route 70 or Annapolis will be subjecteq to speed reductions and 
congestion along the existing local roadway of MD Floute 32, thereby creating 
costly delays and unsafe driving conditions due tojthe inconsistent typical 
section. 

c.  Effects on Local Business Activity 

Relocated MD Route 32 will separate through-trjaffic from local traffic, 
thereby improving the mobility of local customers, merdhants, and employees. 

With Columbia, the U.S. Route 1 Corridor, W.R| 
and Johns Hopkins Applied Physics Laboratory in Howard 
National Security Agency complex in Anne Arundel Count; 
centers, relocated MD Route 32 will be heavily used by] 
from their areas of employment.  These trips will be 
economical. 

Grace Research Company, 
;ounty and the Fort Meade 
as the major employment 
persons traveling to and 
uicker, safer, and more 

Access to the W.R. Grace property will be provided by a north service 
road connecting the W.R. Grace property with Cedar Lane. 

The proposed relocation of MD Route 32 will better accommodate existing 
and proposed industrial development. It will also rellieve traffic congestion 
and conflicts within the town of Clarksville and businesses along MD Route 32, 
allowing improved access to businesses and services in tljat area. In turn, this 
relief will improve travel time and traffic service. 

Studies of bypasses around small towns show thl 
is diverted away from a town's central business district, 
area frequently experience gains in retail sales.  Con 

it when through-traffic 
businesses within this 
lercial development in 
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Clarksville is geared to the needs of the local community. Only a very small 
percentage of potential customers will be lost with the grade separation since 
an interchange is proposed at MD Route 32 and MD Route 108. 

The No-Build Alternate will not be consistent with planned 
transportation improvements or economic development within the study area. 
Traffic congestion and unsafe conditions will continue to increase. Since the 
county has designated the study area and the eastern portion of the county for 
intensive commerical and residential development, the lack of adequate 
transportation will hamper economic growth. 

d.  Effects on Tax Base 

This project will accommodate the efficient expansion of proposed 
development in the study corridor, which in turn will have a positive effect on 
the county's tax base. 

As the area develops, it is likely that the property values and tax 
assessments will rise as the community experiences a rural to suburban change in 
character. 

3.  Land Use and Land Use Planning 

Growth in the study area is consistent with the Howard County General Plan 
(1982) and the Regional Planning Council's General Development Plan (1986). The 
county supports and encourages growth along the proposed relocated MD Route 32 
corridor and recognizes the completion of relocated MD Route 32 as an integral 
element of these plans. Thus, Alternate B is consistent with future land use 
plans for the area. 

The proposed highway improvement will help to accommodate the. planned 
regional and local industrial and residential growth and relieve the existing 
and anticipated congestion on the local transportation system as development 
proceeds. 

B. NATURAL ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 

1.  Effects on Geology, Topography, and Soils 

Because portions of this project will undoubtedly be associated with areas 
of steep slopes, state of the art erosion and sediment control structures will 
be used to reduce or mitigate adverse effects of erosion/sedimentation. Steep 
slopes comprised of Glenelg or Manor soils will be especially susceptible to 
erosion. Care will be taken in poorly drained soils such as are sometimes found 
with the Baile and Glenville series. These areas may have a high water table, 
which may produce muddy conditions during construction. In general, effects on 
the geology, topography, and soils of the study area will be minor. 

According to the Soil Conservation Service, 28.5 acres of prime farmland 
soils and 73.1 acres of farmland of statewide importance will be impacted bv 
Alternate B. 
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2.  Effects on Water Resources 

a.  Surface Water 

The Middle Patuxent River 
a farm pond comprise the 

^/ 

and several urnamed drainage tributaries as 
resources in the study area. well as a farm pond comprise the surface water 

These waters are designated Class I by the Maryland Department of Natural 
Resources, Water Resources Administration.   Hydraulic structures will be 
required at all eight stream crossings.  The 
probably be by box culvert and the Pindell Schoo 
the Middle Patuxent River will most likely be by 
and size of these hydraulic structures will be 
phase of the project.  Bottomless culverts wil 
design. (See response to U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service letter, pg VII-103.) 

Only minor impacts are expected to occur 
Short-term impacts will be in the form of si 
turbidity and sedimentation resulting from the di 
adjacent upland areas during the actual con 
completion of the project, no long-term impacts 

as a result of this activity. 
ght, temporary increases in 

sburbance of bed materials and 
struction phase.   Following 
i-e anticipated.  All culverts 

can be depressed to allow the establishment of natjral stream bottoms. 

Cricket Creek crossing will 
Road/Cedar Lane crossing of 

bridge.  However, final type 
determined during the design 
be considered during final 

Final design for the proposed improvem 
grading, erosion and sediment control, and stormwfct 
with State and Federal laws and regulations. Revi 
by the Maryland Department of Natural Resources, Walter 
and the Department of the Environment will be requi 

nts will include plans for 
er management in accordance 
and approval of these plans 

Resources Administration, 
red. 

Long-term impacts on surface waters will 
impervious surface which will produce an increa 
impact will be reduced by compliance with the Department 
Stormwater Management Regulations.   These re 
management practices in the following order of pref 

o 
o 
o 
o 

result from the increase in 
e in roadway runoff.  This 

of the Environment's 
ations require stormwater 

Erence: 
g,l 

On-site infiltration 
Flow attenuation by open vegetation scales and natural depressions 
Stormwater retention structures 
Stormwater detention structures. 

These measures have been demonstrated to s 
loads and control runoff, and any slight increases 
that may occur will be localized. 

Groundwater 

The study 
artificial recharge, 
aquifers relatively 

area has a 
This high 

high potential 
potential is due 

close to the surface where ccnpaction or subsidence will 
occur due to the withdrawal of groundwater. The on 
in artificial recharge is the varying capacity of 
unknown capacity to hold water. 

gnificantly reduce pollutant 
n either of these parameters 

flor groundwater removal and 
to the crystalline basement 

y limiting factor in use and 
the fractured rocks and the 
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3.  Water Quality 

Factors which influence the quantity and quality of highway runoff are 
traffic volume and pattern, maintenance, and rainfall intensity. Tyoical 
pollutants include: 

o   Very fine dust and dirt; 
o  Toxic materials (heavy metal, pesticides) such as lead, zinc, and 

copper, and nickel and chromium in smaller amounts; and 
o   Salt and sand. 

No water quality data exist for the present surface waters and runoff in the 
study area, but a groundwater monitoring station exists near Farside in Howard 
County.  This monitoring station is about five miles from the project area 
Water quality data from the water year 1981 are listed below. 

Parameters Measurement 

pH (standard Units) 7.1 
Temperature (0C) 14^0 
Hardness 130mg/l'as CaOh 
Turbidity 0.50 NTU 
Calcium, dissolved 31 mg/l as Ca 
Sodium, dissolved 4.6 mg/l as Na 
Alkalinity (Lab) 120 mg/l as CaOh 
Sulfate, dissolved 1.9 mg/l as SO4 
Iron, dissolved 20 ug/1 as Fe 
Manganese, dissolved 2 ug/1 as Mn 
Cadmium, total recoverable 1 ug/1 as Cd 
Chromium, total recoverable 2 ug/1 as Cr 

It should be noted that the mineral content of water varies from aquifer to 
aquifer and from place to place within an aquifer. It is common to find the 
presence of nearly all elements in groundwater samples. 

A pH greater than 7 is considered alkaline water (hard water) which is 
likely to be corrosive and may form deposits if the groundwater contains large 
amounts of sulfate, bicarbonate, and chloride radicals. Gases such as hydrogen 
sulfide, carbon dioxide, methane, and oxygen may cause damage to man-made 
structures by both corrosion and cavitation. The trace metals occurrence is due 
to water contact with the underlying metamorphic rocks. The aquifers in the 
study area are subject to potential contamination due to their proximity to the 
surface. This potential for contamination may be minimized by incorporating an 
infiltration design for 24-hour storms along the facility. Allowing surface 
water to infiltrate into the groundwater system can help compensate for the lack 
of infiltration caused by road pavements. 

The majority of the homes in the study area are supplied by a public water 
supply (WSSC). A few home owners, however, own spring-fed wells since 
groundwater seepage occurs in the area. Therefore, few homes in the area have 
private wells. SHA will test all private wells before and after construction 
for quality and quantity. If the project affects any well, SHA will compensate 
the owner or replace the well. 
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Generally, the larger the impervious area, the higher the percentage of 
pollutants from highway runoff that become concentrated in the streams and 
rivers. 

4.  Floodplains 

There are no designated or proposed regulatoryl floodways involved on this 
project.  However, a worst-case scenario will effedt 2.77 acres of floodplains 
at Cricket Creek and 0.75 acre at Middle Patuxent iRiver.  Construction of the 
associated bridge over the Middle Patuxent River a' 
Lane will require minor encroachment of the 100-ye 
Patuxent River.   This encroachment will probabl. 
Construction of a box culvert over Cricket Cree 
encroachment of the 100-year floodplain; this encroa] 
acre.  Final determination of bridge length, culv. 
material will be made during the design phase of the 

Pindell School Road/Cedar 
r floodplain of the Middle 

be less than one acre. 
will also require minor 

hment will be less than .5 
t sizes and required fill 

[project. 

In accordance with the requirements of Executive Order 11998, any 
encroachment must be evaluated to determine its significance. A significant 
encroachment would involve one of the following: 

o 
o 

A    significant    potential     for    interruptii 
transportation  facility  that   is   needed  for 
providing a community's only evacuation route 
A significant risk;  or 
A   significant   adverse   impact   on   natural 
values. 

or termination of a 
[emergency vehicles or for 

nd beneficial floodplain 

The use of standard hydraulic design techniques for all waterway openings 
that limit upstream flood level increases and approxfmate existing downstream 
flow rates will be utilized where feasible. 

Use of state of the art sediment and erosion control techniques and 
stormwater management controls will ensure that the enc"oachment will not result 
in risks or impacts to the beneficial floodplain val les or provide direct or 
indirect support to further development within the loodplain. Preliminary 
analysis indicates that no significant impacts are expe :ted to occur as a result 
of any proposed Build Alternates. In accordance with FIJPM 6-7-3-2, a floodplain 
finding is not required. 

5.  Ecology 

Terrestrial Habitat 

Approximately 29 acres of wooded habitat Iwill be required for 
construction of the proposed route under Alternate B. Alternate A also impacts 
approximately 29 acres of woodland, while Alternate Cl would impact about 22 
acres of woodland. Except for the wetland acreage required, the balance of 
terrestrial habitat is either old field or under cultivation. Coordination with 
the State Forester regarding forest area impact anSd possible mitigation 
recommendations has been initiated and is ongoing in accordance with the state 
reforestation law. 
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b.  Aquatic Habitat 

Wetlands 

In accordance with Executive Order 11990, the wetlands were studied to 
quantify impacts due to the proposed construction. Construction of the prooosed 
route will require placement of fill in non-tidal wetland areas. Alternate A 
impacts approximately 2.98 acres of wetlands and Alternate C impacts 
approximately 2.92 acres of wetlands. Alternate B impacts 2.35 acres of 
wetlands Alternate B results in a minimization of impacts to wetlands because 
impacts to more valuable palustrine, forested wetlands are reduced by Plac?nq 
stream crossings in areas where these associated wetland are narrower. 

woti.nHc T^P^P0^ ProJect will adversely affect the functional value of the 
wetlands in the following manner: 

1) Active/Passive Recreation: Introduction of the proposed roadway 
into a previously undeveloped area will significantly limit 
hunting activities in the vicinity of the roadway/bridge It will 
also significantly alter the aesthetic qualities of the area. 

2) Flood Storage/Desynchronization: The proposed construction could 
j^ersely affect this function by altering existing drainage 

3) Habitat for Wildlife/Fisheries: The proposed roadway will 
constitute a physical barrier between previously connected areas 
of wetland habitat and cause additional sedimentation and 
turbidity in the short-term. This sedimentation may temporarily 
reduce fish populations and spawning activities in the vicinity of 
the proposed construction along the Middle Patuxent River. 

Other functions, include groundwater recharge, groundwater discharqe 
nutrient retention sediment trapping, food chain support, and dissipation of 
erosive forces will be affected proportionally to the amount of wetlani area 

Mitigation may include replacement on a 1:1 basis for wetlands and will 
be coordinated with appropriate state and Federal agencies. 

Each of the wetland areas is described below. 

.  . Jutland 1 is a small palustrine, forested area approximately 400 feet 

(Acer^ubn^^ T ^ ^ feet S0Uth 0f existin9 MD ^ 32 .Re ra pie (Acer rubrum) is the dominant overstory species with false nettle (Boehmeria 
cycTTnarTcaT and jewel weed (Impatiens capensls) ground cover? Passive 
recreation and long-term ^nutrlenTTefentTon-arTTFie principal functions pro ed 

by AlternateT' Appr0Ximate1y 0-05 acre' the entire wetland, will be impacted 

. , TiMland_2 is a small stream approximately 750 feet north of Wake Forest 
Koad.  The banks are vegetated with American beech (Fagus grandifolia), tulip 
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poplar (Liriodendron tulipifera), and black walnut 
values ot this wetland include passive recreation, 
desynchronization, and long-term nutrient retenti 
extends beyond the right-of-way of the study area 
approximately 0.11 acre of this wetland. However, 
this intermittent stream, the right-of-way require 
structure will be reduced during the design phase 
minimize impacts to this area. There will be som 
detritus, however, this loss may be offset b 
restoration techniques. 

(Juglans nigra).    Functional 
iroundwater discharge,  flood 
n.      This   riverine   wetland 

Alternate  B  could  impact 
due to the high quality of 

lents  and  the  length  of  the 
lof  the  project   in  order  to 

initial   loss  of  biota and 
wetland    replacement    and 

Wetland  3   is   a   small   forested   stream   appr| 
Wake Forest  Road and Thompson  Drive.     The forested 
poplar,   red maple  and  pin  oak   (Quercue  palustris). 
values   are   passive   recreation,   food   chain   suppor 
retention   and   sediment   trapping.     Alternate   B  will 
acre of this 0.37 acre wetland. 

iximately 800 feet east of 
rea is dominated by tulip- 
This wetland's functional 

,    and   long-term   nutrient 
impact   approximately  0.04 

Wetland 4 is a stream approximately 1,200 fleet northeast of the Wake 
Forest Road and Thompson Drive intersection. The {banks are vegetated with 
American sycamore (Platanus occidental is), black walnut, spicebush (Lindera 
benzion), and false nettle. This wetland has a higft value and its functions 
"include passive recreation, wildlife habitat, groundwiter discharge, food chain 
support, flood desynchronization, and long-term nutrient retention and sediment 
trapping. This riverine wetland extends beyond the Tight-of-way of the study 
area.    Alternate B will  impact approximately 0.04 acre |of this wetland. 

Wetland 5 is a palustrine, forested area appn 
of the Wake Forest Road/Thompson Drive intersection, 
include   pin   oak,    red   maple,    black   willow    (Salix 
negundo),   and   spicebush.      Understory   vegetation   incf 
dentaturn),   and   elderberry   (Sambucus   canadensis).      Gn 
cabbage    (Symplocarpus   foetidus),    fensitive   fern    (Oni 
nettle,   and   jewel weed.      The   functions   provided   by 
include   passive  recreation,   habitat  for  aquatic  wild! 
term   sediment   trapping,   groundwater   discharge,   short- 
trapping,   groundwater  discharge,   short-  and  long-term 
chain   support,    dissipation   of   erosive   forces,   and 
Wetland      5   is   outside   of   the   right-of-way      and   wi 
Alternate B. 

ximately 1,650 feet east 
iminant overstory species 
gra),    box   elder    (Acer 

des   arrowwood   (Viburnum 
ndcover   includes   skunk 
'ea   sensibilis),   false 
is   high   value   wetland 

ife  or  fisheries,   short- 
nd   long-term   sediment 

itrient  retention,  food 
ood   desynchronization. 

Ill   not   be   impacted      by 

Wetland 6 is a small palustrine, forested area abproximately 3,450 feet 
southeast of the Wake Forest Road/Thompson Drive intersection. Red maple, box 
elder and black walnut are the dominant overstory species. Understory and 
groundcover vegetation include spicebush, grape (Vitis pp.). and tall nettle 
(Urtica procera). This wetland provides passive recreation, groundwater 
discharge^ long-term nutrient retention, and long-terln sediment trapping. 
Wetland 6 is outside of the right-of-way and will not belimpacted by Alternate 
B. 

Wetland  7   is  a  stream  approximately  3,200 feet 
Forest Road/Thompson Drive intersection.    The forested area 

IV-10 

;outheast of the Wake 
along the streambank 



^ 

is dominated by American sycamore, musclewood (Carpinus caroliniana), tulip- 
poplar, and black walnut. This high value wetland's values include passive 
recreation, habitat for aquatic wildlife or fisheries, groundwater discharge, 
food chain support, flood desynchronization, long-term nutrient retention, and 
long-term sediment trapping. This riverine wetland extends beyond the right-of- 
way of the study area. Approximately 0.18 acre will  be impacted by Alternate B. 

Wetland 8 is a small palustrine, forested area approximately 2.150 feet 
north of the intersection of Trotter Road and Guilford Road. The dominant 
overstory species is black willow, with an understory of spicebush and pokeweed 
(Phytolacca americana), and smartweed (Polygonurn sp.) groundcover. This wetland 
provides passive recreation and dissipation of erosive forces. It is located 
outside the right-of-way and will  not be impacted by Alternate B. 

Wetland 9 is a small palustrine, scrub-shrub area approximately 2,250 
feet north of the Trotter Road/Guilford Road intersection. Dominant vegetation 
includes green ash (Fraxinus pennsylvanica), black cherry (Prunus serotina), 
elderberry (Sambucus canadensis), halberd-leaved tearthumb (Polygonum 
arifolium), and jewelweed. Functions provided by this high value wetland include 
passive recreation, habitat for aquatic wildlife or fisheries, short-term 
sediment trapping, groundwater discharge, short-term nutrient retention, food 
chain support, and dissipation of erosive forces. Wetland 9 is located outside 
of the right-of-way and will  not be impacted by Alternate B. 

Wetland 10 is a palustrine, forested area approximately 3,000 feet 
north of the intersection of Trotter Road and Guilford Road. Pin oak, black 
cherry, red maple, tulip-poplar, and black walnut comprise the species in the 
understory. Groundcover includes sensitive fern, jewelweed, skunk cabbage, and 
lady's thumb (Polygonum persicaria). This area provides passive recreation, 
short-term sediment trapping and nutrient retention, groundwater discharge, and 
dissipation of erosive forces. This riverine wetland extends beyond the right- 
of-way of the study area. Alternate B will impact approximately 0.05 acre of 
this wetland. 

Wetland 11 is a small, gravel-bed intermittent stream approximately 
2,400 feet northeast of the intersection of Trotter Road and Guilford Road. 
Streambank vegetation includes pin oak, American beech, tulip-poplar, red maple, 
black walnut, box elder, and spicebush. This area provides passive recreation, 
short- and long-term sediment trapping, groundwater discharge, food chain 
support, and long-term nutrient retention. This riverine wetland extends beyond 
the right-of-way of the study area. Alternate B will impact approximately 0.12 
acre of this wetland. 

Wetland 12 is an intermittent, mud-bottom stream approximately 2,600 
feet northeast of the Trotter Road/Guilford Road intersection. The streambanks 
are vegetated with musclewood, spicebush, tulip-poplar, dogwood (Cornus sp.), 
false nettle, lady's thumb, and Virginia creeper (Parthenocissus quinquefolia)I 
The functions of this area include passive recreation, short- and long-term 
sediment trapping, groundwater discharge, food chain support, and long-term 
nutrient retention. This riverine wetland extends beyond the right-of-way of 
the study area. Approximately 0.06 acre of this wetland will be affected by 
Alternate B. 
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Wetland 13 is made up of a palustrine scrilb-shrub/forested area and a 
small stream approximately 1,500 feet northwest of ttie Swing Court/Guilford Road 
intersection. Overstory species include red maplle, tulip-poplar, and black 
locust (Robinia pseudoacacia). The streambanks are vegetated with black willow 
and jewel weed. This wetland provides passive recreatlion, groundwater discharge, 
long-term nutrient retention and sediment trapping,! and groundwater recharge. 
Alternate B will impact approximately 0.52 acre of thfis 0.62 acre wetland. 

Wetland 14 is a palustrine scrub-shrub area land a stream approximately 
500 feet northeast of the intersection of Swing Coujt and Guilford Road.  The 
scrub-shrub area is vegetated with black willow, bla 
arrow!eaved tearthumb (Polygonum sagittatum), sensi 
Joe-Pye-weed (Eupatorium purpureusj! The functio. 
include passive recreation, short-term sediment trappi 
groundwater discharge, dissipation of erosiv 
desynchronization. Approximately 0.29 acre, the 
impacted by Alternate B. 

:k cherry, elderberry, and 
;ive fern jewel weed, and 

provided by this area 
ig and nutrient retention, 

forces,  and  flood 
intire wetland, will be 

Wetland 15 is a palustrine emergent/oden water area (pond) 
approximately 250 feet southwest of the W.R. Grace Research Lab Road/Guilford 
Road intersection. Dominant overstory species are willow oak (Quercus phellos) 
and black willow. Groundcover consists of poleweed,1 umbrella sedge (Cyperus 
strigosus), smartweed (Polygonum sp.), common catiail (Typha latifolia), 
sensitive fern, and rush (Juncus sp.). This high valle wetland provides many 
functions, including passive and active recreation, habiltat for aquatic wildlife 
or fisheries, short-term sediment trapping and nutrient retention, groundwater 
discharge, food chain support, dissipation of erosivd forces, and long-term 
sediment trapping and nutrient retention. Alternate |B will not impact this 
wetland. 

Wetland 16 is a small intermittent sand/mud-botllom stream approximately 
600 feet north of the Pindell School Road/MD Route 32 iiitersection. Streambank 
vegetation includes black willow, staghorn sumac (Rhus tlphina), pokeweed, soft 
rush (Juncus effusus), rice cutgrass (Leersia oryzocdes), jewelweed, and 
milkweed (Asclepias sp.). This area provides passive{recreation as well as 
short-term sediment trapping and nutrient retention. IThis riverine wetland 
extends beyond the right-of-way of the study area. Approjimately 0.01 acre will 
be impacted by Alternate B. 

Wetland 17 is a palustrine scrub-shrub area 
approximately 600 feet north .of the i 
Route 32.  The scrub-shrub area is d< 

(Sassafras albidum), black locust, 
includes pokeweed 
recreation, groum 

Alteri 

intermittent stream 
School Road and MD 
black willow, sassafras 
and cattail.  StreambanT< vegetation 
provided by this area include passive 
long-term nutrient retention and sediment trapping 
entire 0.11 acre of this area. 

nd a sand/mud-bottom 
tersection of Pindell 
inated by red maple, 
jewelweed, soft rush, 
nd sumac. Functions 
water discharge, and 
te B will impact the 

Wetland 18 is an intermittent cobble/gravel-bed (stream just west of 
Pindell School Road, approximately 800 feet south of MD Rbute 32. Streambank 
vegetation includes tulip-poplar, red maple, dogwood, graen ash, elderberry, 
black willow, Joe-Pye weed, jewelweed, and arrowhead (Sagittjara sp.). This area 
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provides passive recreation, short-term sediment trapping, groundwater 
discharge, and flood desynchronization. Alternate B will impact approximately 
0.47 acre of this 0.72 acre wetland. 

Wet!and 19 is the area of the Middle Patuxent River which flows 
underneath Cedar Lane, as well as a palustrine emergent area. Streambanks are 
vegetated with American sycamore, green ash, mulberry (Morus sp.), box elder, 
musclewood, tulip-poplar, black walnut and bitternut hickory (Carya 
cordiformis). Vegetation in the emergent area includes jewelweed, mud plantain 
(Bldens spT), and smartweed. Understory streambank vegetation consists of black 
WTTIOW7 spicebush, and tree-of-heaven (Ailanthus altissima). Streambank 
groundcover includes false nettle, milkweed, Joe-Pye-weed, Jack-in-the-pulpit 
(Ansaema triphyllum), and sensitive fern. Functions provided by this high 
value wetland include active and passive recreation, habitat for aquatic 
wildlife or fisheries, and food chain support. This riverine wetland extends 
beyond the right-of-way of the study area. Approximately 0.30 acre will be 
impacted by Alternate B. 

Approximate wetland and floodplain impacts by alternate are listed 
below: 

Floodplain Wetland 
Alternate Encroachment  (Acres) Impacts  (Acres) 

A 11.35 2.98 
5 3.52 2.35 
C    • 8.17 2.92 

A Section 404 Permit will be required from the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers and a Waterway Construction Permit will be required from the 
Department of Natural Resources for placement of fill within wetland areas. 
Potential replacement sites have been identified. These sites are located south 
of Station 530 adjacent to W-3 (see Figure 10) and south of Station 550 adjacent 
to Cricket Creek (See Figure 11). Both sites have an adequate source of 
hydrology and both sites will remain relatively secluded providing good habitat 
potential. 

Replacement sites for wetlands will be coordinated with the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers and the Department of Natural Resources and will be selected 
during the design phase. 

As shown above, any shift in alignment to the north or south will 
result in an increase in wetland impacts. Every effort will be made to further 
reduce wetland impacts during the detail design of the project. For the 
capacity and safety reasons stated in the Purpose and Needs Section of this 
document, the No-Build Alternative is not acceptable. 

Wetlands 1, 2, 3, 4, 7, 10, 11, 12, and 19 are located along streams 
and, as such, are linear in nature. A shift in the alignment would not avoid 
these wetlands since they are perpendicular to the alignment. The Selected 
Alternate could not be shifted northward to avoid Wetland 14 without displacing 
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the existing W.R. Grace Company buildings and requi 
the Middle Patuxent Environmental Area.  A southwa 
would displace existing homes on Guilford Road.  A 
or southward to avoid Wetland 13 would result i 
displacement.   Impacts to Wetlands 17 and 18 
improvements to Cedar Lane and Pindell School Roa 
location of the interchange is designed to coinci 
roads.  Shifting the location of the cross roads 
involves greater amounts of earthwork, with grea 
deposits in the river. 

fing greater acquisition from 
d shift to avoid Wetland 14 
ly alignment shift northward 

an additional residential 
are necessitated by the 
at the interchange.  The 

le with the existing cross 
to reduce wetland impacts 
ler potential for sediment 

Based on the above considerations, it has beftn determined that there is 
no practical alternative to the proposed new construttion in wetlands and that 
the proposed action includes all practicable measjres to minimize harm to 
wetlands which may result from such use. 

c. Wildlife 

Increased road kills may be expected friom the introduction of 
additional road area and the attendant increase in traffic volume. Also, a loss 
of animal population proportional to the loss of habitbt can be expected. This 
loss of habitat should not be significant due to {he abundance of similar 
habitat types throughout the study area. 

d. Threatened, Endangered, or Rare,Species 

Coordination with the Maryland Department of Natural Resources, Forest, 
Park, and Wildlife Service, and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service indicates 
that there are no known populations of state-listfed or Federally-listed 
threatened or endangered plant or animal species in the Itudy area. 

C.    AIR QUALITY  IMPACTS 

1.      Analysis Objectives, Metholodogy, and Results 

The objective of the air quality is to compare th& carbon monoxide (CO) 
concentrations estimated to result from traffic configurations and volumes of 
each alternate with the State and National Ambient \\r Quality Standards 
(S/NAAQS). the NAAQS and SAAQS are identical for C0| 35 ppm (parts per 
million) for the maximum 1-hour period and 9 ppm for tl|e maximum consecutive 
8-hour period. 

A microscale  CO pollution  diffusion  analysis was com 
generation   California  Line   Source  Dispersion  Model,   CAL 
analysis   consisted   of   projections   of   1-hour   and   8-hour 
sensitive   receptor   sites   under   worst-case   meteorologica' 
No-Build  and  the   Build Alternate for  the design year   (20: 
year of completion  (1995). 

cted  using  the  third 
IE  3.   This  microscale 
CO   concentrations   at 

conditions   for   the 
5)  and the  estimated 
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a.      Analysis Inputs 

A summary of analysis inputs is given below. More detailed information 
concerning these inputs is contained in the MD Route 32 Air Quality Analysis, 
which is available for review at the Maryland State Highway Administration, 707 
North Calvert Street,  Baltimore, Maryland 21202. 

Background CO Concentrations 

In order to calculate the total concentration of CO which occurs at a 
particular receptor site during worst-case meteorological conditions, the 
background CO concentrations are considered in addition to the levels directly 
attributable to the facility under consideration. The background concentrations 
resulting from area-wide emissions from both mobile and stationary sources were 
derived from the application of rollback methodology to on-site monitoring 
conducted at Fort George G. Meade: 

CO,  ppm 
1-hour 8-hour 

1995 3.6 2.0 
2015 3.5 1.9 

Traffic Data, Emission Factors, and Speeds 

The appropriate traffic data was utilized as supplied by the Bureau of 
Highway Statistics (April, August, and September 1987) of the Maryland State 
Highway Administration. 

The composite emission factors used in the analysis were derived from 
the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Mobile Source Emission Factors, and 
were calculated using the EPA MOBILE 3 computer program. An ambient air 
temperature of 20° F was assumed in calculating the emission factors for the 
1-hour analysis and 350F for the 8-hour analysis in order to approximate worst- 
case results for each analysis case. Credit for a vehicle inspection 
maintenance (I/M) emission control program beginning in 1984 was included in the 
emission factor calculations. 

Average vehicle operating speeds used in calculating emission factors 
were based on the capacity of each roadway link considered, the applicable speed 
limit, and external influences on speed through the link from immediately 
adjacent links. Average operating speeds ranged from 15 mph to 55 mph, depending 
upon the roadway and alternate under consideration. 

Meteorological Data 

Worst-case meteorological conditions of 1 meter/second for wind speed 
and Atmospheric Stability Class F were assumed for the 1-hour calculations. For 
the 8-hour analysis, a combination of 1 meter/second and Class F stability class 
and 2 meters/second and Class D stability class was used as appropriate. 

The wind directions utilized as part of the analysis were rotated to 
maximize CO concentrations at each receptor location.  Wind directions varied 
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for each receptor and were selected through la 
concentrations associated with different wind angles! 

b.  Sensitive Receptors 

Site selection of sensitive receptors w 
proximity to the roadway, type of adjacent land u 
patterns on the roadway network.  Fifteen receptor 
analysis, consisting of twelve residences, a school, 
of-right-of-way site.  The receptor site locations 
area visits by the analysis team. The receptor site 
shown on Figure 24. 

systematic scan of CO 

s made on the basis of 
e, and changes in traffic 
Isites were chosen for this 
a ballfield, and one edge- 
ere verified during study 
are listed in Table 8 and 

Site No. 

TABLE 8 

Air Quality Sensitive Receptor] 

Description/Locatiton 

1 Residence, 
2 Residence, 
3 Residence, 
4 Residence, 
5 Residence, 
6 Residence, 
7 Clarksvill 
8 Residence, 
9 Residence, 

10 Residence, 
11 Residence, 
12 Edge-of-Ri 
13 Residence, 
14 Residence, 
15 St. Louis 

3 1/2-story frame.  Cedar Lane 
2-story brick, Guilford Road 
split-level   brick,  Sanner Road 
1-story brick, Guilford Road 
2 1/2-story stone (PNRE),  Guilford Road 
1 1/2-story brick,  Guilford Roa! 

e Middle School  - ballfield, Gui'tford Rd. at Trotter Re 
frame/brick, Trotter Road 
2-story frame. Trotter Road 
3-story stone (PNRE),  Guilford (load 
2-story brick, Guilford Road 

ght-of-Way (Station 538+) 
1-story frame. Wake Forest Drive! 
frame and stone, Guilford Road 

School, MD Route 108 at Guilford ftoad 

PNRE = Possibly National  Register Eligible 

c.      Results of Microscale Analysis 

The results of the calculations of CO concentrafcions at each of the 
sensitive receptor sites for the No-Build and Build Altfernates are shown in 
Table 9. The values shown consist of predicted CO concentrations attributable 
to traffic on various roadway links plus projected background levels. A 
comparison of the values in Table 9 with the S/NAAQS shov4 that no violations 
will occur for the No-Build or Build Alternates in 1995 or\ 2015 for the 1-hour 
and 8-hour concentrations of CO. 
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In general, the No-Build Alternate results in the highest CO 
concentrations in 1995 and 2015 for most receptors. The concentrations are well 
below the S/NAAQS for the Build Alternate. 

In conclusion, the No-Build Alternate and Build Alternate will not 
result in violations of the 1-hour or 8-hour S/NAAQS in 1995 or 2015. 

2. Construction Impacts 

The construction phase of the proposed project has the potential of 
impacting the ambient air quality through such means as fugitive dust from 
grading operations and materials handling. The State Highway Administration has 
addressed this possibility by establishing Standard Specifications for 
Construction and Materials, which species procedures to be followed—By 
contractors involved in State work. 

The Maryland Air Management Administration (AMA) was consulted to determine 
the adequacy of the Specifications in terms of satisfying the requirements of 
the Regulations Governing the Control of Air Pollution in the State of Maryland. 
The Maryland Air Management Administration found that the specifications are 
consistent with the requirements of these regulations. Therefore, during the 
construction period, all appropriate measures (Code of Maryland Regulations 
10.18.06.03D) will be taken to minimize the impact on the air quality of the 
area. 

3. Conformity with Regional Air Quality Planning 

The project is in an air quality nonattainment area which has transportation 
control measures in the State Implementation Plan (SIP). This project conforms 
with the SIP since it originates from a conforming transportation improvement 
program. 

4. Agency Coordination 

Copies of the technical Air Quality Analysis have been circulated to the 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and the Maryland Air Management 
Administration for review and comment. 

D. NOISE IMPACTS 

The evaluation was completed in accordance with the State Highway 
Administration's Type I noise program. The Type I program provides evaluation 
of noise mitigation for new construction or reconstruction highway projects. 
The activity category utilized for the project analysis is Category B, which 
includes the sensitive land use activities throughout the corridor, i.e., 
residences, schools, parks, etc. 

The factors which will be considered when determining whether mitigation 
will be required and whether the mitigation will be considered reasonable and 
feasible will be: 

o  Whether Federal Highway Administration Noise Abatement Criteria are 
approached or exceeded - 57 dBA for residential areas; 
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TABLE 9 

CO Concentrations at Each Sitej (ppm)* 
Includes Background 

1995 

Receptor 
No-E uild Build Withqut Trotter Interchange   1 

1-hour 8-hour 1-hour 8-hour 

1 6.5 3.0 4.6 2.3 

2 5.0 2.4 4.4  1 2.2 

3 5.8 2.7 5.2  1 2.5 

4 7.1 3.0 4.4 2.3 

5 4.5 2.2 4.1 2.2 

6 6.7 2.9 4a      I 2.1 

7 4.8 2.3 3.8   1 2.0 

8 4.2 2.1 4.1 2.1 

9 4.1 2.2 4.1 2.1 

10 4.7 2.2 3.9 2.0 

11 5.7 2.6 3.9 2.1 

12 4.0 2.1 5.0 2.3 

13 5.0 2.4 4.5 2.1 

14 9.9 3.8 4.5 2.3 

15 8.9 3.5 5.2     i 2.4 

The State/National Ambient Air Quality Standard 
(S/NAAQS) for CO is: 

1-hour = 35 ppm 
8-hour = 9 ppm 

Including background concentrations 
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o  Whether a substantial (10-dBA) noise increase over ambient levels would 
occur; 

o  Whether a substantial noise increase would result from the highway 
project - minimum of 5-dBA increase - of Build over No-Build levels in 
the design year of the project; 

o  Whether a feasible method is available to reduce the noise; 
o  Whether the mitigation is acceptable to affected property owners; 
o  Whether the noise mitigation is cost effective for those receptors that 

are impacted—upper limit of approximately $40,000 per residence; 
o   Whether the impacted receptors were build before the road. 

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. For the purpose of comparison, a total cost of $27 per 
square foot is assumed to estimate total barrier cost. This cost figure is 
based upon current cost experienced by Maryland State Highway Administration, 
and includes the cost of panels, footings, drainage, landscaping, and overhead. 

The projected noise level along with the abatement summary are shown in 
Table 10. 

Noise Abatement Analysis 

1. No-Build Alternate 

Under the No-Build Alternate, noise sensitive areas 4 and 6 will exceed the 
noise abatement criteria of 67 dBA, Leq. Noise sensitive area 7 will have 
projected No-Build noise levels lower than current ambient levels. This could 
be attributed to fluctuations in traffic volumes or truck percentages that may 
have occurred during the monitoring period. 

Noise mitigation is not recommended for this alternate. 

2. Build Alternate 

A total of eleven NSAs are included as part of the Build Alternate. Three 
noise sensitive areas will have projected 2015 noise levels that equal or exceed 
the noise abatement criteria of 67 dBA. In addition, NSA 2 will have a 
projected noise level 11 dBA above the ambient level. 

The following is a discussion regarding the feasibility of abatement for 
these four areas: 

NSA 2 

The projected 2015 noise level for this noise sensitive area is 11 dBA over 
the ambient level. A noise barrier placed along the North Service Road, 640 
feet in length by 14 feet in height at a cost of $241,920, would reduce 
projected noise levels by 4-5 dBA. At a cost-per-residence of $241,920, this 
will  not be a reasonable mitigation measure. 
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NSA 4 

This noise sensitive area will have a projected 
the abatement criteria of 67 dBA.  A barrier at 
physically feasible because of barrier segmentatii 
Guilford Road.  This segmentation of a barrier proi 
wall and degrades the reduction potential and effec 
on top of the fill (R-O-W line) in this area will n 
as this NSA is too far from the proposed roadway 
reduction.  In addition, the major source of noi 
Guilford Road for both the Build and No-Build Alter 
reduction potential of a barrier placed between pro 
existing roadway. 

NSA 9 

015 noise level 3 dBA above 
this location will not be 
for driveway access from 

luces gaps or breaks in the 
iveness.  A barrier placed 
t be physically effective, 
to receive a substantial 
for this site would be 

te, and would degrade the 
osed MD Route 32 and the 

Noise sensitive area 9 has a projected 2015 noi 
residence, which is located in the southwest quadrl 
32/Trotter Road, will be impacted by traffic on 
attenuation from MD Route 32 is achieved by a cut sloi 
grade. Abatement along Trotter Road will not be physi 
driveways in this area directly access Trotter Road, 
barrier segmentation would have to occur, which wou 
potential and effectiveness. 

NSA 12 

level of 67 dBA.  This 
nt of proposed MO Route 
Trotter Road.   Natural 
created by the proposed 

lly feasible because the 
As mentioned for NSA 4, 
d degrade the reduction 

This NSA is an edge-of-right-of-way location. Res] 
not occurred at this time; therefore, abatement fei 
considered. The area is planned for development in thi 
Howard Research and Development, does not have site deve] 

E. CULTURAL RESOURCES 

dential development has 
sibility has not been 
future. The developer, 
opment approval. 

1.  Historic Sites 

The State Historic Preservation Officer in his Novemb 
the Comments and Coordination Section) identifies the 
(HO 158) and the Wei lings Stone House (HO 164) as bein 
the National Register.  Because the SHA and FHWA do not 
which this finding was made, the two historic sites are 
the National Register for purposes of Section 106 coordi 
located in the vicinity of relocated MD Route 32 and Tro 
House would be approximately 400 feet north of the norther 
of Alternate A and Alternate B and 600 feet north of Al 
heavy intervening vegetation between the dwelling and th. 
not be affected. Noise would increase 8 decibels to 63 dB 

r 10, 1987, letter (in 
ings House/River Hill 
possibly eligible for 
bject to the basis by 
msidered eligible for 
tion. Both sites are 
ter Road. The Owings 
edge-of-ri ght-of-way 
mate C.  Because of 
alternates, it would 

The Wellings Stone House would be located approximatdly 700 feet south of 
the southernmost right-of-way line for Alternate C and approximately 1,200 feet 
south of Alternate A. Alternate B would be located in between. Because of 
extensive intervening vegetation and a large, open parking firea for recreational 
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NSA Description 

1 Residential 

2 Residential 

3 Residential 

4 Residential 

5 Residential 

6 Residential 

7 Residential 

8 Residential 

9 Residential 

10 Residential 

11 Residential 

12 R-O-W 

13 Residential 

14 Residential 

15 School 

TABLE 10 

Project Noise Levels 

# of Homes 
w/Greater 
than 5dBA_ 
Reduction 
and Great- 

Ambient L^g 

Design Year 2015 Lrn 
er than 
67 dBa 

No-Build Build 

Increase 
Over 
Ambient 

0 62 NA 57 -5 

0 49 NA »60 11 

0 56 61 NA NA 

0 69 *70 *70 1 

0 55 NA 63 8 

0 61 *70 NA NA 

0 56 53 54 -2 

0 52 NA 57 5 

0 57 NA *67 10 

0 47 49 53 6 

0 53 59 NA NA 

0 46 NA *72 26 

0 54 NA 54. 0 

0 62 68 NA NA 

0 63 64 65 2 

Build/ 
No-Build 
Change 

NA 

NA 

NA 

0 

NA 

NA 

1 

NA 

NA 

4 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

1 

Barrier 

Cost 
Per 

Residence 

Length 
(Ft.) 

640 

Average Height  Cost 
(Ft.)     ($Mil) 

14 .24 241,920 

Exceeds noise abatement criteria of 67 dBA or increases of 10 <BA or more above 
ambient. 
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vehicles located between the nucleus farm buildings 
would not be affected. Noise levels are projected 
Noise Abatement Criteria. 

On July 29, 1988, the State Historic Preservatior 
finding of no affect upon National Register eligib! 
B, the selected alternate. All requirements of 36 CFl 

ind the alternates, the site 
tjo be 53 dBA, well below the 

Officer concurred with the 
historic site by Alternate 
800 have been met. 

2.  Archeological Sites 

Two sites, 18 HO 149 and 18 HO 080, will be 
Alternate. Another site, 18 HO 148, will not be affec 
II archeological studies will be undertaken on sites 
determine site extent and eligibility for the Natii 
Places, as well as to make recommendations for 
necessary.  All work will be closely coordinated 
Preservation Officer. 

impacted by the Selected 
ed by the project. Phase 

.8 HO 149 and 18 HO 080 to 
Inal Register of Historic 
hase III mitigation, if 
Iwith the State Historic 

F. RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN SHORT-TERM EFFECTS AND LONG-TERM PRODUCTIVITY AND 
ENHANCEMENT 

The selected alternate would allow traffic to movelmore efficiently through 
the study area. The proposed improvements should malle the project area more 
attractive for economic development, thereby increasing|employment opportunities 
in the study area. 

Long-term environmental effects include the Elimination of active 
agricultural lands and woodlands, and the acquisition of floodplain and wetland 
acreage. Noise levels would also increase in some areas! 

Construction impacts which would have a short-termj effect on the project 
area include erosion, siltation, and stream turbidity. Dust and noise 
associated with highway construction will also resultl in temporary impacts. 
Every effort will be made by the State Highway Admi|ii strati on to minimize 
effects to the environment. 

G. IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENT OF RESOURCE! 

The proposed project represents the irreversibl 
commitment of woodlands and agricultural land for the higl 
with floodplain acreage and wildlife habitat. The land r< 
can be considered as permanently committed to a transport, 

and irretrievable 
[way right-of-way along 
uired for the project 
ion corridor. 

H. ENERGY 

Traffic congestion will be relieved 
thus improving travel time. Also, less 
more efficient engine operation. 

with the constrt 
congested condi' 

Iction of 
ons will 

Alternate B 
provide for 

Through traffic will not be subjected to the existing sfeep grades and sharp 
curves further adding to fuel efficiency. 
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The Build Alternate would create secondary energy consumption during 
construction which would not be required by the No-Build Alternate.  This 
includes energy used for construction equipment, manufacturing construction 
materials, and delivery. 

I. SECTION 4(f) STATEMENT 

1. Introduction 

Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation Act of 1966 [49 U.S.C. 
303(c)] requires that the proposed use of any land from a public park or 
recreation area, or wildlife refuge, or from any significant historic site be 
given particular attention. Final action requiring the taking of such land must 
document that there are no feasible and prudent alternatives to its use. 
Additionally, a full evaluation of measures to minimize harm must be made. 

This 4(f) Statement has been prepared to describe the property within the 
project area that is owned by the Howard County Department of Recreation and 
Parks, which affords the property Section 4(f) protection. 

2. Description of the Proposed Action 

The project involves the construction of relocated MD Route 32 from MD Route 
108 to Pindell School Road. Within this segment are two proposed interchanges; 
one at existing MD Route 108, and one at existing Pindell School Road/Cedar 
Lane. Also included is construction of two service roads; one connecting 
existing MD Route 32 to relocated Sanner Road/Pindell School Road on the south, 
the other on the north connecting Cedar Lane to the W.R. Grace entrance and the 
Riverhill Game Farm entrance. 

Relocated MD Route 32 and the service roads construction, along with the MD 
Route 108 improvements, will be built to current State and Federal highway 
standards. Improvements to Trotter Road and Pindell School Road will be to 
County standards. A box culvert will be constructed where relocated MD Route 32 
passes over Cricket Creek. A bridge structure will be constructed where 
relocated Pindell School Road/Cedar Lane passes over the Middle Patuxent River. 

Only relocated Cedar Lane will impact the Middle Patuxent Environmental 
Area. 

3. Description of the 4(f) Resources 

The Middle Patuxent River bisects Howard County, Maryland, which lies 
directly in the rapidly urbanizing Washington-Baltimore corridor. The 
environmental area is located within the western portion of the new town of 
Columbia (see Figure 21). Columbia and Howard Counties are in the Piedmont 
Plateau physiographic province, an old upland with a rolling topography strongly 
dissected by small streams and drainages. The portion of the river valley 
designated The Middle Patuxent Environmental Area lies along the segment of the 
Middle Patuxent River between MD Route 32 and MD Route 108. This section of the 
river, at its point of exit from the study area at MD Route 32, drains a total 
watershed area of approximately 30,000 acres. The area has outstanding natural 
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qualities including an extraordinarily diverse and interesting vegetative cover, 
and a correspondingly diverse fauna including saveral species of wildlife 
deserving of special recognition. However, none of|these species were located 
in the project vicinity. 

The Middle Patuxent Environmental area represerlts the largest open space 
area in Howard County. The Howard County Department of Recreation and Parks 
manages 1,238 acres under active and passive recreational usage. This area has 
outstanding natural and scenic values representative |pf the natural heritage of 
Maryland that warrant protection and management. 

The Management and Development Study complet 
Department of Recreation and Parks in 1981 recommends 
concept which includes a Nature Center approximate!, 
Middle Patuxent River/Cedar Lane bridge (see Figure 25 
trail is proposed to link with the riverfront trail w 
the river. 

by the Howard County 
a preliminary development 
two miles north of the 

. In addition, a primary 
ich continues south along 

A Maryland Environmental Trust easement is locateil along Trotter Road just 
north of the study area. The easement granted by 4r. Due affords wildlife 
protection and limits development. This property is jnot part of the Patuxent 
River Park and our project will have no effect on this! property. (See Maryland 
Environmental Trust letter in Correspondence Section, ph. VII-127.) 

The Nature Center is a joint venture between the Howard County Department of 
Education and the Department of Recreation and Parks. 

available for hiking, 
ture across the Middle 
the structure while the 

The primary trail will be multi-purpose trail 
horseback riding, and bicyclists.  The proposed strui 
Patuxent River will accommodate the planned trail under1 

present structure does not. 

4.  Impacts of Alternates 

Alternate B, relocated MD Route 32 mainline, will Aot have an impact upon 
the Middle Patuxent Environmental Area. However, an intferchange is required at 
MD Route 32/Cedar Lane to safely accommodate the projected volume of traffic 
crossing at this existing intersection. Howard County Is reconstructing Cedar 
Lane from the Middle Patuxent River north to MD Route ids as a four-lane urban 
highway. The construction of the required interchange oflMD Route 32/Cedar Lane 
requires the realignment of the Cedar Lane bridge over thi Middle Patuxent River 
in order to maintain a consistent typical section and 
county project to the interchange. The approaches tc 
Patuxent River bridge on both the north and south sides 
horizontal and vertical geometries. Also, the existing br 
condition. Therefore, it has been determined that thel 
approaches must be replaced. 

|design speed from the 
the existing Middle 

"e substandard in both 
idge is in substandard 
existing bridge and 

The Simpsonville Stone Ruins, located within ihe Middle Patuxent 
Environmental Area, is not considered a primary part of tHe environmental value 
of the area and is not planned for further research or restoration by Howard 
County.  However, both the Howard County Department of Recreation and Parks and 
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the Maryland State Highway Administration recognize 
educational value of the ruins. (See page 111-18). 
important primarily for the information which can be 
It has minimal value for preservation in place. 

The existing bridge over the Middle Patuxent Rive| 
long and has a clearance of approximately seven foot 
The proposed structure will be approximately the sar 
clearance of approximately 14 feet above the me< 
sufficient for a horse and rider. The proposed strud 
be decided during the Final Design Phase of the proje< 
proposed primary trail. 

the potential research and 
his site is expected to be 
extracted by data recovery. 

is approximately 131 feet 
bove the mean water level, 
e length, but will have a 
in water level, which is 
jure's size and length will 

and will accommodate the 

The existing bridge will be replaced on the upstrekm (west) side in order to 
minimize wetland and floodplain impacts. Also, this location and elevation will 
correct the existing unsafe vertical and horizontal curves. 

The proposed relocated Cedar Lane bridge will nol 
residential relocations.  The structure could impact 
wetland area. Also, the proposed alignment will 
Ruins (see page IV-20). 

impa 

42,000 
Area. 

Based upon Alternate B (Figure 17), the alignment will require approximately 
square feet (0.98 acre) of land from the Midd 

require any business or 
0.30 acre of non-tidal 

t the Simpsonville Stone 

e Patuxent Environmental 

5.  Avoidance Alternates and Their Impacts 

Because the Middle Patuxent Environmental Area strletches from existing 
Route 32/Cedar Lane 
further to the west 

(see Figure 25) 
would not avoid 

to MD Route 108 
park property ail 

MD 
relocating Cedar Lane 

- —     —   r».... r. -r~. -j   ^.y.  would have a greater 
impact upon the Simpsonville Stone Ruins and upon the 10 )-year floodplain. 

The only alternative to the use of park property woflld be to relocate Cedar 
Lane to the east. This alternative would require two(reverse curves, one at 
each tie-in point, and the acquisition of three homes. I Also, this alternative 
would require a skewed bridge across a much wider Ifloodplain area, thus 
requiring an 80-foot longer bridge with .30 acre greater wetland impacts than 
Alternate B. 

This alternative would require construction acros 
greater than 25 percent, resulting in radical earth w 

; terrain with slopes 
rk creating a greater 

potential for sediment deposits in this river. With tl|e longer bridge and a 
minimum of two additional residential displacements, thislalternative would cost 
approximately 1 million dollars more than the proposed Alternate B. 

Howard County is constructing Cedar Lane as a four lalne urban highway. Due 
to the high traffic volumes, inconsistent typical sectiqn (ie four lanes into 
two lanes) and substandard geometries, the No-Build | Alternate cannot be 
considered as a reasonable or prudent alternative. 
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6. Mitigation 

Federal Land and Water Conservation funds were not used for the acquisition 
of the 4(f) property. The property to the impacted was acquired with State of 
Maryland Program Open Space funds. Property is available contiguous to the 
existing Environmental Area of equal size and recreational value which will be 
considered for replacement purposes. 

Permits will be required from the U.S. Army Crops of Engineers, the Maryland 
Department of Natural Resources and the Maryland Department of the Environment. 
All conditions of all permits will be strictly adhered to. Any wetland 
requiring replacement will be replaced on a 1:1 ratio. 

7. Coordination 

Coordination has been conducted with the Maryland Department of State 
Planning and other appropriate agencies (see Section VI). Ongoing coordination 
will continue throughout planning and design. 
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V. DISTRIBUTION LIST 

Federal Agencies 

Department of Agriculture 
State Conservantionist 
Soil Conservation Service 
Room 522 
4321 Hartwick Road 
College Park, Maryland 20704 

Mr. Bruce Blanchard, Director 
Office of Environmental Project 
Review, Room 4239 
U.S. Department of the Interior 
18th and C. Streets, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20242 

U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency Region III 

Jeffrey Alper, Chief (3ES41) 
NEPA Compliance Section 
841 Chestnut Street 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19107 

Regional Director 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
Federal Building 
14 Elm Street 
Gloucester, Massachusetts 01930 

Ms. Margaret A. Krengel 
Regional Environmental Officer 
Department of Housing and Urban 
Development 
Liberty Square Building 
105 South 7th Street 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19106-3392 

Ms. Joyce M. Wood, Director 
Office of Ecology and Conservation 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration 
U.S. Department of Commerce 
Room 6222 (PP/EC) 
14th and Constitution Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20230 

Commander 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Baltimore District 
Box 1715 
Baltimore, Maryland 21201 
Attn: NABOP-F 
Mr. Larry Eastman 
Ms. Abbie Hopkins 

Division of NEPA Affairs 
Department of Energy 
Room 4G 064 
1000 Independence Avenue, S.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20230 

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

Mr. Paul Giodano 
Regional Director 
Federal Emergency Management Agency 
Liberty Square Building 
105 South 7th Street 
Philadelpia, Pennsylvania 19106 
Attn: Mr. Walter Pierson 

State Agencies 

Ms. Kathleen Fay 
State Depository Distribution Center 
Enoch Pratt Liberty 
400 Cathedral Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21201 

Mr. Donald E. MacLanchlan 
Assistant Secretary 
Maryland Forest, Park and Wildlife 
Service 

Department of Natural Resources 
Tawes State Office Building 
Annapolis, Maryland 21401 
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Mr. Stan Wong 
Water Resources Administration 
Department of Natural Resources 
Tawes State Office Building 
Annapolis, Maryland 21401 

Chesapeake Bay Critical Area Commission 
Tawes State Office Building 
Annapolis, MD 21401 

Maryland Department of Natural 
Resources 

Tidewater Administration 
Coastal Resources Division 
Tawes State Office Building C-3 
Annapolis, Maryland 21401 
ATTN: Director, Coastal Zone Management 
Program 

Ms. Jo Ann Watson 
Maryland Department of the Environment 
Division of Standards and Certification 
2nd Floor 
201 West Preston Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21201 

Maryland Department of Natural Resources 
Capital Programs Administration 
2012 Industrial Drive 
Annapolis, Maryland 21401 

Howard County 

William E. Eakle 
County Administrator 
3430 Courthouse Drive 
Ellicott City, Maryland 21043 

James Irvin 
Director of Public Works 
3430 Courthouse Drive 
Ellicott City, Maryland 21043 

Alfred P. 
Executive 
Regional 
2225 N. 

Gwynn 
Director 
'Tanning Council 
larles Street 

Baltimore, Maryland 21218 

Uri P. Avin, AICP 
Director, Office of Planning and 
Zoning    1 
3430 Courthoflse Drive 
Ellicott Citj, Maryland 21043 

Charles I. Edker 
Deputy Superilntendent 
Howard County Public School System 
10910 Route 1)8 

/, Maryland 21043-6198 Ellicott City 
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Elected Officals 

The Honorable Elizabeth Bobo 
County Executive 
3430 Courthouse Drive 
Ellicott City, Maryland 21043 

The Honorable Ruth Keeton, 
Chairperson 

Howard County Council 
3430 Courthouse Drive 
Ellicott City, Maryland 21043 

The Honorable Edward J. Kasemeyer 
12400 Clarksville Pike 
Clarksville, Maryland 21029 

The Honorable Robert L. Flanagan 
12400 Clarksville Pike 
Clarksville, Maryland 21029 

The Honorable Robert H. Kittleman 
12400 Clarksville Pike 
Clarksville, Maryland 21029 

Citizens 

Mr. Ronald J. Altmann 
6281 Trotter Road 
Clarksville, Maryland 21029 

Mr. John W. Taylor 
6528 Prestwick Drive 
Highland, Maryland 20777 
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VI.    COMMENTS AND COORDINATION 

£ 

COORDINATION 

Coordination efforts with Howard County, elected officials, the public, and 
appropriate review agencies have been discussed throughout this document, and 
representative correspondence is included in this section. Continued efforts 
will be made to coordinate plans for the proposed project with the appropriate 
individuals and agencies. A combined Location/Design Public Hearing was held on 
March 29, 1988. 

Coordination with concerned agencies and officials has included a field 
meeting with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 
and the Maryland Department of Natural Resources on August 25, 1987. The 
project was discussed at the Interagency Review meeting held at SHA on October 
21, 1987, and on January 20, 1988. 

A meeting was held with the Howard County Departments of Public Works and 
Recreation and Parks on October 27, 1987, to discuss the potential 4(f) impact. 

A meeting was held on November 23, 1987, with elected officials, Howard 
County Planning, and Howard Research and Development Corporation to discuss all 
aspects of the project. 

B. COMMENTS 

A combined Location/Design Hearing for this project was held on March 29, 
1988. Mr. Wayne Clingan, District Engineer, State Highway Administration, 
presided. Representatives of the State Highway Administration's Project 
Development Division described the project process and the alternates under 
consideration and provided an environmental overview of the study area. 
Representatives of the State Highway Administration explained the right-of-way 
acquisition process and the relocation assistance program. Persons attending 
the public hearing were provided a copy of the "Combined Location/Design 
Hearing" brochure, which summarizes features of the alternates. The Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement and a public information display were available 
for review prior to and at the hearing. 

Official transcripts were prepared of the Location/Design Public Hearing. 
The hearing record contains the remarks of 16 speakers, along with written 
statements. Copies of the transcripts are available for review at the Maryland 
State Highway Administration. 

A summary of the comments made at the Public Hearing and the response 
thereto follow: 

1. Mr. Carl Balser - representing Howard County Administration 

Comments: Howard County favors the construction of Alternate B with Options 
2 and 3. Howard County recommends that MD Route 32/Pinden School Road 
interchange be modified to provide a loop ramp in the southwest quadrant for 
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traffic headed towards eastbound MD Route 32. 
continued study of a Clarksville bypass and an i 
access to the Village of River Hill.  Howard 
investigate Park-and-Ride lot locations througho 

The County also recommends 
iterchange to provide direct 
County recommends that SHA 
it the project area. 

Response: Alternate B, Option 1 was selected for design and construction. 
The MD Route 32/Pindell School Road interchinge was not modified as 
requested by Howard County. A bypass of Clarksnlie and an interchange to 
provide access to the Village of River Hill are not included as part of the 
MD Route 32 project. SHA will continue to in estigate Park-and-Ride lot 
locations as this project progresses to final design. 

2. Ronald Altmann, President, Trotter Road Citizens \ssociation 

Comment:  Mr. Altmann recommended that the SH/ 
Trotter Road and construct MD Route 32 below gride as a depressed highway 
through the Trotter Road area. In addition, Mr. 
for the provision of access to W.R. Grace 

construct cul-de-sacs on 

Altmann supported Option 2 

Response: The selected alternate provides for cil-de-sacs on Trotter Road 
as shown with Alternate B. Service Road Option 
access to W.R. Grace. MD Route 32 will be dep 
Road area. 

1 was selected to provide 
•essed through the Trotter 

Ms. Marcina J. Cain 

Comment: Asked how long the project was going to take to construct. 

Response: The construction of MD Route 32 will be 
2 to 2 1/2 years before the roadway is open to tra 

in in 1992. 
rfic. 

It will take 

Mr. Gary Grantham 

Comment: Opposed to Service Road Option 2. 

Response: Service Road Option 1 was selected for donstruction. 

Ms. Pat Davis - Representing Clarksville Business Cpmmunity 

Comment: Recommends the construction of a Clarksville bypass instead of the 
diamond interchange as proposed. I 

Response:  The selected alternate includes the prfcvision for the MD Route 
32/MD Route 108 interchange as presented at the Public Hearing. 

A bypass would require a separate planning study. 

Mr. Chris Feaga 
Louis Church. 

representing the Archdiocese o 

Comment: Mr. Feaga opposes the widening of 
construction of a Clarksville bypass. 

Route 

Baltimore and the St. 

108 and recommends the 
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Response: Alternate B, which was selected, will widen MD Route 108 to 5 
lanes through the MD Route 32/MD Route 108 interchange area. 

A bypass would require a separate planning study. 

7. Mr. Robert E. Weiss - representing the St. Louis Church. 

Comment: Mr. Weiss recommends that more studies be conducted on the 
proposal for a Clarksville bypass. 

Response: Alternate B was selected with the MD Route 32/MD Route 108 
interchange. 

8. Mr. Alton Scavo - representing Rouse Company. 

Comment: Mr. Scavo supports the construction of Alternate B with Option 1 
and 3. Mr. Scavo took serious exception to the possible future location of 
an interchange between Trotter Road and MD Route 108. 

Response: Alternate B and Option 1 were selected for construction. An 
interchange between MD Route 108 and Trotter Road is not included in the 
selected alternate. 

9. Mr. Patrick Marlatt - representing the Fifth District Volunteer Fire 
Department of Clarksville. 

Comment: Mr. Marlatt supports the construction of Alternate B and Option 3. 
Mr. Marlatt is also concerned with access to and from the fire house if a 
bypass of Clarksville is studied. 

Response: Alternate B was selected for construction. A bypass is not being 
considered as part of this project. A bypass would require a separate 
study. 

10. Dr.  Philip Spaulding 

Comment: Dr. Spaulding is in favor of a Clarksville bypass. Should the 
interchange be constructed between f€ Route 32 and MD Route 108, he is 
concerned about access to his business. 

Response: Alternate B was selected for construction including the MD Route 
32/MD Route 108 interchange. The 5-1ane section through Clarksville will 
provide a left turn lane in the center for access to the businesses along MD 
Route 108. 

11. Mr. Bruce Eberle 

Comment: Mr. Eberle recommends that alignment modifications be made to 
Guilford Road before the SHA transfers this road to Howard County. Mr. 
Eberle also recommends further engineering and environmental studies for an 
interchange between MD Route 108 and Trotter Road. 
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Response:  The interchange between MD Route 108 
selected for construction.  Discussions between 
occur on improvements to Guilford Road prior to 

12. Mr. Ronald Nervitt 

and Trotter Road was not 
Hbward County and SHA will 

tr insfer. 

Comment: Mr. Nervitt supports Alternate B and [Option 3. Mr. Nervitt 

Alternate B was selected for construction.  The alignment of 
ce noise.  Restricting 

possible to reduce noise. suggests that Alternate B be constructed as low as 
He also suggests that Howard County and the SHA lijnit growth until MD Route 
32 is constructed. 

Response: 
Alternate B has been depressed in areas to recm 
growth, however, would be the responsibility of Howard County. 

13. Ms. Eva Peszewska 

Comment: Ms. Peszewska supports the construction 
In addition, she requested that MD Route 

other areas 

of  Alternate B with cul 

where possible. 
32 be 

Ms. 
de-sacs on Trotter Road. 
depressed through Trotter Road and 
Peszewska supports the consideration of the Clarksville Bypass and the 
possible interchange between MD Route 108 and Irrotter Road. She also 
requested that the SHA reconsider the constructioli of the MD Route 32/MD 
Route 108 interchange initially instead of ccpstructing an at-grade 
intersection. 

Response:  Alternate B was selected for construct!'<n 
constructed on Trotter Road.  The alignment will tje 
Trotter Road area.  Initially an at 
connecting MD Route 32 with MD Route 
study and is not being considered as part of this st|idy 

•grade 
108. 

with cul-de-sac to be 
depressed through the 

intersection will be constructed 
A bypass i/ould require a separate 

14. Mr. Hugh Cole 

Comment: Mr. Cole is concerned that a median barr- 
en MD Route 108 in front of his property. Mr Co 
Clarksville. 

er would be constructed 
e supports a bypass of 

Response: No barriers are proposed for MD Route 108, 
will be a center left turn lane. 

15. Mr. Graham Seward 

Comment:  Mr. Seward supports Alternate B, Option 1 
MD Route 32 to be elevated. 

Response: Alternate B and Option 1 were selected for 

16. Mr. Al Geiss 

Comment:  Mr. Geiss is concerned with the traffic v 
and supports the construction of cul-de-sacs. 
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Response:  The construction of cul-de-sacs on Trotter Road is included 
with Alternate B. 
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EXHIBIT 1 

OFFICE OF COUNTY EXECUTIV 

ELIZABETH BOBO 

COUNTY EXECUTIVE 

Statement of the Howard County Adm: 

to be Entered into the Formal Re:ord of 

GEORCE HOWARD BUILDING 

3430 COBKT HOUSE DRIVE 

ELUCOTT CITY, MAKOAND 21043 

(301) 992-2011 

nistration 

<3{ the March 29,  1988, Maryland State Highw, 

Location/Design Public Hearjjng 

concerning 

Relocated MD 32 from MD 108 to PindelJ 

Administration 

School Road 

•• 
Good evening. My name is Carl Balser and I am with the Howard County Office 

of Planning and Zoning. I am pleased to be here torjight speaking on behalf of 

the Howard County Administration. 

The relocation of MD 32 between MD 108 and Pinde .1 School Road and other 

improvements associated with this project are of vital importance to Howard 

County. These improvements are necessary to alleviate increasing traffic 

congestion in the Clarksville area, reduce current hazardous traffic 

conditions on MD 32, MD 108, and Cedar Lane, and pro\ ide an improved east-west 

travel corridor to serve the rapidly growing travejl. demand between Carroll 

County and Anne Arundel County. 

This project has been reviewed by the appropriate County agencies. As a 

result of this review, we wish to go on record, at this time, with a brief 

synopsis of the position of the County Administrati< n regarding several key 

issues associated with this project. 
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Alignment 

The Administration favors the Alternate B alignment for the 

relocation and construction of MD 32 as a four lane divided highway 

with full access controls as it appears tonight on the State's wall 

displays. 

MD 32/Pindell School Road/Cedar Lane 

The Administration favors construction of an interchange at this 

location. However, the interchange design shown in the hearing 

brochure will not safely and adequately meet the access requirements 

of existing and proposed land uses including w.R. Grace and the 

Village of River Hill. In particular, the distance between the 

interchange ramps and the North Service Road is inadequate to provide 

for safe merging and weaving movements. We are also concerned that 

the design does not provide adequate vehicle stacking capacity for 

the heavy southbound Cedar Lane to eastbound MD 32 movement. 

We believe that to correct these deficiencies the diamond interchange 

indicated in the State's brochure should be modified to include a 

loop ramp in the southwest quadrant in order to better serve 

southbound to eastbound movements and to generally improve traffic 

operations in the interchange area. We also believe that the State 

Highway Administration should consider redesigning the northern 

interchange ramps to tie directly into the North Service Road. 

Alternatively, the State should consider eliminating the North 
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Service Road connection to Cedar Lane i n favor of providing all 

service road access via the relocated Gi ilford Road connection to 

Pindell School Road.  This option pre 

spacing and safer traffic operations. 

rides better intersection 

Attached to our written 

testimony is an illustration of these concests. 

North Service Road 

fcr 

Of the options presented, the County 

Highway Administration's Option 2 to provide 

of MD 32 to connect with Guilford Road, 

provide better access and circulation 

north of relocated MD 32 and will function 

Cedar Lane interchange options suggested afcxjve 

Trotter Road 

Adminllstration favors the State 

a service road underpass 

tfe believe that this will 

the properties located 

most efficiently with the 

The Administration supports construction of a bridge to carry Trotter 

Road traffic over Relocated MD 32. We believe it is necessary to 

maintain the continuity of this roadway as 

local circulation and access to residence^, the Clarksville Middle 

School, and the proposed new elementary school. Furthermore, we 

believe it is necessary to provide adecfluate roadway connections 

between the two major areas of River Hill. 

a means of providing for 
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In making this statement, the Administration recognizes that a 

portion of the community residing along Trotter Road desires to have 

this road cul-de-saced as a means of preventing through traffic. We 

believe it may be feasible to cul-de-sac Trotter Road north of the 

State Highway Administration right of way in order to reduce traffic 

volumes in this vicinity. As the MD 32 project progresses, we will 

be working closely with the community and with the State Highway 

Adminsitration to determine if other strategies exist for mitigating 

adverse impacts along Trotter Road. 

River Hill Interchange 

The Administration believes there should be a continuing evaluation 

of whether there is a need for a future roadway connection between MD 

32 and the proposed Village of River Hill. 

MD 32/iyiD 108 

The County Administration believes that the State Highway 

Administration should conduct further studies to determine the 

feasibility of a MD 108 western bypass of the Clarksville area as an 

alternative to the proposed MD 32/MD 108 interchange. Under this 

alternative approach, an interchange would be constructed where MD 32 

crosses the MD 108 bypass. We believe that this approach provides 

for future traffic demand in this vicinity while avoiding potentially 

severe detrimental impacts to existing properties and land uses 
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within the Clarksville area. This option 

recommendations of the prior State Highway 

the MD 108 Corridor conducted in the mid 

the State's planning of MD 108 should be 

with the planning of MD 32 in the Clarksvil .e area. 

The Administration recently met with the existing business community 

located along MD 108 in the area of the interchange. This group 

expressed a clear and strong consensus that the State Highway 

Administration pursue the bypass option. . 

intent to meet further with the broader 

)P 

js also consistent with the 

Administration study of 

to late 1970's. Clearly, 

coordinated and integrated 

t is the Administration's 

Clarksville community to 

assess other issues associated with this option. The Administration 

will also work to ensure that appropriate iccess is provided between 

the Village of River Hill and the proposed bypass. If there is 

anyone who wishes to be informed about ujcoming meetings regarding 

these issues please speak to me at the close of this hearing. 

Park and Ride Facilities 

No park and ride facilities have been identified in the State's 

brochure or wall displays.  The Admir|istration believes that 

provision of park and ride lots in both 

Lane vicinities should be made an integral 

order to reduce the high volume of singl* occupant through trips 

These facilities should be planned an 1 designed for use by 

pedestrians, motorists and transit patrons fend should provide a full 

complement of information kiosks, shelters,{lighting and telephones. 
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We wish to thank the State Highway Administration for conducting tonight's 

public hearing. On behalf of the County Administration, we feel confident 

that in the months ahead we will continue to work together to resolve these 

few remaining issues. We also wish to urge that the State Highway 

Administration move forward as quickly as possible to construct the initial 

two lanes of MD 32 as a means of reducing existing hazards and congestion. 

Thank You. 

CSB/eg 

cc: Files: TR2(f);TR2(w); TC88 

4387B 

Response to Office of County Executive: 

Alternate 8, Option 1 was selected for design and construction. The MD Route 
32/Pinden School Road interchange was not modified as requested by Howard 
County. A bypass of Clarksville and an interchange to provide access to the 
Village of River Hill are not included as part of the MD Route 32 project. SHA 
will continue to investigate Park-and-Ride lot locations as this project 
progresses to final design. 
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EXHIBIT     2 

ERA8 COLUMBIA REAL ESTATE. LTD. 

TO: State  Highway Administration 

FROM:       Clarksville Business  Community 

On Tuesday, March  22ndf   1988,  the Clarksville Business  Community 
met with the Howard County  Executive,  other county administrators 
and the Office of Planning and  Zoning to review the proposed 
plans  for  the Rt.   108  and Rt.   32 corridor.     After  a review and 
discussion,  the Clarksville Business  Community unanimously agreed 
upon the following alternative to the State's proposal of an 
interchange. 

The Business  Community feels  that a bypass  around the center  of 
Clarksville would be more suitable as shown on a sketch plan from 
the county.     Bypass  A or  B to be most desirable with the State 
providing good accessibility to the existing business community 
along the Rt.   108  corridor.     The bypass  would alleviate the need 
for  the State to widen Rt.   108  into a 4  or  5  lane fiasco which, 
of course,   is   one of  our  major  concerns  since the proposal as   it 
now stands calls  for  the taking of the business  owner's 
properties, some of who would suffer  greatly.     I might add that 
widening Rt.   108  at this   time and putting yield signs   on the 
right  turns  at Rt.   108  and Rt.   32 would  only increase.the s.afety 
hazard since motorists  wouldn't  even have to stop when turning. 

If  the State chooses  to continue with  the  interchange as  planned 
then we have the following suggestion; 

1.     Instead  of directing the widening  of Rt.   108   eastward,  we 
recommend the widening to  occur   on the west side of the roadway, 
along the  firehouse side and  on down including the River   Hill 
Community.     That area  is   less  developed and we see no problem 
with  HRD having to redesign their   entrance to the community. 

In summary please take  into consideration these  very important 
comments; 

We strongly feel that we as   business   owners  have developed a 
unique character  to our  community and wish  not to have it altered 
by the interchange. 

We have many types  of businesses  including two churches.    We 
need to understand that the St.   Louis   Church  is  perhaps  one of 
the  biggest  focal points   because  of all  the activities   it 
provides.    The access  to the church is  already hazardous.    Drive 
by the area at certain times  during the day and you will 
instantly become aware of the safety hazards,   both  for   vehicles 
and pedestrians. 

6389 TEN OAKS RD. • CLARKSVILLE, MD 21029 • 531-5115 • 596-9300 
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ERA8 COLUMBIA REAL ESTATE. LTD. 

Many business owners would suffer greatly because of lack of 
parking and some perhaps would even be forced to go out of 
business. 

While many of us do depend on the traffic for our livelihoods and 
would like to continue to have this activity along our 
properties, we are not prepared for the drastic changes proposed, 
thus having to give up everything we have worked hard to 
establish so that progress can go on to alleviate the hardship 
for motorists. 

We beg your indulgence to consider our comments when you make 
your final decision. 

Respectfully Yours, 

Patricia A-. Davis for the 
Clarksville Business Community„ 

,-? SJjLC«J<Xn< 

^wC/c ^ 

6389 TEN OAKS RD. • CLARKSVILLE, MD 21029 • 531-5115 • 596-9300 
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l^y^^V- 

ttifW^fe zo-ii) ?t-H.^c(H^;i',a ^' 
•^ 

Response to ERA Columbia Real Estate, Ltd.: 

The selected alternate includes the provision for the MD Route 32/MD Route 108 
interchange as presented at the Public Hearing. 

A bypass would require a separate planning study. 

6389 TEN OAKS RD. • CLARKSVILLE, MD 21029 • 531-5115 • 596-9300 
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Written Comments Received Subsequent to the Location/Design Public Hearing, 
March 29, 1988, and Responses 
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t 
STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

Contract   No.   HO  292-202-770 
Combined  Location/Design  Public  Hearing 

Maryland Route  32 
Maryland Route   108  to  Pindell   School   Road 

Tuesday,   March  29,   1988   -  7:30  p.m. 

NAME     James H.  Robinson   nATF   3/30/88 

ppf|^
E     ADDRESS   6692  Cedar Lane 

Columbia                                                MD                                                21044 
CITY/TOWN STATE ZIP CODE  

I/We wish to comment or inquire about the following aspects of this project: 

My property will be affected by the proposed project with a right of way  

of  significant width being required from my land just  east of  the new bridge 

over  the Middle Patuxent.   Because of  the nearness of construction to my rather 

old   (lOUyears more or  less)  home I  am interested  in  the specific work which will 

b& reqtiir^d in thin arau. BULU luck. axcavaLluu and uiamiug an wall an ihu mavation 

of  the now road  in  thio area   (my only moano of aaoooo and  ogrooo  )   io  of  oonccyni 

I would be grateful  for  the earliest possible notification of  the  dpt-ails  of . 

construction.   I assume that preliminary drawings which  indicate the alignment 

including  elevation  information were prepared  to determine right of way requirements. 

If  possible,   i would like  to  see  these.   I can be reached at  301-531-6653. 

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

CD Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing List. 

• Persons who have received a copy of this  brochure through the mail are already 
on  the project Mailing List. 
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A908-^55 [^ 

Richard H. Trainor 
Secretary Maiytand Department of Transportation 

State Highway Administration ^SS? 

May  20,   1988 

RE:     Contract  No.   HO  292-202-770 
MD   32 
MD  108   to  Pindell   School  Road 
PDMS   No.   132059 

Mr.   James  H.   Robinson 
6692  Cedar  Lane 
Columbia,   Maryland     21044 

Dear Mr.   Robinson: 

Thank you  for your  recent  letter  about   the MD  32  project. 

contact  M  at  your  con^nience0  tT^llZTl.HllfT,     l^*, uiacuss setting a meeting date 

Thank you for your interest in this project. 

Very truly yours, 

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

f 1 ^/S immons^-^ 
Project Manager 

LHE:DS:ds 

My telephone number is (301)_ 

Teletypewrl*— *— ' (red Hearing or Speech 
383-7555 Baltimore Metro - 565-04   VII-3        '0 " 1-800-492-5062 Statewide Toll Free 
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION,-.^.0^0 

QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS Jt:\l-L '"' 

\> 

(\ 

D^' 

Contract No. HO 292-202-770 
Combined Location/Design Public Hearing 

Maryland Route 32 
Maryland Route 108 to Pindell School Road 

Tuesday, March 29, 1988 - 7:30 p.m. 

: n '(18 

Pokpif   /yjA.Jl'+rei 
PLEASE 
PWINT 

NAME 

CITY/TQWNQ//I/LKSv,11% STATP /7?^ 

.DATE ^-s-f? 

 ZIP canP^So^S 

IWWe wish to comment or inquire about the following aspects of this project: 

nXi fi 1L {UJjRn»2hu^0:.xi7i 

K^-fK*  t 
yy\   CkV)/wweScfe  (X-c^g. 

nill/j^^Si t 

^r-\Wi>>*>   ,V.ft £ii ir^VA/X^^i    S) "•^^•iW^Jg    •11    ^i   .M Mwi. 

^r^^^J^-v^ 

ixr-AL 

,k u^iTvkg 

Q*-^r *^~*- 

fP35 PWase add my/our name(s) to the Mailing List.* 
0 
^ 

^-i 

I—llRease delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing List. 

*Persons who have received a copy of thi* hrochure through the mail are already 
m the project M""^!*!^^^^^ VII.4 , , o_ , 

A/I 

1 

1 
1 



A908-1985 m 
Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

Richard H. Trainor 
Secretary 

tial Kassoff 
Administrator 

^*s>^ 

May 18, 1988 

RE:  Contract No. HO 292-202-770 
Maryland Route 32 
MD 108 to Pindell School Road 
PDMS No. 132059 

Mr. Robert Maiolatesi 
7330 Guilford Road 
Clarksville, Maryland 21029 

Dear Mr. Maiolatesi: 

Thank you for your recent letter concerning the MD 32 
project. 

Your support of Option 1 for providing access to the W  R 
Grace property will be considered by members of the project 
planning team prior to reaching a decision on the proposed 
alignment for MD 32. 

Thank you for your interest in this proiect.  Should vou 
nave additional questions or comments, please feel free ro* 
contact me. 

Very truly yours, 

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

LHE:DHS:eh 

   >immoivs_-^ 
Project Manager 

My telephone number is (301). 
335-1190 

„„„ Teletypewi iired Hearing or Speech 
383-7555  Baltimore Metro  - 565-0<     Vll-D        ro _ 1-800-49 2-5062 

^r* K    r* ~ r Statewide Toll Free 



STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATIOND£V^0p^ ' 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS       C/"/•-'.'. 

Contract No. HO 292-202-770 # ^ ^ '-^ 
Combined Location/Design Public Hearing "0 

Maryland Route 32 
Maryland Route 108 to Pindell School Road 

Tuesday, March 29, 1988 - 7:30 p.m. 

^ »•A^gft Er< t^ A*J A1 <W^ ^r£ sT HATP V /<//** 

SmN
ATSE    ADPPPAA   73^0    GoLpgeJ       PJ  

\^ 

PRINT 

CITY/TOWN I iUV£^ !/;;;_£ STATg      /)/(A ZIP   CODE-£LL££~L 

I/We wish to comment or inquire about the following aspects of this project: 

itifi      OJ^;   utJZmsJy     OfOc^A   J^      (lifa^oM    &     ' fjajfc^   ^ 

K  ^^uSU   AJbLA~i.y-    .iAg (1 

1   1 

LKS~J/^BL 

ryi Please add my/our name(s) to the Mailing List.*      A J,  , 

CH Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing List. 
•vo   UsV   ^hjies 

•"Persons who have received a copy of this brochure through the mail are already 
on the project Mailing List. 
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Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

Richard H. Trainor 
Secretary 

Hal Kassoff 
Administrator 

^s>s^S 

May 18, 1988 

RE:  Contract No. HO 292-202-770 
Maryland Route 32 
MD 108 to Pindell School Road 
PDMS No. 132059 

Mr. and Mrs. Edward Maiolatesi 
7340 Guilford Road 
Clarksville, Maryland 21029 

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Maiolatesi: 

Thank you for your recent letter concerning the MD 32 
project. 

Your support of Option 1 for providing access to the W R 
Grace property, as well as your preference for not constructing a 
bridge to carry Trotter Road over MD 32, will be considered by 
members of the project planning team prior to reaching a decision 
on these issues. 

Thank you for  your interest in this project.  Should you 
nave additional questions or comments, please feel free ro 
contact me. 

Very truly yours, 

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

LHE:DHS:eh 

by: 
fou^la^ H^simmc 
Projec'tr'Manager 

My telephone nu',,,K'" •" 'or,1)_ 
J33-1I90 

Teietypev laired Hearing or Speech 
383-7555 Baltimore Metro - 565-C    VI1-7      rtro - 1-800-492-5062 Statewide Toll Free 
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

Contract No. HO 292-202-770 
Combined Location/Design Public Hearing 

Maryland Route 32 
Maryland Route 108 to Pindell School Road 

Tuesday, March 29, 1988 - 7:30 p.m. 

£&>£**?     ..,. 9M*/& NAME — '^•"^ yi-*.—/~rtLe>&,er^ «„* 

pmMT86 *pp'"'«« 6fd±   &2>g*se>e</ /£>+&  

I/We wish to comment or inquire about the following aspects of this project: 

PtAjbZt.   ^H*r>/   £?*&•)><   -72> ,.*i&/T PoiJ/Z focsef  y<r/^er 

*/&<? UATG-   /Zz^h j£tZ<:rvp*ui > 

^ Please add my/our name(s) to the Mai.ing List.* tUljLH.UUH&JhP^ 

XZH Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing List. Jf   [ 

•Persons who have received a copy o-* thi*-'-'ochure through the mail are alreadv 
on the project Mailing List. 
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MarylandDepartmentofTransportation 
State Highway Administration 

Richard H. Trainor 
Secretary 

Hal Kassoff 
Administrator 

May 18, 1988 

RE:  Contract No. HO 292-202-770 
Maryland Route 32 
MD 108 to Pindell School Road 
PDMS No. 132059 

Mr. Lawrence Kroger 
6832 Redberry Road 
Clarksville, Maryland 21029 

Dear Mr. Kroger: 

Thank you for your recent letter supporting the construction 
of the MD 32 project. 

Your suggestions for expediting the project schedule as well 
as requiring developers to construct an interchange within the 
Trotter Road area will be discussed by the project planning team. 

Thank you for your interest in this project.  Should you 
have additional questions or comments, please feel free to 
contact me. 

Very truly yours, 

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

LHE:DHS:eh 

by: 
/i3ou<gia&^jft</ Simm1 

/ Project  Manager 
pifTs ibas" 

My telephone nu',"K'" '•- 'or>1)_ 533-1190 

Teletypes "»lred Hearing or Speech 
383-7555 Baltimore Metro - 565-0       VII-9      o - 1-800-492-5062 Statewide Toll Free 
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

Contract No. HO 292-202-770 
Combined Location/Design Public Hearing 

Maryland Route 32 
Maryland Route 108 to Pindell School Road 

Tuesday, March 29, 1988 - 7:30 p.m. 

NAME    Jerry P. Tiede and Pamela M. Tiede HATP  April 4.  1988 

PmNTSE    ADPRPSS        6760 Sanner Road  

CITY/TOWN Clarksville STATF  Maryland 7IP CODE21I!2S___ 

I/We wish to comment or inquire about the following aspects of this project: 

Having lived at our present address for 8yrs. & enduring the former intersection 

of 32 & Pindell School Rd. and the current blind intersection of Sanner Rd. and Pindell 

School Bd.. it is inconceivable to US that the Highway Dppf. wmilH PVPH rnns-iHpr Humping 

WR. Grace and APL traffic into the same intersection again.  We are stronelv opposed to 

anything but a separate service road for WR. Grace traffis: which would split the heavy traffic 

to opposite sides of the 32 intersection. These facts combined with the additional 

cost of an underpass for WR. Grace, plus the necessary purchasing of aHrHHnngl prnpgri-y 

make it unbelievable that there could be any other choice. We lost a portion of our 

previous property for the new 32, then we lost a portion of our present property to the 

new 32 and we nearly lost 2 members of our family due to a serious accident at the current 

intersection of 32 & Pindell Sch./Cedar La. On top of all this you intend to create 

another blind suicidal intersection. We can only believe that the same genious that 

designed the Pindell Sch./32 intersection must have also come up with the single service 

road plan. The cut off of our road has stopped school bus service to our driveway for 

our children. We have to pick up cans, bottles, underwear, needles and assorted garbage 

and at times plow our own road. Cul-de-sacs belong in Columbia. We can put up with these 

things but we can't put up with a totally idiotic traffic/road design. The way things are 

designed our driveway will be in the middle of the curve and with the increased traffic 

from WR. Grace it will be that much more of a hazard if we can get out of our drive at all. 

IX] Please add my/our name(s) to the Mailing List.*- Continued on separate paper - 

El] Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing List. 

^Persons who have received a copy of this brochure through the mail are already 
on the project Mailing List. VTT .. 
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Page 2 

State Highway Administration 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

Box 717 
Baltimore, Md. 21203 

iy C > f  1   ' ; ^ 

Pff 
I ••I    •• '    •'" s     '  I >f 1 •'    -•-   liii      UO 

We are certain that the State Highway Administration has good intentions 
but it is crystal clear that looking at a piece of paper and the real life 
situation are 2 entirely different matters. 

We would appreciate being kept informed of any developments in this 
situation. It is essential that this project be expedited. 

We had to put up with the initial construction of Route 32 and it would 
be nice if we didn't have to spend the next 10 to 15 years in the midst of 
road construction. 

Jerry P. Tiede and Pamela M. Tiede 
6760 Sanner Road Clarksville, Md 21029 
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^00-1988 \V 
Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

Richard H. Trainor 
Secretary 

Hal Kassoff 
Administrator 

^So^S^ 

May 18, 1988 

RE:  Contract No. HO 292-202-770 
Maryland Route 32 
MD 108 to Pindell School Road 
PDMS No. 132059 

Mr. and Mrs. Jerry P. Tiede 
6760 Sanner Road 
Clarksville, Maryland 21029 

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Tiede: 

Thank you for your recent letter offering your suggestions 
for improving the MD 32 project. 

Your support of Option 1 for providing access to the W. R. 
Grace property will be discussed by the project planning team 
prior to reaching a decision on the proposed MD 32 alignment. 

Improvements to the Sanner Road/Pindeil School Road 
interchange will be included as a part of this project.  These 
improvements will increase the sighi: disrance and improve zhe 
safety of this intersection. 

Thank you for your interest in this project. Should you 
have additional questions or suggestions, please feel free to 
contact me. 

Very truly yours, 

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

LHE:DHS:eh 

by: 

A ou^las {li^-/Simmoh^' Project Manager 

My telephone number is (301)_ 333-1190 

Teletypewrlte VI1-13     ed Hearing or Speech 
383-7555 Baltimore Metro - 565-0451 D.C. Metro - 1-800-492-=-'= 2 Statewide Toll Free 
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PROJECT 

D£VELOP>-:F:: 

ERA8 COLUMBIA REAL ESTATE,; Liffite 

March   7,   1S'88 

Mr.  Douglas  Simmons 
Project Manager 
Project Development Division 
State  Highway Administration 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, MD  212 02 

Dear Mr.  Simmons, 

Per  our  telephone conversation on Wednesday,   April   6th,   1988,   I'd 
like to state in writing my concerns  and  recommendations   for  the 
State  Highway's  proposed  redesign in the  vicinity of Route  32, 
Cedar   Lane and Mill Road. 

I beg the State's  indulgence to consider seriously the  Howard 
County's proposal  of a  redesign to  facilitate the southbound 
traffic  off Cedar   Lane and an underpass  at  the  vicinity of W.R. 
Grace. 

We,  the property owners  along Mill Road,  have had  nothing  but 
adverse conditions   ever since the new Route  32 corridor  at Cedar 
Lane and Pindell School Rd.   was  constructed.     No thought  was   ever 
given to the conditions   that would  occur   for  those having to use 
a service road such as Mill Road,   for   instance,  the steep  grading 
of the  egress,   ingress  connector  which   I am sure is  well  out  of 
the norm with the allowable grade standards.     Within the past   2 
months  and after  several years  of problems,  with  the help  of  one 
of  our  council members,  we have  finally  been successful  in getting 
"no parking" signs  and two lights   installed. 

We would at  this   time  like to suggest  to  bring  the traffic  off 
Cedar   Lane to the south  and use the  land across   the highway fi*oB\ 
our service road which  the State  owns   to service the W.R.   Grace 
facility by constructing an underpass  at  the  Grace  facility. 

By constructing an underpass  and using the State property,  we as 
owners  would  be relieved  of much  aggravation.     I believe a 
comment was  made that we would  be  only affected at certain hours 
which  is   not altogether  correct.     There are always   big  trucks  and 
other   vehicles  going  into  Grace at  all hours.     An underpass  would 
be more expensive to construct  but  on the other hand   I believe no 
properties  would have to be  bought  and the  residents   in 
Clarksville Ridge would not  be affected. 

6389 TEN OAKS RD. • CLARKSVIII F  MD 21029 • 531-5115 • 596-9300 
VII-15 

"Eath office indepcndentlv owned and operated." (3 5) "^A RfAL ESTATE 



& 

ERA9 COLUMBIA REAL ESTATE. LTD. 

So,   effectively,  go south  with  the traffic  and construct an 
underpass! 

By the way,   if   I can help  relieve some of the expense of the 
underpass,   I'd be more than happy to purchase some of the land on 
my side including the Mill Road area close to our home. 

Sincerely, 

Patricia A. Davis 

6389 TEN OAKS RD. • CLARKSVll I F  MD 21029 • 531-5115 • 596-9300 
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Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

Richard H. Trainor 
Secretary 

Hal Kassoff 
Administrator 

,*W^ 

May 17, 1988 

RE:  Contract No. HO 292-202-770 
Maryland Route 32 
MD 108 to Pindell School Road 
PDMS No. 132059 

Ms. Patricia A. Davis 
c/o ERA Columbia Real Estate, Ltd 
6389 Ten Oaks Road 
Clarksville, Maryland 21029 

Dear Ms. Davis: 

v„„  Tha2k yOU f0r yOUr recent letter about the MD 32 proiect 
Your preference for providing access to W. R. Grace by con- 
structing an underpass connecting Guilford Road Sith the 5 R 
Grace entrance will be discussed by members of the project' 

aiignm^t!691" P  r t0 reachi^ a decision on t5e MD 32 

Thank you for your interest in this project   Should von 

co^tacTme^1'101131 qUestions - comments" pLase f^r.^o 

Very truly yours, 

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

immajus^ 
anager 

LHE:DHS:eh 

My telephone number is (301)_ 333-1190 

„fi,   7„£. Teletypewrit     VI1-17   red Hearing or Speech 
383-7555 Baltimore Metro - 565-0451 D.C. Metro 1-800-492-5062  Statewldfi   Toll  Frep 
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

Contract No. HO 292-202-770 
Combined Location/Design Public Hearing 

Maryland Route 32 
Maryland Route 108 to Pindell School Road 

Tuesday, March 29, 1988 - 7:30 p.m. 

NAME Qui'Sn fefate DATE=3/£f/££_ 

CITY/TQWM   GtlJm&'ia. ftTATP   .       ftd. 7IP   P.ftnc <£ /ft V/ 

I/We wish to comment or inquire about the following aspects of this project: 

£fi /ifaJ 3a a fid.   C^arAa^ju  -fti's   /t> &» irnwrb^f'fneeJjUr>rj>\*t.i-* 

'Clou.'     T &M *&//OiLy/*'    T^cf  rf d±±<7 &(<!, gsfij /ItP&Jo   aatd/rpZLjrte. 

— :    r;>^/-^   frill C£   /s    CL ^/^//C/  vndd&fj*^  /rcrffa-f /„/ 

\rr* pr{\d4i) prouyjin^   [OaWciAitUtf fad   bfee. pM,\A anrvsvJl -tU<uL, 

he 1.0 rm^.TW IMMIO/JL dm:jAd^ bi'ktuv   ^^is -te i>^ aAd^&L 

HZ] Please add my/our nanie(s) to the Mailing List.* 

lO Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing List. 

•Persons who have received a copy of this brochure through the mail are already 
on the project Mailing List. 
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IH\ 
Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

Richard H. Trainor 
Secretary 

Hal Kassoff 
Administrator 

April 1988 

RE:  Contract No. HO 292-202-770 
Maryland Route 32 
Maryland Roue 108 to 
Pindell School Road 
PDMS No. 132059 

Ms. Gwen Peters 
5740 Cedar Lane 
Columbia, Maryland  21044 

Dear Ms. Peters: 

Thank you for your recent letter supporting the construction 
of the Maryland Route 32 project. 

Your comments -oncerning a bypass of Clarksville and the 
provision of access to the W. ?.. Grace property will be discussed 
by the project planning team before a decision is reached on the* 
proposed alignment. 

Should you have any further questions or comments, please 
contact me or Mr. Douglas Simmons, the Project Manager.  Mr. 
Simmons's telephone number is (301) 333-1190. 

Very truly yours, 

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

immoi 
Manager 

LHE:DS:ds 

333-1130 
My telephone number is (301). 

Teletypewrltt "     -'-ed Hearing or Speech 
383-7555 Baltimore Metro - 565-045   vII-19     > - 1-800-492-5062 Statewide Toll Free 

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



PROJECT 
STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION      DFYEL'"^ " 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS "[)p  " 

Contract No. HO 292-202-770 
Combined Location/Design Public Hearing 

Maryland Route 32 
Maryland Route 108 to Pindell School Road 

Tuesday, March 29, 1988 - 7:30 p.m. 

k?R fo    *J 37 'Pfi 'fij 

y 

NAME fA^^^-viO    G     VVA^cSltSe^ .DATE. 
M 

PR?N^E    ADDRESS. 
WS'V^     C ^O^OS    (^es^     <$<$> 

(o (\^ 

CITY/TQWN0^^0^  SN>»\W    ftTATP  W^  C^ .ZIP CODE ̂ sNO^s^ 

I/We wish to comment or inquire about the following aspects of this project: 

8= ^x^.'W.W. 
t^N«VS*S      V*c     V.o^V«f* ^\\ ^o~\^ ^OV 

Wv?» 

^ 

»V ^       t>V-     A 
•?• 

O C C. or to & c rvw 

V-^>^-sj 'Ws    sV^*^,   Vv^?   <\^«»4 

\p<\\cft\    i^gftioc      o^    S^»^N,C\-O>   ^-Vv s 

^   «v ^^> o 5; F^ •<v» 1. 
LL 

Si 
^ ft OkJ" AVN, 

"X-i u z. C o <>   C ^.P fs» S 

^g       ^o^\A-.     ^ \_AJ v \i     ^ <. c t>tv»^ 

VN^^w*        C <» A     S^ <* "   <><<> /M 4 V toryr*. cj   C^c-    v^e ng c O 1 Q <v^> u^ 
•>\\v ^ ^a 

^ 
.   OftVW  v  ;^   w^   ;<sV>cV «>^ \<. 

^ 
^v ^Ver 

ft^A 
4-^^^  ^^s^-  

c« \     -W    fi s, s ^ »v^     Vv^et   W\' i 

v     VV»     9\cNAt\v    S^«^    K^ V-f^'Kr  s. it "4'    ^ Vv\ 4 

^ Vto ^ <>      '^'a- ^-   S   |Pg C   >AUy        Wig       ^wvV^   \ x CU.        ^^ovf>^ f 
^ "/ 

^ 
^   ^ft-X^r-'^      /9 ftr^   .       9Uft-s<~      K^yp    ,b,^o>V\T>^      IL ^_D^ 

I     I  Please add my/our name>«) to the Mailing List.* 

dl Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing List. 

• Persons who have received a copy of this  brochure through the mail are already 
on the project Mailing List. 
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i K'b 
Richard H. Trainor 

Maiyland Department of Transportation Secretarv 

State Highway Administration UH.n.IS? 

April 22,   1988 

RE:  Contract No. HO 292-202-770 
Maryland Route 32 
Maryland Route 108 to 
Pindell School Road 
PDMS No. 132059 

Mr. Martin G. Madden 
11524 Crows Nest Road 
Clarksville, Maryland 21029 

Dear Mr. Madden: 

Thank you for your recent letter outlining your support for 
Option 1 of the Maryland Route 32 project.  Your comments will be 
IVtllTt  «*.<»••<=«••< *>* ambers of the project p?ann?ng tea^ 
for0this 111)11?.   " reaChed <•ninS the proposed alignment 

Thank you for your interest in this project.  Should you 
any future questions or comments, please feel free to 
ict me. 

have any 
contact me 

Very truly yours, 

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

/Douglafs sirnr /Doug'l^s Simmons ^y 
ProiefeiTManaoer 

LHE:DS:ds 

My telephone number is (301) 333    1109 

Teletypewrlt<   VI1-21    ed Hearing or Speech 
383-7555 Baltimore Metro - 565-0451 u.o. IVIBUU - 1-800-492-5062 Statewide Toll Free 

707   Nnrth   Dplvprt   ^t       R^ltlmorp     Marvlanrl   ?i?m-0717 
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Qc'ROjzcT. 
STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION ^I^OPy/r , 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS ; V o        "7 

Contract No. HO 292-202-770 ''' J';'^ '#£' 
Combined Location/Design Public Hearing 

Maryland Route 32 
Maryland Route 108 to Pindell School Road 

Tuesday, March 29, 1988 - 7:30 p.m. 

NAME      K*77^    k'     '{l<r&2, HATP     ZA/W 

?mNATSE   ADPBPM 63^r   6J,AS4AM//> ;</*?  

CITY/TOWN   dt? ZfiXfJ//?       STATE  ^Z^ ZIP  CODE^/^2ll 

I/We wish to comment or inquire about the following aspects of this project: 

farfcrsf tf<£+J!^J2o.   JU^^g ^    <^^-^ ^*y(s<^      i^Lj-^ 
 )        <. «—-»—• • i' — ' 

ftynj^ij/ fc,/4>4&'jfot*'!/^»u  ,^^^4^^^ 

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

dD Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing List. 

• Persons who have received a copy of this  brochure through the mail are already 
on the project Mailing List. 
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- A908- I9aa w 
Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

0ys^S^J 

Richard H. Trainor 
Secretary 

Hal Kassoff 
Administrator 

May 18, 1988 

RE:  Contract No. HO 292-202-770 
Maryland Route 32 
MD 108 to Pindell School Road 
PDMS No. 132059 

Mr. Keith Risser 
6326 Windharp Way 
Columbia, Maryland 21045 

Dear Mr. Risser: 

abourT?h?kMn0V0r yOUr reCent leCter ^cp^sting information acout the MD 32 project. 

.nH. ^^ COUrt iS located to the north of the project limits 
Jed^r f!n!  He'h

WaS ri0t 0n the disPlay-  The improvements to 
800 L^ ;«,W?i  /r6 included in this Project end approximately 
w?2J:;V0Sth ,  COrina COUrt'  However' Cedar Lane is to be 
rltlil     ,1 ard C°unty-  Should ^u have any questions con- 
cllil  If   rt  PSOPOS? .COUn1:y pr^ect' Please contact Ms. Elizabeth 
QQO ?n?5     Howard County Department of Public Works at (301) 
yy<i — JU14. 

Thank you for your interest in this project.  Should you 
have any future questions, please feel free to contact me. 

Very truly yours, 

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

/t)ou 
Project femager 

LHE:DHS:eh 
cc:  Ms. Elizabeth Calia 

My telephone number is (301) 
333-1130 

„<,,,   ,^. „ Teletypew-'*— *~ •—ialred Hearing or Speech 
383-7555 Baltimore Metro - 565-0    VII-23        o - 1-800-492-5062 Statewide Toll Free 



PROJECT 
STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATIOftEVELOPJ«!EMT 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS      Di\' 3    H 

Contract No. HO 292-202-770   ^ '  l0 32 ^ ^ 
Combined Location/Design Public Hearing 

Maryland Route 32 
Maryland Route 108 to Pindell School Road 

. Tuesday, March 29, 1988 - 7:30 p.m. 

NAME      "T/te'02>0gg     A-    G£UJ£TLX nATC   $/£  £t/ftf 

PLEASE  AnnpPftft   /V^7^     j/i6HMun    p&fe-  

I/We wish to comment or inquire about the following aspects of this project: 

C6)ryr/,cerr/c/J    OF    feT   3Q.t      fLe&Ze   ^>6 

^ 

^kte^x/Zz,     /y,*d4^^£ 

^^ M;M7U7 

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

I     I Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing List. 

•Persons who have received a copy of this  brochure through the mail are already 
on  the project Mailing List. 
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A908-T9e5 

Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

'^so^se^ 

Richard H. Trainor 
Secretary 

Hal Kassoff 
Administrator 

May  19,   1988 

RE:     Contract  No.   HO  292-202-770 
MD  32 
MD  108   to  Pindell   School  Road 
PDMS  No.   1320.59 

14fi7nnv-KrS'   Theodore  A.   Gelletly-       " 14670  Viburnum Drive 
Dayton,   Maryland     21036 

Dear Mr.   and Mrs.   Gelletly: 

of   thehMSk320prof30:c??Ur """  lattar  ****>****  the  construction 

several  is's^s  frfcu^re^ly IIZT^ dUring  1992-     Alth°^ 
anticipated  that  t^S^^^SlSS^  ^n^uction 

have  anrfu^her^ues^ions^rf  ^ ,thiS  PrOJeCt-     Should *• 
contact  me  at   (loTt  333-T190     COm,nentS'   please  feel  free  to 

Very truly yours, 

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

Ddu^g^is/'S immoniZ^^ 
Project Manager 

LHE:DS:ds 

My telephone number is (301)  

Teletypew paired Hearing or Speech 363-7555 •""",;? ^ -r.:»? VII-25 1-,7-,„^r2-^
ns,«w,a e Toll Free 



HOWARD COUNTY BICYCLE CLUB 

PROJECT V ^ 

James M. Tordella .  ^ 10 ?H'QB 
Governmental Representative       tt&R ZJ  ^ 
10353 Maypole Way 
Columbia, MD  21044 

19 March 1988 

State Highway Administration 
Office of Planning & P.E. 
P.O. Box 717 
Balltimore, MD 21044 

Dear Sirs: 

We are a 45 member bicycle club of Howard County residents. 
We believe that contract No. HO 292-202-770, location/design 
and hearing, on MD. Rt 32 from MD 108 to Pindel1 School Road 
affects us directly. 

We are in favor of Alternate B, Trotter Road — Option 3. 
Cutting off Trotter Road would be bad for us and for the 
county.  Trotter Road must go through.  Bicyclist use 
Trotter Road very frequently; it is one of our most 
beautiful.  It is most convenient to Columbia, where many of 
our members live. We wish to continue to bicycle through it. 
Without Trotter Road, we are forced onto MD 108, clearly a 
much less desirable bicycling environment. 

We believe that the quality of life of Howard County is 
clearly compromised by expressways cutting off local roads. 
When driving locally or bicycling locally, we do not wish to 
contend with through-county traffic.  We do not wish MD 32 
traffic Jams to affect our lives every rush hour. 

We are in favor of Option 1 service roads.  We do not think 
it is worth the extravigant cost of, and see no benefits to 
an underpass to W.R. Grace.  With either option, some 
traffic will have to go around the long way.  Option 1 is 
less disruptive to those houses along Gull ford Road also. 

We want our local roads preserved — for bicycling, for 
direct access, and for quality of life.  We do NOT want our 
county sliced up in a cheap sacrifice to the throughway god. 

Very truly yours. 

nM^. 
lames M. Torde 1 1 a 
Howard County Bicycle Club 
Governmental Representative 
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Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

Richard H 
Secretary 

Hal Kassoff 
Administrator 

Trainor 

March 29, 1988 

RE:  Contract No. HO 292-202-770 
Maryland Route 32 
Maryland Route 108 to 
Pindell School Road 
PDMS No. 132059 

Mr. James M. Tordella 
10353 Maypole Way 
Columbia, Maryland 21044 

Dear Mr. Tordella: 

Route^rprc^ct" IZr  llVtll  ^f  ""»*«»« "a Maryland 
be discussed'by the proje" SSi„a°ta2f h0? 1 ^ 0ption 3 "^ 
reached on  the proposed aligSieS? "     bef0re a d«isi'»' i» 

=onta«0^dortheaLeoS^tf^nta:errqUoSti?nS  0r C0•e"S-   »^— 
Simmons'   telephone Ser  is   UOli   ??3?ll90SlmOnS-     "^ 

Very truly yours, 

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

l<3la.gS£/  Simmohs 
Project Manager 

LHE:DS:ds 

My telephone number is (301)       333-1190 

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 
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?ROi£Cv 

vo!-62 la 15   2«vr68 

March 2,- 1988 

Mr. Neil J. Pedersen, 
Director, Office of Planning and Preliminary Engineering, 
State Highway Adrr i n i strat i on , 
Post Office Box 717, 
Baltimore. Marya Ind 21203-0717 

Dear Mr. Pedersen: 

I am wi tally concerned with Maryland Route 32 and want to go 
on record supporting the construction of the segement from Route 
108 to Pindell School Road as soon as possibl e. This written 
statement is sent since I may not be able to attend the meeting on 
March 2?th. 

We ought to learn from our past experiences. So I recommend 
that the road be built for four lanes with expansion to eight 
lanes at a later date. This means all bridges should accomodate 
the wider road. 

It is recommended that the interchange at Route 108 be made a 
full clowerleaf now. 

Route 32 is a major thoroughfare and as anyone can see if you 
travel it morning and evening during rush hour. Route 32 area is 
where people want to live and be convenient to employment centers. 

Ue normally build too small and then pay many times more to 
expand later. A case in point is Route 29   through Columbia which 
-should have been built for 6 or 8 lanes in the beoinnino in 

... • . ^ :
wj^iets .p3 an ahead and save $'s for the future. 

r^T^jr:;: yeryfitr^T y  yours, 

^rl 3136 J/itt) i amf i el d *Dr i ve , 
: €1 ••fijco't-t City,   Maryland 2104: 

REEVED 
MAR  i*. 135c 
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Maryfand Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

Richard H. Trainor^ / 
Secretary j j ( 

Hal Kassoff 
Administrator 

March 29,   1988 

Mr. Rudolph Nothdurft 
13136 Williamfield Drive 
Ellicott City, Maryland 21043 

Dear Mr. Nothdurft: 

Thank you for your recent letter supporting the relocation 
of Maryland Route 32 from Maryland Route 108 to Pindell School 
Road. 

Maryland Route 32 will be designed to accommodate the 
traffic volumes which have been forecasted for the year 2015. 
These forecasts include the additional traffic which will be 
generated by future development throughout the region. 

A brochure is attached, which further discusses this 
project. 

Should you have any further questions or suggestions, please 
contact me. 

Very truly yours, 

Neil J.\jpedersen, Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

NJPrds 
Attachment 
cc:  Mr. L, H.   Ege,   Jr. 

My telephone number is (301 )_ 333-1110 

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 
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V 
STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

Contract No. HO 292-202-770 
Combined Location/Design Public Hearing 

Maryland Route 32 
Marvlnnrt Rrm-t-o 1 OS +• n    D-inHoll  S^hr^l  D^oH 

March 31, 1988 Paul &  Nancy Parlette 
6434 Trotter Rd. 
Clarksville, MD  21029 

Dear Sir/Madam: 

My husband and I recommend that Trotter Rd. be cut In two, leaving cul- 
dl-sacs for the residents and that a collector Rd./through Rd. be incor- 
porated into HRD's plan for River Hill at or west of the Circle (future 
access) indicated on your drawings Alt. B, Option 1. 

Our reasoning is as follows: 
As far as we know your goal as SHA is to provide for the needs of the 
citizens in a way that will meet the greatest number of needs while in- 
conveniencing the least number of citizens. We feel that the above recom- 
mendation does this. 

1. Those of us on Trotter Rd. enjoy it as a residential (at one time 
rural) area; we are starting our family and want to keep the neighbor- 
hood from being "upgraded" because of increase in traffic. 

2. If you build a bridge over Trotter half of our front yard becomes a 
right of way.  We do not want to loose half of our front yard and if it 
was done, we believe that and the increased noise would greatly decrease 
the value of our home and would want some just compensation. 

3. We ask ourselves, why does the county and HRD want the bridge on 
Trotter Rd?  Is it just for the convenience of Trotter residents? We 
don't think so!  Rather it is because they know that there will be a 
GREAT increase in traffic and that they want Trotter to be a "collector 
Rd" or a road for "local circulation".  There goes our residential neigh- 
borhood!!  We don't want our Rd. to become like Guilford Rd. is now.  If 
the county and HRD want a through Rd so badly let them build it into 
their plans.  If they do this then it will meet all needs - it will allow 
us our right to keep our area residential and semi-quiet and take care of 
the needs for a through way between the two 32 intersections. 

Thank you for considering these alternatives. 

Nancy & Paul Parlette 

J><3 Please add my/our name(s) to the Mailing List.* 

CZD Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing List. 

•Persons who have received a copy of this brochure through the mail are already 
on the project Mailing List. 
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153 

Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

Richard H. Trainor 
Secretary 

Hal Kassoff 
Administrator 

RE; 

April 6, IS8S 

Contract Ho. HO 292-202-7~Q 
Maryland Route 22 
Maryland Route 10 3 zo 
Pindell School Rod 
PDMS No. 1320 59 

Mr. i Mrs. Paul Parlette 
5434 Trotter Road 
Clarr.sville, Maryland  2: 

Dear Mr. & Mrs. Parlette 

Thank you for your recent letter recommending that cul-d— 
sacs be constructed separating Trotter 
alignment of Maryland Route 32. sr Road from the proposed 

bpfor.I
0^r,COnr'enrs.wi11 be evaluated by the project plannin 

before a decision is reached on the Trotter Road issSe. g team 

Should you have any further questions cr comments, please 
^^V'8 ?r Mr- Dou5las Simmons, the Project Manager.' 
i^-.m^n^  ^eiepnone number is (301) 333-1190. Mr. 

LHE 

-y 

very truly yours, 

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

'  J   <=  '-   'w a n a g 6 r 

My telephone number is (301) 

Teletypewrll    \/II-31    fed Hearing or Speech 
383-7555 Baltimore Metro - 565-0451 u.u. ivieuo - 1-800-492-5062 Statewide Toll Free 

* o r\ o     r>. -* -»-• 



) ^ 

^25^ 1988 

^ ^ € 'to 
March. 25. 1988 

^^ 
Neil J. Pedersen ^^^    /iff V "^-^ 
Director, Office of Planning & APR ^ }QQL 

Preliminary Engineering ' •i3a^ 
State Highway Administration „.-„. 
P.O. Box 717 BliiIJ?•, flrfEijr 
Baltimore, MD 21203-0717 

Dear Mr. Pedersen: 

«•* * WIBBHS1
 fi. 

We are writing to express our concerns over the pending 
construction of Maryland Route 32 in the vicinity of Trotter 
Road in Howard County.  We are aware of the several options 
which are being considered and have already expressed our 
position; i.e., in favor of the construction of cul-de-sacs 
on Trotter Road north and south of the alignment for Route 32, 
which will be presented by the Trotter Road Citizens Association 
at the Location/Design Public Hearing on March 29. 

Regardless of which option is settled upon for the 
Trotter Road/new Route 32 confluence, we are seriously concerned 
about the noise pollution which will result from the proximity 
of the new Route 32 location to our residence.  If the roadbed 
for new Route 32 follows the current topography, the noise from 
traffic will have an adverse impact on us and on our inmiediate 
neighbors.  Therefore, we urge you to lower the roadbed for 
Route 32 in the region of Trotter Road and to take whatever 
other precautions as may be necessary to minimize the noise 
impact to us and our neighbors. 

We are also concerned about the safety implications of 
new Route 32.  Will you please assure that the new highway is 
fenced on either side to preclude crossing of the highway by 
schoolchildren? 

Your attention to these matters will be greatly appreciated. 

'  .6.-.-~ci C<rr--^J--1^'-' Sincerely, 

David Connolly Michael J. Baluck 
Elizabeth Connolly Christine A. Baluck 
6311 Trotter Road 6302 Trotter Read 
Clarksviile, MD 21029 Clarksvilie, MD 21029 
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1^ 
Richard H. Trainor 

Maiyiand Department of Transportation Secre,arv 

State Highway A dministration ^ Kassoff 
Administrator 

April 13, 1988 

Mr. & Mrs. Michael J. Baluck 
6302 Trotter Road 
Clarksville, Maryland  21029 

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Baluck: 

Thank you for your recent letter about the Maryland Route 32 
project which outlined your support for the construction of cul- 
de-sacs on Trotter Road north and south of the proposed Maryland 
Route 32 alignment. 

The project planning team will discuss depressing Maryland 
Route 32 through the Trotter Road area before a decision is 
reached on the proposed alignment.  However, the elevation of the 
alignment through the Trotter Road area will also be dependent 
upon which option is selected for providing access to the W. R. 
Grace and Riverhill Game Farm properties. 

Maryland Route 32 will be fenced on both sides to prevent 
access by both pedestrians and vehicles. 

Should you have any further questions or comments concerning 
this project, please feel free to contact me. 

Very truly yours, 

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

NJP:db 

cc:  Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr. 

My telephone number is (301) 333-1110  

Teletypewriter ir~ i^^,1red Hearing or Speech 
383-7555 Baltimore Metro - 565-0        VII-33   o - 1-800-492-5062 Statewide Toll Free 

707  North  Calvert e,  Maryland   21203-0717 
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Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

Richard H. Trainor 
Secretary 

Hal Kassoff 
Administrator 

April  13,   1988 

Mr. and Mrs. David Connolly 
5311 Trotter Road 
Clarksville, Maryland  21029 

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Connolly: 

• TJan£.you for your recent letter about the Maryland Route 32 
project whxch outlined your support for the construction of cul- 

R^le^YaU^n^*0** ^^ ^ SOUth 0f ^  '"*>"* ^ryl^d 

The project planning team will discuss depressing Maryland 

reachJ ^IT^   the  Tr0tter Road area bef^  « decision's 
reached on the proposed alignment.  However, the elevation of the 
alignment through the Trotter Road area will also be dependent 
upon whxch option is selected for providing access to lit  w  R 
Grace and Riverhill Game Farm properties. 

Maryland Route 32 will be fenced on both sides to prevent 
access by both pedestrians and vehicles. prevent 

Should you have any further questions or comments 
this project, please feel free to contact me. 

Very truly yours, 

concerning 

<nw J hteM*- 
Neil J. Pedersen, Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

NJP:db 

cc:  Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr. 

My telephone number is (301) 333-1110 

•jno   TCCC Q-I«I_        .. ^    Teletypewr      yjT   _4 |recj Hearing or Speech 
383-7555 Baltimore Metro - 565-04       vll-J4 .0 _ i-8oo-492-5062 

Statewide Toll Free 
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4f(* 

JOHN C. EVELIUS 
C. EDWARD JONES 
BICHARD O. BERNDT 
THOMAS N. SIODISON, JR. 
MICHAEL J. TRAVIESO 
ROBERT R. KERN, JR. 
SAUL E. GILSTEIN 
THOMAS B. LEWIS 
BONNIE A. TRAVIESO 
STEPHEN A. GOLDBERG 
LINDA H. JONES 
CHRISTOPHER J. FRITZ 
STEVEN I. FRAHM 
NITA L. SCHULTZ 
EILEEN J. WEINER 
MICHAEL W. SKOJEC 
KATHRYN KELLEY HOSKINS 
MARK P. KEENER 
KEVIN J. DAVIDSON 
EILEEN M. LUNGA 
G. CHRISTOPHER COSBY 

LAW OFFICES 

GALLAGHER, EVELEUS <& JONES 
PARK CHARLES 

218 NORTH CHARLES STREET 

BALTIMORE. MO. 21 201 

TELEPHONE (30I) 737-7702 

TELECOPIER (30I) 837-3079 

March 18, 1988 

Mr. Neil J. Pedersen, Director 
Office of Planning & Preliminary 
Engineering 

State Highway Administration 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 

RE:  Relocated Maryland Route 32 
From Maryland Route 108 to 
Pindell School Road 
Contract No. HO292-202-770 

Dear Mr. Pedersen: 

As you know from past correspondence, our office 
represents the Roman Catholic Archdiocese of Baltimore 
and the St. Louis Catholic Church of Clarksville.  In 
connection with the Combined Location/Design Public 
Hearing on the above captioned project, we have no 
objections to the proposed Alternate B.  We do, 
however, wish to express again our opposition to any 
widening of Route 108.  We believe any widening will 
ultimately lead to the taking of a portion of our 
property between the church/school buildings and the 
existing Route 108.  As stated in the past, we are 
opposed to any actions which could even remotely result 
in a taking of any part of the St. Louis property. 

Also, we have a concern about the safety of our 
parishioners and the community if Route 108 is in part 
(the interchange of Routes 32 and 108) widened to 5 
lanes and then reduced to 4 or 3 lanes which was proposed 
at one time. 

I know these concerns have been raised in the past; 
however, we feel it important that we restate them whenever 
there is an opportunity.  Hopefully, the issues we raise 
will not go unheard. 

VII-35 



AJLLAQHER, EVELIUS <fe JONES 

Neil J. Pedersen 
March 18, 1988 
Page 2 

^ 

For your information, the St. Louis parish is in 
the process of conducting a capital campaign to construct 
additional facilities on its site.  We have relied on 
prior representations that there is no plan by the State 
to take any part of the St. Louis Clarksville property. 
Unless we hear otherwise from you, we will assume that 
the representations made in the past are still true 
and accurate. 

Your cooperation and assistance are greatly 
appreciated. 

Very truly yours, 

Robert R. %$x&,   J: Jr. ' 

RRK,JR/ew 
100-58 
cc:  Mr. Wayne Clingan 

Mr. Douglas Simmons 
Reverend Thomas J. Donellan 
Reverend Michael J. Spillane 
Richard 0. Berndt, Esquire 
Mr. Louis F. Baird 
Reverend Anthony Sauerwein 
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M 
Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

Richard H. Trainor 
Secretary 

Hai Kassoff 
Administrator 

March 31, 1988 

Mr. Robert R. Kern, Jr. 
Gallagher, Evelius & Jones 
Park Charles 
218 North Charles Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21201 

Dear Mr. Kern: 

Thank you for your recent letter stating the opposition of 
the St. Louis Catholic Church of Clarksville in regard to the 
proposed widening of Maryland Route 108. 

The Maryland Route 32 project will not require the 
acquisition of any right-of-way from the St. Louis Church 
property. 

Your opposition to the proposed widening of Maryland Route 
108 will be discussed by the project planning team along with 
comments which we will receive at and subsequent to the Public 
Hearing before a decision is reached on the proposed alignment. 

Should you have any further questions, please feel free to 
contact me. 

NJP.-ds 
cc:  Mr. 

Very truly yours, 

Neil jVpedersen, Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 

My telephone number is (301 )_ 333-1110 

Teletypewriter for Imoalred Hearing or Speech 
383-7555 Baltimore Metro - 565-04  \/II-37     ro - 1-800-492-5062 Statewide Tdl Free 

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



PROJHOT 
STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATIO^VPLOP1     " 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS " 0? 

Contract  No.   HO 292-202-770        ^ '''     ^ ^ r" 
Combined Location/Design Public Hearing 

Maryland Route  32 
Maryland Route  108  to  Pindell   School   Road 

Tuesday,   March 29,   1988  -  7:30 p.m. 

NAME fMWr   frU   C<uAW    kpptv^ nATP /W.J  5l l^^g 

PmNT85    ADORESS_12J^-£l_3a  

yo* 

CITY/TOWN Claxfeftv. Kg, STATg       ^A d, z,p  conr   "ZloTL^ 

I/We wish to comment or inquire about the following aspects of this project: 

^a-a^- •• 

^aaj^^,    j^dr^-ii^      ^AO^^    ^yu^JA^vrUi,   at. jdij-rAjL  ii AJIJEVL fei / 

OC'IC^A. Ue^Aaun^_ UJu- "Wyito.  ». c±.  .ta*^^ 

W-AjtAft!     p^H^-iy^j^A^-i-   -TO    VaujJuJ~ i\y,-t <i    ^y>->ovotvtbu><V. 

•A-^. A-   jgAwtHC^vn   cSi-uic-^^.  XA^YNXLJUL >^\. jdLui. cv^-t?-^ • 

~ /vg<A^<-«. -^Tiyj^Ht-cX 4o St^jiitmaii.^  Pi-^fiA 

•o^ ^^   VA^Y^A -t^i:   ,^.   cx->vAu^u-   j^JL.^^,    .jnwtvd/^-   o-tJUa. .^fAJbL   .xL^L'  ^. 

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

CD Please delete my/our name<s) from the Mailing List. 

•Persons who have received a copy of this brochure through the mail are already 
on the project Mailmg List. VII-38 
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Richard H. Trainor 

Maryland Department of Transportation Secre,arv 

State Highway Administration Hal Kassoff 
Administrator 

May 19, 1988 

RE:  Contract No. HO 292-202-770 
MD 32 
MD 108 to Pindell School Road 
PDMS No." 13205.9 

Mr. and Mrs. Albert Kupres 
7208 Route 32 
Clarksville, Maryland  21029 

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Kupres: 

Thank you for your recent letter about the MD 32 project. 

Your preference of Option 1 for providing access to the 
W. R. Grace and Riverhill Game Farm properties, as well as your 
suggestion for constructing earthern berms will be discussed by 
the project planning team before a decision is reached on the 
proposed alignment. 

Thank you for your interest in this project.  Should you 
have any additional questions or suggestions, please feel free to 
contact me at (301) 333-1190. 

Very truly yours, 

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

/as/Simmons 
Proj££t Manager 

LHE:DS:ds 

My telephone number is (301) 333    1190 

Teletypew-1-*-- *-- '-""aired Hearing or Speech 
383-7555 Baltimore Metro - 565-0     vlI-39   tro - 1-800-492-5062 Statewide Toll Free 

707    Mor+h     Palvort      ^, ~ „ r*r a       M a r w I -a n H     O 1 O n O _ A 7 -t 7 



PRO I FT'" 
STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION     ncyciVl^V-   -:• 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS r.Vw "V v 

Contract No. HO 292-202-770       \til\L     3 3D fil 'uo 
Combined Location/Design Public Hearing 

Maryland Route 32 
Maryland Route 108 to Pindell School Road 

Tuesday, March 29, 1988 - 7:30 p.m. 

NAME "fllA*    *?.£   hVMAr,   // n.Te   V-  T.^& 

PRrNT""    ADDRESS. 
P1-EASE  -7.<rs-;   /7|.-//    fij 

C1TY/TQWK|Q)/U ^/1   A//7     STATg //Y^/ ZIP   nnnP^? I O   V   <¥* 

l/W« wish to comment or inquire about the following aspects of this project: 

fQp./^A* Mr/ ^^i a^tJ tJixr //^sfysj&^y^ 

AtLrl^f   hJT^" ^V^d  ~*J^A     a/iV^ O^ryUU^ 

^{^(AJJJ   Ayyrt.u. 

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

C3 Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing List. 

^Persons who have received a copy of this  brochure through the mail are already 
on the project Mailing List. 
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Richard H. Trainor 

Maryland Department of Transportation Secre,arv 

State Highway Administration A
H
d

alKS°r
ff 

May 19, 1988 

RE:  Contract No. HO 292-202-770 
MD 32 
MD 108 to Pindell School Road 
PDMS No^ 13205.9 

Mrs. R. E. Woodall 
7551 Mill Road 
Columbia, Maryland  21044 

Dear Mrs. Woodall: 

Thank you for your recent letter about the MD 32 project 
Your preference of Option 2 will be considered by the project 
planning team before a decision is reached on the issue of 
providing access to the W. R. Grace and Riverhill Game Farm 
properties. 

Thank you for your interest in this project.  Should you 
have any future questions or suggestions, please feel free t 
contact me at (301) 333-1190. 

Very truly yours, 

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

o 

by: 
Simmdns 

Manager 

LHE:DS:ds 

My telephone number is (301) 333    1190  

Teletypewrfter for imoaired Hearing or Speech 
383-7555 Baltimore Metro - 565-045-   VII-41      " 1-800-492-5062 Statewide Toll Free 

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



THE ROl SE COMRVST 
April  12, 1988 

4 

— m 
Mr. Douglas Simmons "^ "^^I0 

Project Manager .„ ::--o 
Project Development Division ^- '.?'— 
State Highway Administration S:^ 
Room 313 r> 7! •""i 
707 N. Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 §=. ^ 

Re: Relocated Maryland Route 32 
From Maryland 108 to Pindell 
School Road 

Dear Mr. Simmons: 

We offer the following comments concerning the information presented at the 
March 29, 1988 Public Hearing on the referenced project. 

As stated in Mr. Scavo's comments at the public hearing. The Howard Research 
and Development Corporation supports Alternate '8' with service roads - Option 
1 and Trotter Road - Option 3. This alternate and options appear to be the 
ones that are consistent with the Howard County General Plan. This document 
is the basis for planning of roadways in Howard County. As such, the planning 
of developments like the Columbia New Town, as well as the orderly growth of 
other areas of Howard County, depend on the design and construction of the 
facilities shown on the General Plan. 

The "Possible Future Access" to be constructed "by others" shown in the 
Trotter Road vicinity is not consistent with any SHA plans shown previously or 
the Howard County General Plan. We question this access since neither the SHA 
or Howard County review agencies have, to our knowledge, justified its need. 
We want to know why this nebulous information is shown on the documents for a 
public hearing. Mr. Scavo presented a summary of approximately 23 years of 
history and the evolution on the Trotter Road interchange from its inclusion 
on the 1965 Columbia Preliminary Development Plan to its removal by the SHA 
after the 1973 public hearings up to the zoning case for the River Hill 
Village in 1986 (a summary of this history is attached). The SHA and Howard 
County agencies review of these various activities did not determine the need 
for any access along Maryland Route 32 in the Trotter Road vicinity. We 
believe that based on the lengthy reviews of all of these actions that this 
access must be fully justified or completely removed from consideration. We 
also believe that if the justification does exist, then it should be the SHA's 
or Howard County's responsibility for construction since nothing has changed 
in HRD's proposed development. We request that any information concerning 
this issue be made available to ourselves and Howard County. 

10275 Little PatuxenI Parkway  Columbia. Maryland 21044-3456 
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Page 2 
April 12, 1988 
Mr. Douglas Simmons 

\\6 

We question the traffic information that is available in the Supplemental 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement. None of the traffic figures are 
consistent with that developed by either Howard County or HRD. There is no 
level of service information shown for the Service Road 1 and 2 Options. We 
request this information. We believe that the Howard County comments concern- 
ing the Cedar Lane interchange area should be evaluated. Any consideration of 
these service road options must recognize that Howard County's General Plan 
shows that the service road is a minor collector from Trotter Road to W. R. 
Grace Company's access and a major collector from W. R. Grace Company's access 
to Cedar Lane. These roadway classifications recognize the development 
planned in the area and should be constructed to the Howard County standards 
so that upon the construction of the HRD portion of this road, the connection 
is compatible with the SHA construction. The design criteria for these road- 
ways must be recognized by the SHA construction (i.e., the curvature for 
Option 2). The typical sections shown are not consistent with Howard County's 
typical sections for either the service roads or Trotter Road. 

In addition to these issues, the need for utility connections under the New 
Maryland Route 32 alignment should be recognized and planned in both the 
initial and ultimate construction. The future sewer connections for the 
drainage areas south of New Maryland Route 32 should be constructed by the 
SHA. 

It was stated that the construction of the initial two lanes of New Maryland 
Route 32 would provide direct access to W. R. Grace Company. We assume that 
direct access would also be provided for the HRD land adjacent to the new 
road. The timing of this initial construction and the limits of the construc- 
tion need to be clarified. Such questions as whether the new bridge at the 
Little Patuxent River is part of this initial construction and whether the 
interchange at Cedar Lane is built with this construction need to be under- 
stood. 

Howard County's proposal for review and evaluation of the "Clarksville By- 
Pass" needs to address the ability of either the SHA or Howard County to 
provide marketable and direct access to the HRD land adjacent to existing 
Maryland Route 108. We believe that the "by-pass" option removes this from 
our land. 

We look forward to obtaining the answers to the questions raised in this 
letter and wish to meet to resolve any questions that need discussion prior to 
the determination by the SHA of the final options on this roadway. 

Please contact me with any questions. 

Very truly yours. 

Necker, 
Director of Engineering 

JHN:dl 
End. 
cc: Mr. James Irvin, Howard County 

Mr. Uri Avin, Howard County 
Mr. Pederson, Howard County 

VII-43 



SUMMARY OF EVENTS OF MARYLAND ROUTE 32 INTERCHANGE 

1965 - Columbia Preliminary Development Plan approved. Plan includes 

interchange and LPP extension. 

1966 - Howard County General Plan. Interchange and LPP extension is 

included. 

1973       -SHA public hearing for the new Route 32 corridor. Strong oppo- 

sition from community groups requesting the removal of the inter- 

change. After consideration of public testimony. State removed 

interchange from plans. 

December - Revised Preliminary Development Plan for Columbia is approved. 

1976 Plan removes Little Patuxent extension and re-configures land use 

in the area (removed 350 acres of employment). 

August   - Howard County Council takes action through Resolution 67 to 

1977 remove interchange and Little Patuxent extension from the general 

plan of highways. 

1983    - State south alternate plans for Route 32. Trotter Road 

interchange is not shown. Trotter underpass and North service 

road is included. 
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March   - Public hearing on proposed revision to Preliminary Development 

1986      Plan for Columbia. State Highway Administration is asked to 

comment on Howard Research and Development Corporation's proposed 

revisions to the POP. State's response to Howard County is as 

follows: "In general, is not in conflict with current State 

plans." The HRD plans includes the North Service Road with 

Trotter Road underpass consistent with the then State plans. 

June    - Letter from Neil Pedersen to HRd re: proposed POP revision 

1986      "the proposed zoning changes are of a minimal level and should 

not be enough cause to effect any changes in any SHA program." 

1986 - Howard County's Zoning Board approval of preliminary development 

plan for Columbia. No negative comments from the Office of 

Planning and Zoning or Public Works regarding circulation within 

the area. No reference to the necessity of the Trotter Road 

interchange or the 108 Bypass. The Zoning Board shows particular 

interest in wanting to know the precise circulation patterns for 

the Riverhill Village so that no excess traffic will use Trotter 

Road or existing Route 32. 

1987 - State delegation calls a meeting (HRD, State Highway Administra- 

tion, Howard County staff) re: discussions as to the need for a 

Trotter Road/32 interchange as has been brought to their atten- 

tion by the State Highway Administration. Delegation has been 

contacted by the local community groups and they remain solidly 

opposed to any such renewal of the interchange plans. HRD 
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remains consistent with their position that the interchange is 

not needed. Howard County staff, although stating some concern 

about the general circulation, states no strong opposition that 

the interchange is not required. SHA concludes that if no one 

feels that the interchange is needed that they will drop it from 

all further plans and discussions. 

March    - State Highway Administration advertises location design public 

1988      hearings for the section of Route 32 from Pindell School Road to 

Maryland Route 108. The State's publication states the Trotter 

Road interchange is not one of the alternatives being con- 

sidered. However, in the graphic material the interchange is 

identified as "possible future access (to be constructed by 

others)". Special note: the 1988 supplemental draft of the 

Environmental Impact Statement (prepared by the State) concludes 

citizens of Trotter Road have voiced opposition of the inter- 

change and therefore interchange is no longer proposed at this 

location. 

March 25, - Washington Post article indicates that the State Highway 

1988      Administration was considering including the Trotter Road inter- 

change envisions Howard County and/or HRD take responsibility for 

the interchange. 
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Response to the Rouse Company: 

1. Alternate B and Option 1 were selected for design and construction. SHA is 
not requesting location approval for an interchange between Pindell School 
Road and MD Route 108. A comprehensive traffic study is being completed for 
southern Howard County, including the MD Route 32 project area, and will be 
coordinated with the Howard County Office of Planning and Zoning. 
Coordination for the planning and construction of utility and sewer 
connections under MD Route 32 will occur during final design. 
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B. Written agency comments received subsequent to the circulation of Draft 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statment, February 19, 1988, and respon- 
ses. 
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United States Department of the Interior 
TAKE' 

PRIKMi 
AMERKAi 

OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROJECT REVIEVV  
WASHINGTON, D.C.    20240 I       MARYLAND 

L7619(FNP-762) 
ER 88/163 

MAY l 

Emil Elinsky 
Division Administrator 
Federal Highway Administration 
The Rotunda - Suite 220 
711 West 40th Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21211 

Dear Mr. Elinsky: 

This is in response 
Interior's comments 
statement for SR-32 
County, Maryland. 

to the request for the DeparEment of the 
on the draft environmental/Section 4(f) 
(Pindell School Road to SR-108), Howard 

SECTION 4(f) STATEMENT COMMENTS 

We concur that there is no feasible and prudent alternative to 
the proposed use of land within the Middle Patuxent Environmental 
Area for the planned roadway improvements. We are also in 
agreement with selection of the recommended plan and concur that 
the mitigation measures proposed are adequate. 

ENVIRONMENTAL STATEMENT COMMENTS 

The draft environmental statement (DES) includes a discussion of 
known mineral resources in the project area. Although, as stated 
in the DES, there is no mining activity in progress within the 
study area, the possibility of future mining activity should be 
addressed. Subsequent versions of the document should include a 
discussion of possible adverse impacts on potential future mining 
in the area. If no adverse impacts are anticipated, a statement 
to that effect should be included in the final statement. 

FISH AND WILDLIFE COORDINATION ACT COMMENTS 

The^ U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) has reviewed the 
subject statement and finds it generally adequate. Where streams 
are to be culverted, the FWS recommends bottomless arches. The 
table  on page IV-16  indicates  2.35 acres of  wetlands will be 

1 
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impacted for alternate B. However the text preceding this table 
indicates that a total of 2.62 acres of wetlands will be affected 
by this alternative. This difference should be explained. 
Wetland losses should be mitigated by improving/expanding 
wetlands or creating new wetlands within the right-of-way. 

SUMMARY COMMENTS 

The Department of the Interior has no objection to Section 4(f) 
approval of this project. 

Please contact the Field Supervisor, U. S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service, 1825 Virginia Street, Annapolis, Maryland 21401 (tele: 
3 01/269-5448), for technical assistance regarding fish and 
wildlife resources and wetland mitigation plans. 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide these comments. 

Sincerely, . 

Bruce Blanchard, Director 

cc:  Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr., Deputy Director 
Project Development Division 
State Highway Administration 
707 North Calvert Street 
Room 310 
Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717 
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Response to United States Department of Interior: 

1. There is no potential for mining activities now or in the future in the 
study area. 

2. As stated on page IV-10, the anticipated impact upon wetland areas by this 
project will have a combined total of 2.35 acres. 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
NATIONAL OCEAN SERVICE 
OFFICE OF CHARTING AND GEODETIC SERVICES 
ROCKVILLE, MARYLAND   20852 

30 

MEMORANDUM FOR: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

David Cottingham 
Ecology and Environmental Conservation Office 
Office/Cf ythe Chief Scientist 

Lv  Reltfc AdmiralyWesfey V. Hull, NOAA 
'   Director, Chirtfng and Geodetic Services 

DEIS 8803.03 - MD 32 from Pindell School to 
MD Route 108, Maryland 

The subject statement has been reviewed within the areas of 
Charting and Geodetic Services' (C&GS) responsibility and 
expertise and in terms of the impact of the proposed actions on 
C&GS activities and projects. 

Geodetic control survey monuments are located in the proposed 
project area. Specifically, vertical geodetic control station,  "I 
R109 (MDSRC), is located directly in the path of the proposed 
project.  There are no horizontal contol monuments in the 
proposed project location. 

If there are any planned activities which will disturb or destroy 
these monuments, C&GS requires not less than 90 days' 
notification in advance of such activities in order to plan for 
their relocation.  C&GS recommends that funding for this project 
include the cost of any relocation required for C&GS monuments. 
For further information about these monuments, please contact the 
National Geodetic Information Branch, N/CG17, Rockwall Bldg., 
Room 20, National Geodetic Survey, NOAA, Rockville, Maryland 
20852, telephone (301) 443-8631. 

Attachment 
Vertical Control Station Description 

cc: 
N/CG17 - Spencer 

Mr. Ralph Poust 
Field Operations 
Bureau of Plats and Surveys 
Maryland Department of Transportation 
707 North Calvert Street, 
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 

A 

75 Years Stimulating America's Progress * 1913-1988 
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US DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE - NOAA 
NOS - NATIONAL GEODETIC SURVEY 
ROCKVILLE MD 20852 - JUN 1982 

VERTICAL CONTROL DATA 
NATIONAL GEODETIC VERTICAL DATUM 1929 

ADJUSTED BV--CGS    YEAR--1966 
SOURCE--L20859 

SEQN--830 PG--0497 
QUAD--N39076300 LINE--132 
STATE--MD  DIAGRAM--NJ 18-1 
COUNTY--HOWARD 

BENCH MARK 
OESIGNATION- -R.109 MDSRC 

0RDER--2ND  MONUMENTATION QUALITY--C   APPROX  LAT  39-11-09N 
ESTABLISHED BY--MDSRC  YEAR--1966    POSITI0N--LON 076-S4-02W 

H - ELEVATION 
ABOVE NGVO 1929 

(NORMAL ORTHOMETRIC HEIGHT) 
114.502 METERS (  375.662 FEET) 

MODELED BOUGUER 
ANOMALY   SIGMA 
14.3 MGALS 1.8 

MODELED 
SURFACE GRAVITY 
980.088 GALS 

NORMAL GRAVITY 
( 1967 FORMULA) 
980.097 GALS 

NORMAL 
GEOPOTENTIAL NUMBER 
(GPU«KILOGALMETER) 

112.222 CPUS 

DESIGNATION--R 
,•,••••••••••••••••     BENCH       MARK        DESCRIPTION     ••••••••.•.•*•••••••••••«• 
109 MDSRC STATE--MD  COUNTY--HOWARD 0UAD--N390763 XRN--JV1359 

••»••«•••• MONUMENT BY--MOSRC •»•••••*••••••• VR--1966 COP--UNK  MARK TYPE--BENCH MARK DISK .•••»•••••••.•• 
STAMPING--R 109 1965 USC AND GS 
SETTING—CONCRETE POST 
LOCATED--I.6 MI WEST   FROM THE CITY OR TOWN OF--SIMPSONVILLE 
•*«*»»»«!»«•••««••»••«••«••»»•#•••«•«*••»••«•»••»•«»»»*»«••«»•»»»•*•»»*•••••»••»» 

ABOUT 1.65 MILES ALONG STATE HIGHWAY 32 FROM THE INTERSECTION OF U.S. HIGHWAY 29 AT SIMPSONVILLE. 
34.0 FT. SOUTH OF HIGHWAY. 62.0 FT. WEST OF SIDE ROAD LEADING SOUTH (PINDELL SCHOOL ROAD). 50.0 FT. 
EAST OF MILEAGE MARKER NUMBER 92. 2.0 FT. NORTH OF A METAL WITNESS POST.  SET IN A CONCRETE POST 
PROJECTING 4 INCHES. 

i 
en 

US DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE - NOAA 
NOS - NATIONAL GEODETIC SURVEY 
ROCKVILLE MD 20852 - JUN 1982 

VERTICAL CONTROL DATA 
NATIONAL GEODETIC VERTICAL DATUM 1929 

ADJUSTED BY--CGS    YEAR--1966 
SOURCE--L20859 

SE0N--831 
QUAD--N39076300 LINE--132 
STATE--MD  0IAGRAM--NJ IB-1 
COUNTY--HOWARD 

BENCH MARK 
DESIGNATION--S 109 MDSRC 

0RDER--2ND  MONUMENTATION QUALITY--C   APPROX  LAT  39-11-29N 
ESTABLISHED BY--MDSRC  YEAR--1966    POSITION--LON 076-55-29W 

H - ELEVATION 
ABOVE NGVD 1929 

• (NORMAL ORTHOMETRIC HEIGHT) 
140.072 METERS (  459.553 FEET) 

MODELED BOUGUER       MODELED 
ANOMALY   SIGMA   SURFACE GRAVITY 
15.8 MGALS 1.0     980.085 GALS 

NORMAL GRAVITY 
( 1967 FORMULA) 
980.097 GALS 

NORMAL 
GEOPOTENTIAL NUMBER 
(GPU=KILOGALMETER) 

137.282 CPUS 

DESIGNATION- 
»••••*•••» •«»»••     BENCH       MARK       DESCRIPTION     ••••••••••••••••*•••.••*•• 
-S 109 MDSRC STATE--MD  COUNTY--HOWARD QUAD--N390763 XRN--JV1360 

.,.......* MONUMENT BY--MDSRC ••.*«.•..•.•..• VR--1966 COP--UNK  MARK TYPE--BENCH MARK DISK •...••«•*•..... 
STAMPING--S 109 1965 USC AND GS 
SETTING--CONCRETE POST 
L0CATE0--1.4 MI EAST   FROM THE CITY OR TOWN OF--CLARKSVILLE 

ABOUT 1.4 MILES ALONG STATE HIGHWAY 32 FROM THE INTERSECTION OF STATE HIGHWAY 108 AT CLARKSVILLE TO 
SIDE ROAD LEADING NORTH (TROTTER ROAD) THENCE 0.2 MILE ALONG TROTTER ROAD TO STATION. 18.O FT. WEST 
OF THE CENTERLINE OF TROTTER ROAD. 3 FT. NORTH OF POLE NUMBER 5. 1.8 FT. EAST OF A METAL WITNESS 
POST.  SET IN A CONCRETE POST PROJECTING 4 INCHES. 3 
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Response to United States Department of Commerce: 

Care will be taken during construction to avoid impact to Geoditic control 
survey monuments. If survey monuments must be moved, relocation will be at 
SHA expense. A minimum of 90 days notice will be given to C&GS if 
relocation is required. 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY   C    '~ '•' 
REGION III ,''-' 

841 Chestnut Building "  '   •'     ^ - - 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19107 ~J 

MAY 2 

V / 
^ 

S 1988 
Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr., Deputy Director 
Project Development Division (Room 310) 
State Highway Administration 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 

Re:  Maryland Rt. 32 from Pindell School Rd to 
Maryland Rt. 108  (88-03-488) 

Dear Mr. Ege: 

In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) and Section 309 of the Clean Air Act, EPA has reviewed 
the Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement/4f 
Evaluation for the above referenced project,  we have rated 
the project EC-2 on EPA's rating scale, a copy of which is 
enclosed for your information.  The following comments were 
prepared for your consideration in the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement (FEIS). 

Consideration of Alternatives: 

The various figures presented in the EIS are confusing 
to a reviewer who is unfamiliar with the study area.  For 
example, surface waters, the boundaries of w. R. Grace Company 
Riverhill Game Farm and the Middle Patuxent Environmental 
Area should be identified on all of the figures, especially 
Figure 3, in order to give the reader a general understanding 
of the project and its implications.  Another initial source 
of confusion regards the western terminus of the North Service 
Road.  On Figures 3 - 8 and 29, the Village Collector Road 
and the North Service Road appear to run into one another in 
the middle of wooded/cultivated open space. ' 

Figure 4 shows the Village Collector Road, the North Service 
Road and the Northern portion of Trotter Road with an average 
daily traffic (ADT) of 0 in 1995.  This is not consistent 
with the other ADT values on Figure 4 and should be explained. 

Furthermore, the text should discuss the advantages/ 
disadvantages of Option 2 (Service Roads with underpass) and 
Option 3 (bridge at Trotter Road). 

1 
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Surface Water: 

The proposed project requires eight stream crossings, 
each of which should be identified in the FEIS.  In addition, 
the FEIS should give a general description of the aquatic 
life in each stream.  EPA recommends the construction of 
bridges, rather than culverts, in order to reduce impacts to 
surface water and aquatic life.  Where bridges are not feasible, 
culverts should be countersunk and have provisions for low 
flow.  In-stream work should be minimized and time of year 
restrictions followed, as necessary. 

The Middle Patuxent is a scenic river.  Therefore, any 
structure crossing the river should be designed so as not 
to detract from its beauty. 

Groundwater: 

There is a groundwater monitoring station near Farside, 
about five miles from the project area (p. IV-8).  The FEIS 
should identify the location of this monitoring station and 
confirm that it is downgradient from the study area.  In 
addition, EPA suggests installing monitoring wells in closer 
proximity to the study area, as they would be more likely to 
intercept contamination originating in the area.  Secondary 
development resulting from the project also has the potential 
to adversely impact groundwater, which makes it all the more 
important to monitor groundwater from the study area. 

The aquifers in the study area are close to the surface 
and are susceptible to contamination (p. III-9).  As a result, 
measures to protect the groundwater, such as substituting 
sand for road salt in the winter, should be considered. 

Wetlands: 

The selected alternative will have the least impact on 
wetlands.  Please be aware that it is EPA's policy that all 
impacted wetlands be replaced on at least a 1:1 basis. 
Replacement should be in kind and on site, if possible.  The 
Final EIS should include a discussion of potential mitigation 
sites. 

The total acreage of Wetland 1 should be given, in order 
to ascertain the relative impact the project will have on 
this area. 

Floodplains: 

Impacts to floodplains should be coordinated with the 
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). 
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Farmland: 

Table l, page S-5, shows that Alternate B will impact 
2.32 acres of prime farmland.  Yet page IV-7 states, "According 
to the Soil Conservation Service, 28.5 acres of prime farmland 
soils and 73.1 acres of farmland of statewide importance 
win be impacted by Alternate B." It appears that there was 
a problem concerning the review of data for the Farmland 
Conversion Impact Rating (p. vi-14, letter from SCS). 0 
Nevertheless, this discrepancy in potential impacts to farmland 8 
should be explained. 

Furthermore, farmland is a diminishing natural resource 
that deserves greater attention in the EIS. A section should 
be devoted to agricultural impacts, and assurances given that 
impacts to these areas were minimized. 

Hazardous Waste: 

Please be aware that the W. R. Grace Washington Research 
Center, 7379 Route 32, is on EPA's CERCLIS list as a potential 
hazardous waste site (Dumpsite number MD-117).  A Preliminary 
Assessment was completed for the site in November 1987. 
Although the site is not currently on the National Priority 
List (NPL), it is an existing waste generator which treats, 
stores or disposes of waste and is regulated under the 
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA). 

The FEIS must evaluate the potential impact of this project 
on the W. R. Grace Research Center's potential hazardous 
waste site.  Excavation near the site may pose a threat to 
construction workers, area residents and/or the environment. 
Contaminants that have migrated from the site in groundwater 
and soil should be included in the evaluation.  Mitigation 
measures should also be developed for any potential adverse 
environmental impacts resulting from the project. 

Air Quality: 

EPA reviewed the Draft Air Quality Analysis for the 
project.  Our comments were sent to the State Highway 
Administration on March 22, 1988. 

Noise: 

The EIS should state whether there would be a difference 
in noise levels at noise sensitive areas 8 or 9, if Option 3 
(bridge Trotter Road) is selected. 

The feasibility of noise mitigation at noise sensitive 
area 12 was not considered because development has not yet 
occurred (p. IV-26).  If development is currently proposed 
for the area, however, this should be stated in the EIS and 
noise mitigation measures should be discussed. 
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Cultural Resources: 

Archeological sites should be included on Figure 26. 
It would also be helpful to include the proposed alignment on 
this figure. 

Thank you for allowing EPA the opportunity to review this 
document.  Should you have any questions, or if we can be of 
further assistance, please contact Lynn Rothman at 215/5 97- 
7336. 

Sincerely, 

\leffrey-M. Alper, Chief 
NEPA Compliance Section 

Enclosure 
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POLICY AND  PROCEDURES 
\\^ 

SUMMARY OP RATING DEFINITIONS 
AND  FOLLOW-UP ACTION* 

Envlronsentai   r-p...  ., the Apr</<„ 

LO—Lack of Objecciona 

opporcunide,  for application of ^intSr--. "^ ^ h*ve <"«l°«d 
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EC—Environaental Concern* 

change,  to  the preferred mltm^Tll a^li^J      •;MUre" My r*^" 
hat c,n reduce che envlronaent;^^ct'^p"""?,0f -1"*'"- 
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TsrfSrlr0n',,ntaUy """"'factory 
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the  lead agency to  reduce thiri^f1 ^ te'^  "*/"•"-  " -ork with 
impact, are not corrected at the  fiwl Els Ll.    P0''""*1 """t is factory 
reco^ended for referral to the CEQ. "  *  thlS  P^P0"! -Ill be 

Adequacy of  the   Impart-  Stateaenr 

Category I—Adequate 

able to th. project or action,    to further anatiail""1;"  ""°^r avail 
nece...ry,  but  th. r.viewer .ay su„e.t  th. ^f , daCa coUection is 
information. "*y i{"Sg"t the addition of clarifying language or 

Category 2-I„.uffici,„t  Inforaation 

draft  EIS,  which could reduce eC !!!fl »^ern«tlve. analy^d  in che 
identified addition.! info'• .„*    d. ,    ""i"1  1","C" 0f '".action.    L 
included  in th. fi„.i EM. '    "   '  i,uly«««.  or di.cu.sion should be 
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EPA does  not   believe  chat  ch. dr.fi-  pre    ^ 
significant  environ-ent" S-et    of ch.TdT'1* "I"'" P««»«i«Hr 
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spectru. of alternative, anal^.d ^ th. dr"t  EIS    \£< %" 0UC,lde 0( Che 

xn order to  reduce  che potentially signmc'nt llllr    ^ T"1" b" ""^^ 
believe,   chat   che  Identified addlri»n?? i   « ""ironaental  l.pacts.     EPA 
discussions are of such a L^itide ch«  rll0•"0"' d"».  analyses, or 
at  a draft stage.     EPA do..  St  ^1.^^"'^ -",''**• fua pubiU '«•*« 
purpose, of  che  NEPA and/or Section  109  IT? "^  EIS  ls '"equate for che 
revised and  ^.de av.il,bi,  for public co.^nt"^4'"'  ^ ^"^ b< ^Uf 
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Response to United States Environmental Protection Agency: 

1. W.R. Grace Co. Riverhill Game Farm and Middle Patuxent Environmental Area 
are shown on Figure 21. The western terminus of the North Service Road is 
as shown on Figure 14. Howard County proposes a future Village Collector 
Road to service future development. The county will be responsible for 
connecting the two roadways. 

2. Option 3 was not selected for design. Figure 4 was deleted as it no longer 
applies. 

3. Option 2 was strongly opposed by the Trotter Road Community Association. 
The low traffic volumes do not warrant the expenditure for a bridge at this 
time. In light of strong opposition, there is no reason to pursue Option 2 
at this time. 

Option 3 would cost approximately 1.5 million dollars more with no 
significant improvement in traffic service. Therefore, Option 3 has no 
advantage. 

4. Cricket Creek is shown on Figure 11 and the Middle Patuxent River is shown 
on Figure 17. All other streams are intermittent and shown on the 
alternates mapping as riverine wetlands. Aquatic Habitat is discussed on 
page 111-10. 

The type, size and location of structures will be determined during the 
design phase of the project based upon hydrologic and aquatic need. 
Aesthetic treatment of the Middle Patuxent River bridge will be coordinated 
with review agencies during the design of the project. 

5. As stated on page IV-8, Farside is not in the study area and would not 
produce monitoring information relevant to the study area. However, SHA 
will test all residential wells within the project area for quantity and 
quality prior to, and after, construction. If degradation is detected, the 
well will be replaced or appropriate compensation paid. 

6. Potential wetland replacement sties are identified on Page IV-16. W-l is a 
drainage ditch with total wetland acreage of .1 acre. 

7. There are no significant impacts anticipated to floodplains, however, as the 
project is designed, coordination will be maintained with all review 
agencies. 

8. The information for prime farmland soils and farmland of statewide 
importance is correct, however, only 2.32 acres of the impacted area is 
actively farmed. 

SHA agrees that farmland is a valuable and diminishing resource; however, 
the area impacted by the SHA project is zoned for intensive development. 
Development is within the perview of the local governments (such as Howard 
County). 
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9. The W.R. Grace Center's controlled storage site is building number 15. This 

site is 1,240 feet from the SHA project area. W.R. Grace did detect 
contamination in one of their on site wells. According to W.R. Grace 
officials, the problem was quickly rectified. All surrounding residential 
wells have been tested and no contamination detected. The SHA project in 
the area of W.R. Grace will generally be at-grade, however, SHA will conduct 
soil tests prior to construction. If any contaminated soils are to be 
disturbed, they will be removed to an approved disposal site under EPA 
guidelines. 

10. Option 3 was not selected. SHA's noise abatement policy does not consider 
abatement to be reasonable for development that occurs after the highway 
project is developed. In such cases where development occurs after highway 
development, noise abatement would be the responsibility of the developers. 

11. The 1980 amendments to the National Historic Preservation Act permit 
withholding the location of sensitive resources from public disclosure. SHA 
does not show the location of archeological sites on environmental document 
maps in order to discourage scavaging and other illegal excavation of 
archeological resources. 
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Federal Emergency Management Agency 
Region III 

Liberty Square Building (Second Floor) 
105 South Seventh Street 
Philadelphia, PA 19106 

March 16. 1988 

Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr., 
Deputy Director 
State Highway Administration 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, MD  21202 

RE: Howard County, MD. 
Cont. No. HO 292-202-770 

Dear Mr. Ege: 

In response to the Supplemental Draft EIS for the referenced 
project, the Howard County flood plain maps dated March 15, 1977 
have been updated.  I recommend that the revised Flood Insurance 
Study and maps dated December 4, 1986 by used to identify flood 
plains as this project design proceeds. 

If you have any questions concerning this letter or any other 
flood plain management issue, please feel free to contact me at 
(215) 931-5758. 

Sincerely 

Martin J. Freflgs. P.E 
Natural and Technological 

Hazards Division 
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Response to Federal Emergency Management Agency: 

SHA has obtained the Flood Insurance Study and maps dated December 4, 1986. 
These maps will be used during the design of the project. 
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Maryland Departme^U^f iVatural Resources 

cv t-- 

Forest, Park and Wildlife Service 
Tawes State Office Building 
Annapolis, Maryland 214011;?R -:'0 

William Donald Schaefer 
Governor 

Torrey C. Brown, M.D. 
Secretary 

Donald E. MacLauchlan 
Director 

April   12,   1988 

Mr. Louis H. Ege Jr., Deputy Director 
Project Development Division 
State Highway Administration 
707 North Calvert St. 
Baltimore, MD.  21202 

Subject:  Draft EIS for Relocated MD. Rt. 32 From Md. Rt. 108 to 
Pindell School Rd., Howard Co. Contract #HO 292-202-770 

Dear Mr. Ege, 

We are concerned that this draft document does not address 
potential impacts to the rare plant records within this planning 
area brought to your attention in my letter of Oct. 1, 1987 
(Attached).  The document's statement that, "there are no known 
populations of State-listed or Federally listed Threatened or 
endangered plant species in the study area"; fails to address 
potential impacts to those species.  While these species are not 
listed in the Regs as Endangered or Threatened in Maryland, they 
are listed by the Forest Park and Wildlife Service as rare 
species.  All those species in my letter of Oct 1, 1987 are 
candidates for state listing and impacts to them should be 
addressed in the final E.I.S. 

Specific accountability and mitigation needs to be included 
in the final E.I.S. that will address the loss of 29 acres of 
woodland and 2.35 acres of wetlands.  Page IV-11 states 
mitigation ''may" include.  "Shall" is more appropriate in this 
and all similar situations.  These losses are cumulative. 

Sincerely, 

mes Burtis, Jr. 
sistant Director 

cc:  J. McKnight 
C. Brunori 

JB:rr 

Telephone: 
DNR TTY for Deaf: 301-974-3683 
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Maryland Department of Natural Resources 
B 

Forest, Park and Wildlife Service 
Tawes State Office Building 
Annapolis, Maryland 21401 

William Donald Schaefer 
Governor 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Md Department of Transportation 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, MD 21203 

October 1, 1987 

Torrey C. Brown, M.D. 
Secretary 

Donald E. MacLauchlan 
Director CS a     o 

m 
— mm 

^j —-"om 

RE: Contract No. HO 292-202-770 
Md Rt. 32 from Md. Rt. 108 
to Pindell School Road 
PDMS No. 132059 

Dear Mr. Ege: 

Our Heritage Program has reviewed the above referenced project and 
reports that there are no known State listed rare, threatened or endangered 
species in the planning area. The project area does contain a number of 
records for the following rare species: 

., ,. NAME 

Pycnanthemum 
verticillatum 

Ranunculus ambigens 

Senecio anonymus 

Agrimonia striata 

Common-name 

Whorled Mountain-mint 

Water-plantain 
Spearwort 

Smalls Ragwort 

Woodland Agrimony 

Rank 

State-rare 

Highly State- 
rare 

State-rare 

Highly State- 
rare 

While none of these species are State-listed, their presence should be docu- 
mented and considered in this planning study.  In addition, their presence is 
indicative of unique habitats which may support protected species. 

Sincerely, 

/ ^James Burtis, Jr. 
(-^ Assistant Director 

JB:emp 
cc:  Therres 

Boone 

Telephone: 
DNR TTY for Deaf: 301-974-3683 
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Response to Maryland Department of Natural Resources: 

A field reconnaissance was conducted by SHA's Natural Environmental 
consultant. During the reconnaissance, none of the listed species of DNR's 
letter dated October 1, 1987 was observed.  This statement was made on Page 
111-17. 
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Maryland Department of Natural Resources 

Water Resources Administration 
Tawes State Office Building 
Annapolis, Maryland 21401 
Telephone:        (301)   974-2265 

William Donald Schaefer Torrey C. Brown, M.D. 
Governor Secretary 

James W.Dunmyer 
Director 

April 14, 1988 

Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Project Development Division (Room 310) 
State Highway Administration 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, MD 21202 

Re:  WRA File No. 88-WC-0160 
MD Route 32 from Pindell School 
Road to MD Route 108 
Supplemental Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement 
SHA Contract No. HO-292-202-770 

Dear Mr. Ege: 

Your supplemental draft environmental impact statement for the above 
referenced project has been reviewed and enclosed are copies of comments from 
the Non-Tidal Wetlands Division of the Water Resources Administration, the 
Fisheries Division of the Tidewater Administration and Land Planning Services 
of the Capital Programs Administration. 

From our review we found that the eight proposed stream crossings were not 
identified and described in the draft report. 

For clarification on any of the comments, please contact the appropriate 
agency. 

Very truly yours, 

Michele A. Huffman 
Project Engineer 
Waterway Permits Division 

MAH:das 

Enclosures 

DNR TTY for Deaf: 301-974-3683 
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Maryland Department of Natural Resources 

Capital Programs Administration 
2012 Industrial Drive 
Annapolis, Maryland 21401 

,42) 

William Donald Schaefer 
Governor 

Torrey C. Brown, M.D. 
Secretary 

Michael J. Nelson 
Assistant Secretary 
for Capital Programs 

April 6, 1988 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJ: 

Michele A. Hoffman, Waterway Permits Div.,WRA 

Gene Cheers, Land Planning Serv., CPA 

Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
MD 32 from pindell School Road to Maryland 108, 
Howard County, SHA Contract No. 88-WC-0160 
and 88-WC-0161 

Capital programs Administration has reviewed the subject 
E.I.S. The project does not impact any D.N.R. owned lands. 
However, the project may impact lands purchased with Program Open 
Space funds acquired by Howard County for the Middle Patuxent 
Environmental Area. 

I have attached a 
program Open Space who 
regarding this matter. 

copy of a memorandum from Chip Price of 
has initiated inquiry with Howard County 

GFC:mcs 
Attachment 
cc:  Chip Price 

Butch Norden ED 

Te'e^hone: 
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Maryland Department of Natural Resources 
,A> 

MIIJllllltlMJWLlHIIMPMIIMBa 

Capital Programs Administration 
2012 Industrial Drive 
Annapolis, Maryland 21401 

William Donald Schaefer 
Governor 

APR o 

Torrey C. Brown, M.D. 
Secretary 

Michael J. Nelson 
Assistant Secretary 
for Capital Programs 

March 29, 1988 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: 

FROM: 

Gene Cheers 

Chip Price 34 
/ 

I have reviewed the Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement for Relocated Maryland Route 32 to determine its effect on 
Program Open Space.  It appears that the Relocation will impact a 
portion of the Middle Patuxent Environmental Area. The acquisition 
of this Area was partially funded by Program Open Space.  I have 
written to the Director of Howard County Recreation and Parks re- 
questing that their Department alert me if Program Open Space assisted 
land is involved.  Any conversion of Program Open Space assisted land 
will be subject to standard Program Open Space local land conversion 
procedures including the substitution of land of equal or greater 
acreage and recreational value for the land converted. 

CP: gvj 

m'c%ir®D 
APR I2 1S88 

Telephone:     (301)   974-2231 
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Response to Maryland Department of Natural  Resources; Water Resources 
Administrati on: 

Cricket Creek is shown on Figure 11 and the Middle Patuxent River is shown 
on Figure 17. All other streams are intermittent and shown on the alternates 
mapping as riverine wetlands. 

See Maryland State Planning for other agency comments and responses. 
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MARYLAND 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE PLANNING 

301  W.  PRESTON  STREET 
BALTIMORE.   MARYLAND   21201-2363 

WILLIAM DONALD SCHAEFER CONSTANCE LIEDER 
GOVERNOR SECRETARY 

April 27,   1988 

RECEIVED 
Mr. Neil Pedersen 
Director, Office of Planning MAY 2 1988 

and Preliminary Engineering 
State Highway Administration OIRECTiJi u.-'.-itf 0; 
707 North Calvert Street SWm & PSfLIHiKARV iHj.JiitlHK 
Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717 

SUBJECT:  REVIEW AND RECOMMENDATION 

State Application Identifier: MD880314-0191 

Applicant: MOOT - State Highway Admin. 

Description:  Supplemental DEIS/4(f) Evaluation - Md. Rte. 32 from 
Pindell School Rd. to Md. Rte. 108 

Location: Howard County 

Approving Authority: DOT 

Recommendation: Endorsement Subject to Comments 

Dear Mr. Pederson: 

In accordance with Presidential Executive Order 12372 and Code of Maryland 
Regulation 16.02.03, the State Clearinghouse has coordinated the intergovern- 
mental review of the referenced subject. As a result of the review, it has 
been determined that the subject is generally consistent with Maryland's plans, 
programs and objectives as of this date. The State process recommendation is 
endorsement subject to the following: 

- Section 106 review requirements; and 
- Request for information concerning the source of the hydrology for 

wetlands affected by Alt. B; and 
- Concerns regarding stormwater ponds, aquatic resources, woodlands, 

wetlands and sediment problems. 

All directly affected State and local public officials were provided notice of 
the subject. Review comments were required from the following local jurisdic- 
tions and regional and State agencies: 

Howard County, Regional Planning Council, Department of Public Safety and Cor- 
rectional Services, Department of Housing and Community Development including 
the Maryland Historical Trust, Department of the Environment, Department of 
Health and Mental Hygiene, Department of Natural Resources including the 
Coastal Zone Division, Department of Education and the Department of State 
Planning. " ' 
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Mr. Neil Pedersen 
Page 2 
April 27, 1988 

The following specific comments are provided for your consideration: 

In accordance with 16 U.S.C. 1456, Section 307(c)(1) and (2), the Department of 
Natural Resources' Tidewater Administration has determined that the subject is 
not located within the coastal zone. The Department also submitted comments 
(copy attached) relative to stormwater ponds; wetland impacts, sediment 
problems, impacts to aquatic resources and woodlands. 

Department of Environment requested additional information on the source of the 
hydrology for the wetlands to be affected by Alternative B. 

The State Historic Preservation Officer has determined that the subject may 
affect archeological or historic resources listed in, or possibly eligible for 
the National Register of Historic Places.  Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act and the federal Advisory Council on Historic Preservation's 
regulations (36 CFR Part 800) require that the Advisory Council be given the 
opportunity to comment when a federal undertaking will affect resources listed 
in or eligible for the National Register.  The Trust indicated that the Section 
106 review will need to be completed. 

Department of Public Safety and Correctional Services noted that the relocation 
of Md. Rte. 32 would have a positive impact on the average daily traffic volume 
in the future plus be a benefit to law enforcement and improve the safety of 
the motorists utilizing this roadway. 

Regional Planning Council noted that the project has been included in the 
Regional Transportation Improvement and was endorsed by the Transportation 
Steering Committee. 

In response to the review request, this letter with attachments constitutes the 
State process recommendation. The applicant is required to include a copy of 
this letter with attachments and a statement of consideration given to the 
comments and recommendation with the application that is submitted to the 
approving authority. A copy of this statement should also be submitted to the 
State Clearinghouse. Additionally, you are required to place the State 
Application Identification (SAI) Number on the application. 

The State Clearinghouse must be kept informed if the recommendation cannot be 
accommodated by the federal approving authority.  The Clearinghouse 
recommendation is valid for a period of three years from the date of this 
letter.  If the approving authority has not made a decision regarding the 
subject within that time period, information should be submitted to the 
Clearinghouse requesting a review update. 
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Mr. Neil Pedersen 
Page 3 
April 7, 1988 

We appreciate your attention to the intergovernmental review process and look 
forward to continued cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

Guy W. Higer 
Director, Maryland State Clearinghouse 

for Intergovernmental Assistance 

GWH:SB:scl 

Attachments 

cc: Bruce Gilmore - DNR 
Sheiala Moskow - DHCD 
Mac Voelcker - MDE 
Daryl Rawlings - RFC 
Betsy Barnard - DHMH 
John O'Neill - DPSCS 
Skipp Sanders - MSDE. 
Roland English - DSP 
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3| m       Regional Planning Council . ' f. it ?'3'^ 

lw M        r^ N0
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Charles Street      Baltimore. Maryland 21218-5767      (301) 554-5^" £ C t^)'• ^ ^ 
*h*40r        Ge0r8e F- Harr,SOn- Jr- Chairman      Alfred P. Gwynn. EcecmJOuLor     '      - - •       ,coR 

March 24,   1988 

Mr. Guy Hager, Director 
Maryland State Clearinghouse for 

Intergovernmental Assistance 
Department of State Planning 
301 West Preston Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21201 

Re: SID #: MD880314-0191 
DEIS/4(f) Evaluation- 
MD Rt. 32 to MD Rt. 108 

Dear Mr. Hager: 

a copy of our comments to Neil J. Pedersen of MoS. T*e protect had been 1S 

included in the Regional Transportation Improvement Progr^ for iSS-JSS ^ 
endorsed by the Transportation Steering Colittee and RP^n June? S? 

March 29HanSrwinU^yH\ii1-be h0ldin9 a hearins on this item on Tuesday, March 29 and will send their comments directly to you following the hewing. 

If you have any other questions or concerns, please call me. 

Sincerely, 

Daryl L. Rawlings 
Coordinator 
Metropolitan Clearinghouse 

Enclosure 

^ 
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^ •       Regional Planning Council 

I B        2225 North Charles Street      Baltimore, Maryland 21218-5767      (301) 554-5601^' ^'^c r ^C H 
1^     ^        George F. Harrison. Jr.. Chairman      Alfred P. Gwynn, Executive Director R C 0 L 1 V L- U 

MAR 29 WSB 

March 24, 1988 

Mr. Guy Hager, Director 
Maryland State Clearinghouse for 

Intergovernmental Assistance 
Department of State Planning 
301 West Preston Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21201 

Re: SID #: MD880314-0191 
DEIS/4(f) Evaluation- 
MD Rt. 32 to MD Rt. 108 

Dear Mr. Hager: 

nro-e . 0" Wednesday, March 23, 1988, I spoke with Sam Baker concerning this 
project  we had received it early in March for internal review. Enclosed is 
a copy of our comments to Neil j. Pedersen of MDOT. The project had been 
included in the Regional Transportation Improvement Program for 1988-1990 and 
endorsed by the Transportation Steering Corrmittee and RPC in June, 1987. 

Mamh PQ^nS^• ^^^•be h0lding * ^^  on this item on Tuesday, March 29 and will send their comments directly to you following the hearing. 

If you have any other questions or concerns, please call me. 

Sincerely, 

Daryl L. Rawlings      ^ 
Coordinator 
Metropolitan Clearinghouse 

Enclosure 
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Date: Mnrrh 17. ICiaa 
Director y, '       ''&, 
Maryland State Clearinghouse LL&uJj faj H $6 
for Intergovernmental Assistance y9-    ; ' * Mi: v!-. Air.HIC / 
301 West Preston Street QCpCp ^D 
Baltimore, Maryland 21201-2365 nC'-'1-1 " 

SUBJECT:  REVIEW COMMENT AND RECOMMENDATION ^ ""'  ^_ 

State Application Identifier:  MD880314-0191l_r/^'r:V;-; \ 
Applicant:  MOOT -State Highway Admin.    J:'^-' •1 •     ' 

Description:  Supplemental DEIS/4(f) Evaluation - Md. Rte. 32 From Pindell 
School Rd. to Md. Rte. 108 

Response* aust be returned to the St«. Clearinghouse on or before Apri! 13, 1988 

Bu* on a review oi  the notification information provided, we have determined that: ' 
Cnecic One: 

—" jhijh S^LSI: • isi snsa.sL-^s-e.jjLj^jn1- 
.latency requirements, please check the appropriate response"   *    "' """ 

r~lM^ £Uj±.    It has been determined that the subject has "no eff.cr" nn    i 

  It has been determined that the requirements of Maryland Co^r.l 7•„ 

—" JJ^S ^r^n::tTeii"LT££m ^vSJ..""-^^'?^--"obj"- 
co^en^elow.     „ a meetin8 with ?heP .^llcJ^'^j:^;:^ ^ 

  4)  Additional   information  is  required  to  complete  the  review      Tha   •   - 
needed is  identified below,   'if an extensiL of Jhe  r^ ^o^TsT^     , 
please check here . icview period  is  requested, 

  5)   It does  not  require our comments. 

C0MMENTS:     Maryland Historical  Trust  is  coordinating with State 

 HJShway Administration  on  this  project   -   SHA  still  needs   to  complete 

Section   196  Review.  
(Additional  comments .ay  be placed on  the  bacic or on separate sheets of  paper) "i 

Signature:      

Sheiala R. Moskow 
DCA/Housing and Community Dev 
45 Calvert Street 
Annapolis, Maryland 21401-1907 
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Date: March 17, 1988 

Director 
Maryland State Clearinghouse 
tor Intorgovernmental Assistance 
301 West Preston Street •;;-1. ;.: .•;:;,:['. ;'! ^,MQ 
Baltimore, Maryland 21201-2365 RF CEiV"-"D 

SUBJECT:  REVIEW C0>D!ENT AND RECOMMENDATION'      APR -1 |0g3 

State Application Identifier:  MD88Q-314.-0I'J1— • 

Applicant:  MOOT -State Highway Admirt^SoF  

Description:  Supplemental DEISA(f) E'vaiu^tion - Md. Rte. 32 From Pindell 
Scnool Rd. to Md. Rte. 108 

R=Spons.-, pust be recrned to the State CU.rl„8hou,o on or  before April 13. 19S8 

>..«• on . cevle» of the hotiflction l„fo•atlo„ provided, « have determined that, ' 
Cnec.< One: 

"^ ^  Slch"  "^sl^ ^ iS; JH!•'   r  ^""v...     Eo, those  agencies 

siscency retirements,  plea^^^7^^•^^°! '^  ^   ^ 

  arc^lo^caJ^rhis^11" the ^^ haS ,,n0 "-"" a" ^ ^-n arcneoiogLcal or nistorxc resources and that the reaui -e-e-^' ir «-^ 
tion 106 or the National Historic Preservation Ac  •' 5 C- 500 
have aeen net tor the subject. 

  It has been deter-ined that the requirements or Marvlan- ^-,,-.1 - ,„ 
Mana,e,ent Progran have been met for the suujec: i, ; Src^«-. u" 
lo oSv. U36, Section 307(c)(1) and (2).    " —- .ita 

2) It is generally consistent with our plans, programs, and ob'ec-••••* •  s r -  • 
qualirymg coraent below is submitted for conLeratu"n.  J      ' — ^ 

3) It raises problems concerning compatibility with our Man3  Dr.--,  ,r v 

co1^eS^0brellct..,,,a:'IJ
UPlICaee e:Ci3tin3 Pr08^ -"ivltioi. as'in^i^^-i^h0:'00- co^men. below.  If a meeting with the applicant is roquestod, p! ?.-se cr.eck. 

4) Additional information is required to cocnlete the review.  The -ir,r-.rin 
neeaed ,s laentifled below.  if an extension of the reviev Zr-" I •   r                 , 
please chec:-: here      . "-we.* ^r.^ .., roqiiostod, 

5) It does not require our comments. 

COMMENTS: 

(Audi tional  comments  mav  be   olac^ti  nn   rn-.   :,^-i.—7Z ' •   .    "<-   piac^u  on   tne   oack or on  sep^r^ce/.sneats  oc ./par,or )  
;/   / • , 

Signatur 

N.-une: John   J.   O ' Nei 1 ] 

,,_,,„, Department  of   Pubiir   Safe" 
iV-.ni::ncion: and  Correctional   Service: 

fUiJr<;:s-s:     6 7 76   Reisterstown   Road   -   Su;>-o 

Baltimore,   MD     21215 
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MARYLAND STATE POLICE T? 
TO J.   O'Neill,   Pf.-pr..   Public  Safety Corr.   Serv.DATE    March   29,    I9g8 

FROM    CoIgfrTeH'g; /Tispect.   Suoerir.tender.t 

      ^ 

x:< For your information 
xx As requested 
  Approve and return 

  Note and return 
See me 

K£:     State  Planning MD880314-0191 
Howard County  

Take charge  of 
For additional  information 
For comment/recoimnendation 
Give me   facts  so  I  can answer 
Prepare  reply  for my  signature 

A review of  the relocation of Maryland Route  32  reveals no adverse  impact 
on  vehicular  traffic.     It would only  seem to have a positive  impact on average 
daily   traffic volume  in  the   future,   be of a benefit  to   law enforcement, 
and  improve  the  safety of  the motorists   that will use  the  new Maryland 32. 

ETrdlc 

•.••a-** 
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if i;-:;••'..: LH; 

Director Date:                                    \ 
Maryland State Clearinghouse d? 
for  Intergovernmental Assistance ,     .    ,   ,.,. „ 

301 West  Preston Street " '.:: _•; i"':-;.': ''lil^''^ 
Baltimore,  MD                     21201-2365 •'''--'J Ei V1" D 

SUBJECT:     REVIEW COMMENT AND RECOMMENDATION '^ 22    f1"^ 

State  Application  Identifier:       ft-O&TQJ j-—&/f / 

Applicant:    ftfiZT" Z&fe fffflfOU*. A/^/V' 
Description: r   _/     -*. / J^       /[   

Based on . review of the notification information provided, „e have deteji'ned that: 

Check One: 

coneisteno, re,uireBe„t
f:: ^2 SScTS'l^rjI.^Slr'* £ede"1 

  It has been determined that the subiect has "no -ff»,...» 
archeolooieai nr hi*,-,,,.,-       suoject nas  no erfect" on anv known an-Leoiogicai or nistonc resources anri fhar ru^  -,        " - 

s::';i.r,:',r,s-i:K ,»•'•"•-»--• «"="»•». 

2) It is generally consistent with our plans Drot»rani«!  -,«« -.• • 
qualifying consent below is submitted f"^LsLTrau"! 0DJ<CtlVe*' ^1 ^ 

3) It raises problems concerning compatibility with our plans oroar-n* nr 
objectives, or it may duplicate existing program activitie^ as inSnr d 
^the^comment below.  If . feting with thApplicnt 11%•S^lM.. 

-4) Additional information is required to complete the review Th*  ,• f 

Tuiii z^^z^y If an extensL of "e"^ ^ S~ «"«.. 
5) It does not require our comments. 

Sisnature: -^/   7//^)l£Pri^v\ 
Name: 

#••'•;.-ni. 
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Date: March 17., 1988 
Director 
Maryland State Clearinghouse ,..  .. ,,„„, 
for Intergovernmental Assistance l,r-'-^: -yl1.": .•--'•J 

301 West Preston Street Rci'Jll)'•'".-. 'J 
Baltimore, Maryland 21201-2365 

SUBJECT:  REVIEW COMMENT AND RECOMMENDATION 

State Application Identifier:  MD880314-0191 

Applicant:  MOOT -State Highway Admin. 

Description:  Supplemental DEIS/4(f) Evaluation - Md. Rte. 32 From Pindell 
School Rd. to Md. Rte. 108 

Responses must be returned to the State Clearinghouse on or before April 13, 1988 

Based on a review of the notification information provided, we have determined that: 
Check One: 

  »rrh^i0e-n ?eteiTined th«.the subject has "no effect" on any known 
archeological or historic resources and that the requirements of Sec- 
tion 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and 36 CFR 800 
have been met for the subject. 

  llJltlJ^V^•1^ that the re<?ui"ments of Maryland Coastal Zone 
6 USC ilia    l^T  haS,?ew met f0r the SUbjeCt in'—dance with lb USC UJ6, Section 307(c)(1) and (2). 

__X  2) It is generally consistent with our plans, programs, and objectives but rh* 
qualxfywg comment below is submitted for consideration.        ' —  e 

  3) ^ve""^ it^H C?nCerninS «»P«ibility with our plans, programs, or objec- 
tives, or it may duplicate existing program activities, as indicated in thl 
commen^ow.  if. a meeting with the applicant is requested ple'se check 

  4) Additional information is required to complete the review  The inform- 

 :— 5) It does not require our comments. 

COMMENTS:     s„w ^^ 

(Additional comments may be placed on the back or on separate sheets of paper) 

Si8nacure:    V Jfu/tf* 
Name:    V. Tauber 4/12/aa 

Organization: DNR/Water Resources Administration 

Address:  Annapolis, Md. 21401 
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w 
Response to Maryland Department of State Planning: 

1. The project will have no effect on standing historic structures (see letter 
dated July 29, 1988 and May 15, 1987). 

Detailed archeological investigations are underway to determine if affected 
sites are eligible for the National Register of Historic Places. 

2. Detail hydrological and hydraulic studies will be performed during the 
design of the project. This information will be furnished with permit 
applications. Alternate B has the least impact upon floodplain and other 
environmental resources. 
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TORREY C. BROWN, M.D. 
SECRETAflY 

JOHN R. GRIFFIN 
DEPUTY SECRETAHY 

J A 
JAMES W. PECK 

DIRECTOR 

March 31,1988 

MEMORANDUM 

STATE OF MARYLAND 

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 

WATER RESOURCES ADMINISTRATION 
TAWES STATE OFFICE BUILDING 

ANNAPOLIS, MARYLAND 21401 

MR 31 IQQQ 

****** AQmm$ATjoN 

TO:       Michele A. Huffman 
Waterway Permits Division 

FROM:       Denise H. Clearwater^C- 
Non-Tidal Wetlands Division 

SUBJ:      Md. 32 from Pindell School Road to Md. 108, Howard Co. 
WRA File Nos. 88-WC-0160 & 88-WC-0161 

1. Fig. 12 
&15 

2. Fig. 14 
&15 

3. p. IV-30 

Stormwater ponds should be located out of wetlands I-I 
if possible. I 

The site for possible future access should be shifted jo 
to the west to reduce wetland impacts. |^ 

The Department should have the option to request 13 
mitigation at a greater than 1:1 ratio if appropriate. | 

DHC:mw 

cc:    Charles A. Wheeler 
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Response Maryland Water Resources Administration: 

1. Stormwater management ponds will not be located in wetland areas if 
possible. 

2. There is no site for future access. The circle upon the mapping is to inform 
the public that the planned development indicates an interchange could be 
necessary in the future. If such an interchange is constructed, it will be 
the responsibility of the county and/or developers. 

3. The Federal Highway Administration does not permit wetland replacement at a 
ratio greater than 1:1. 
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Maryland Department of Natural Resources 

Tidewater Administration 
Tawes State Office Building 
580 Taylor Avenue 
Annapolis, Maryland 21401 

William Donald Schaefer 
Governor 

Memorandum 

Torrey C. Brown, M.D. 
Secretary 

March 24,   1988 

B^CEITID 
To: 

From: 

Subject: 

Michele A. Huffman 
Waterway Permits Division 

eh. Director 
ries Division 

MAR 30 1288 

Fisl^ries Division's comments on the Supplemental Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement Maryland Route 32 from 
Pindell School Road to Maryland Route 108: Howard 
County SHA Contract No. HO-292-202-770:  Middle 
Patuxent River drainage. 

The following comments on the subject Supplemental Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement were prepared by Jeff Mosley and 
represent this Division's views. 

In general, the Supplemental DEIS does not adequately 
describe the impacts to aquatic and wetland, wildlife resources; 
in many instances, impacts throughout the watershed are grossly 
minimized altogether. 

From an aquotic renource viewpoint, the incGt. iim»ed Lai <: 
environmental impact from the proposed construction will be 
increased sediment loading in Cricket Creek, Middle Patuxent 
River and its tributaries. Maryland DNR Fisheries Division has 
survey records of the Middle Patuxent River drainages supporting 
18 species of fin-fish (Carter, 1986). 

The Supplemental DEIS does address the sediment problem, but 
considers it a minor and temporary impact occurring only during 
active construction phases of work. 

The potential long 
explored. A review of 
would have more adequat 
term effects. The most 
aquatic resources from 
acceleration of the con 
farmland, non-tidal wet 
residential and commerc 

-term adverse impacts are not sufficiently 
the extensive literature and field surveys 
ely highlighted the real, cumulative long- 
serious long-term environmental impact on 

the proposed highway construction will be 
version of climax woodland, prime 
lands, and old-field wildlife habitats to 
ial uses from highway expansion. 

Teleohone: _ — 
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Comparing Figure III - 27 with III - 28 shows a severe 
conversion of wooded/cultivated open space to mixed 
residential/industrial development throughout the Middle Patuxent 
River watershed.  This is no doubt facilitated from the proposed 
new highway construction. These land-use changes in terms of 
reduced evapotranspiration, reduced infiltration, accelerated 
runoff, increased sediment loading, decreased groundwater (wells) 
and a general degrading of water quality need to be more 
adequately discussed in an environmental public document. 

Page specific comments are as follows: 

Paa3 s-4:  SHA will be required to obtain permit approval from 
DNR Tidewater Administration's Costal Zone Management 
Program. 

Page S-5:  Fisheries Division considers floodplains as 
wetland unless the SHA can demonstrate a lack of hydrophytes 
and hydric soils. 

Page S-10-D-29:  Fisheries Division's first preference is the No- 
Build Alternate.  Fisheries Division was not given the 
opportunity to thoroughly analyze all alternates in the 
field.  Furthermore/ all alternates were not reviewed at the 
SHA Quarterly Interagency Meetings.  According to the 
National Environmental Policy Act (1978) 1501.7, "There 
shall be an early and open process for determining the scope 
of issues to be addressed and for identifying the 
significant issues related to a proposed action." 
S-ll. No. 38.:  Even though this proposed project is in 
accord with the Howard County Master Plan, the proposed 
project cumulative impacts is inconsistent with the Patuxent 
River Policy Plan (1984). 
III-6-1.a:  The EAF Form has No. 
AFFected Environment text states 
occur in the vicinity of streams 

Page 

Page 5 marked no, but the 
as much as 20% slooes 
which statement id 

correct? 
Page 111-7 (Table 3): Fisheries Division is concerned if any of 

the study area soils are hydric soils and where they exist. 
Fisheries recommends the inclusion of a soils map of the 

5 

6 

Page 
study corridor. 
III-8-2 (a) :  Fisheries Division is concerned with the 
inadequate information on Surface Water.  The Supplemental 
DEIS has no physical or chemical documentation of the 8 
stream crossings.  Fisheries Division recommends that the 
FEIS contain the following documentation (can be a Table): 

1. Stream name 
2. Location 
3. Order 
4. MDE Class 
5. D.O. 
6. Temperature 
7. Conductivity 

8. Discharge Volume 
9. Width (ft.) 

10. Depth (in.) 
11. Fauna 
12. Flora 
13. Color 
14. Odor 

8 

9 

10 

11 
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Page III-10-3 (b):  Fisheries Division recommends a listing 
or field survey be conducted to determine what fish and "|2 
macroinvertebrates exist in the study area. 

Page III-10-3 (b):  Fisheries Division rejects the rationale 
"Smaller tributary streams probably provide minimal aquatic 10 
habitat because their flow is less reliable during dry •«* 
conditions." 

According to (Carter, 1986), the intermittent, ephemeral, 
and low order perennial streams are the locus, along with their 
floodplains, for the beginning steps of the process.  It is in 
these areas that large particles begin to be reduced and 
transformed by the organisms specialized to perform these 
functions. Other reaches of stream-and-river continum do not 
have the abilities for the most part to carry out the initial 
stages of processing.  Biota farther downstream are generally 
adapted to conditions in the river that are more typical of 
larger streams, e.g. slower flows, more sunlight and in-stream 
photosynthetic production, finer organic food particles, more 
silty bottoms.  It is not that CPOM processors do not occur at 
all in larger-order streams, but that on the one hand they do not 
occur as abundantly, and on the other, there is less in the way 
of CPOM to support them.  The small headwater areas have adapted 
and evolved to be"the most efficient at the initial steps of 
recycling. 

This capacity is efficiently located, since the small 
headwater streams are those which penetrate into the watershed in 
the greatest degree.  The large fraction of stream miles which is 
made up of ephemeral, intermittent and low order streams make 
available to higher order streams the terrestrial primary 
production of a vast area of land which would not otherwise be 
available to the larger rivers.  Leopold, et al (1964) estima!-? 
that in the northeastern United States the drainage density of 
streams (length of stream per square unit area of land) ranges 
between 1 and 2.5 kilometers per square kilometer.  Hynes 
estimates that about 1.0 square kilometer of land maintains about 
1.4 linear kilometers of headwater stream. 

Page 111-12 (Table 4):  Fisheries Division recommends each 
wetland site document: 

1. Location 
2. Hydric soil type or inclusions 
3. Hydrophytes 
4. Hydrology source 

If this information is not available. Table 5 is of no value 
to Fisheries Division's Environmental Review Program. 
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Page III-17-Birds:  Fisheries Division is concerned with the 

Page 

inadequate documentation of the value of riparian habitats 
to avian population within the project area. 
IV-6-B: Fisheries Division reconunends as priority 

Page 

Page 

15 

practices, first limited tree cutting and shrub grubbing, 
(2) retaining streams/floodplains in natural state, and then 
infiltration of stormwater sheetflow.  Fisheries does not 
view erosion and sedimentation degradation a minor effect in 
watersheds. 

Page IV-7-2 (a):  Fisheries Division strongly recommends bridges  l4- 
at the Middle Patuxent River crossing at Pindell School 
Road/Cedar Lane and the Cricket Creek crossing.  Moreover, 
Fisheries would appreciate early coordination in the design 
planning phase of all hydraulic structures on this project. 

Page IV-7 C 2:  Fisheries has the following statement: 
With the application of available erosion control 

technology, significant impacts to surface water and erosion 
control plans, if adequately maintained, will cause little 
damage to aquatic resources. Unfortunately, flawless 
implementation is not usually the case (1-97 Sec. A and E). 
Although erosion and sediment control techniques have 
significantly reduced the magnitude of sediment runoff, it 
has been estimated by the MDE Stormwater Management Section 
that about 70% effectiveness is the maximum that can be 
achieved.  In addition to this, if control plans are not 
regularly maintained, their effectiveness will be even 
further reduced. 

A more realistic evaluation of the potential damage to 
aquatic resources from sedimentation must be developed and 
implemented in the final FEIS. 
IV-9-3:  Fisheries acknowledged the SHA statement: 
"Generally, the larger the impervious area, the higher the 
percentage of pollutants from highway runoff that become    -ig 
concentrated in the streams and rivers."  Fisheries Division 
is concerned what specific measures will be employed to 
minimize this process!  An additional 40 acres of 
disturbance will increase runoff curve numbers and 
stormwater flows. 
IV-10-5 (a):  Fisheries is concerned with the inadequate 
Terrestrial Habitat section.  SHA states in the AFFected 
Environment section ( 111--10-3-(a) ) "This edge habitat is 
typically very beneficial for small game animals and birds, 
as are the areas of regrowth on the abandoned agricultural 
lands." No mention is made of potential impacts to 
amphibians, reptiles, birds or mammals in these "destroyed" 
habitats.  The loss of 40 acres of varied habitats will 
contribute significantly to forest/floodplain fragmentation 
of the remaining habitat areas. 
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Fragmentation increases the likelihood of local extirpation 
of terrestrial populations and reduces the chances for re- 
establishment. 

Woodlands are complex ecosystems where seedlings work 
through insect tunnels. The roots stimulate fungi changes that 
release chemicals that help young plants to grow. The fungi also 
fruit (truffles) that feed small mammals, thus a complex food web 
is established. Terrestrial habitat is not just woodland acreage 
numbers.  The final FEIS should investigate and highlight these 
phenomenon. 

Page IV-11-15:  The State Highway Administration has presented a 
good treatment of "EFFects on Wetlands" in this Supplemental 
DEIS. However, Fisheries Division has the following 
comments:  (ROW = Right-of-Way) 
1.  Fisheries Division will recommend denial of anx 

stormwater management ponds/basins in wetlands, 
floodplains or headwaters (Figures 12, 13, 15,'16) and 
the Middle Patuxent River Environmental Area. According 
to MD Department of the Environment "Section 401 Water 
Quality Certification Stormwater Management Assessment 
Guidelines (1987)" C, "The conversion of a naturally 
occurring aquatic system to a pollutant removal facility 
is not acceptable", and Retention (B) "Wet ponds shall 
be constructed in upland areas adjacent to naturally 
occurring wetlands and waterways"; Detention (5) "if the 
detention pond is located in a naturally occurring 
aquatic system (waterway and wetland), construction in 
the wetland shall be limited to the placement of a berm   _ 
and discharge structure" unless the waterway is Class    17 
III or IV Waters. 

2. At FEIS revision, Wl and W2 ROW/s.lope reduction (Rridne 
W-2) .  . ,        J 

3. At FEIS revision, W-l ROW reduction and selective cutting 
and grubbing. 

4. At FEIS revision, SHA should bridge Cricket Creek and 
reduce ROW. 

5. At FEIS revision, reduce ROW and minimize cutting and 
grubbing (grading).  A bridge is first preference at W- 
10 and W-Jl. 

6. At FEIS revision, W-12 ROW/slope reductions and limited 
clearing. 

7. At FEIS revision, W--13 ROW/slope reduction or retaining 
wall (avoidance). 

8. At FEIS revision, W-14 ROW/slope reductions. 
9. At FEIS revision, W-16, 17, and 18 reduce ROW/slope or 

construct retaining walls. 
10. At FEIS revision, W-19 should be bridged entirely,  if 

the 100-year floodplain is not bridged. Fisheries 
Division will recommend denial of all permits required. 
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Fisheries Division strongly recommends these comments and 
revisions be considered in accordance with: 

Executive Order 11990, U.S. EPA Q(b) (1) Guidelines, Section 17 
401 Water Quality Certification Stormwater Management 
Assessment Guidelines, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service NEPA 
Review and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. 

Page IV-16-C:  This paragraph exacerbates Fisheries Division and 
ecological review in general.  The Appendices' Section does 
not include a fin-fish species list or even a "laundry list" 
of the fauna expected within the study area. 

Page IV-16:  Fisheries Division recommends no instream 
construction activities between March 1 and June 15 
inclusive. 

Page IV-16-d:  Fisheries Division recommends spring (1988) 
surveys for : Woodland Agrimony, Smalls Ragwort, Water- 
Plantain Spearwort and Whorled Mountain-mint because the DNR -JQ 
has revised regulations (1987) concerning State threatened 
and endangered species, or habitats in need of conservation 
(Patuxent River Environmental Area).  These species inhabit 
riparian woodland habitats. 
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Response to Tidewater Adnrinistrati on: 

1. The project will have minimal adverse impacts upon the watershed. SHA 
cannot describe impacts which will not occur. 

2. This statement is correct. 

3. This statement is supposition at best. As stated on Page 1-2, the project 
is for the safety of existing through traffic. The document refers to 
planned development which will further exasperate the existing unsafe 
conditions if this project is not constructed. 

4. Howard County has approved the high level of development in the Columbia 
area without this highway improvement; therefore, assumptions made by the 
DNR writer are incorrect. 

5. See Cover letter by the Department of State Planning as the DNR writer's 
statement is incorrect. 

6. A wetland field review was held on August 25, 1987. The U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers representative agreed with SHA's wetland delineations. See 
Appendix A for details. 

7. Mr. Ken Yutman represented the Maryland Department of Natural Resources at 
the August 25, 1987 field review. The writers comment is dated March 24, 
1988. SHA considers seven months more than ample time for Fisheries 
Division to make field trips, gather data and analyze the data. Also, 
Fisheries Division has been aware of the project since the early 1970's. 
See page 1-1 for details. 

8. The suggested cumulative impacts is speculation on the DNR's writer's part. 

9. As stated, the project which is approximately 4 miles long, will be 
constructed on terrain with slopes ranging from 0 to 10%. There are slopes 
greater than 20% in the vicinity of streams. SHA does not prefer the 4(f) 
avoidance alternative which would require construction within terrain having 
steep slopes because of the greater cost. See page IV-30 for details. 

10. SHA values Fisheries recommendations, however FHWA and other review agencies 
are opposed to containing extraneous information within environmental 
documents. 

11. Fisheries Division has developed data on Cricket Creek and the Middle 
Patuxent River. The other 6 stream crossings are intermittent (meaning they 
contain water only when it rains hard). 

12. See responses 10 and 11. 

13. Crossings of drainage swales and/or intermittent streams will be sized such 
that the hydrology will be unaffected. 

14. Fisheries Division's comments will be noted and considered during the design 
of the project. 
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15. SHA will obtain the necessary permits and will inform the contractors to 
comply with them. 

16. Runoff will be treated for quantity and quality through stormwater 
management techniques prescribed by the Department of the Environment. 

17. Structures will be sized in accordance with accepted hydro!ic practice. 
Stormwater management ponds will be located and constructed within the 
parameters of the required permits. 

18. The noted species are not federally listed nor are they within the project 
area. 
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United States Department of the Interior 

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
DIVISION OF ECOLOGICAL SERVICES 

1825 VIRGINIA STREET 
ANNAPOLIS, MARYLAND 21401 

September 3, 1987  * . 

* 
& 

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

Dear Ms. Simpson: 

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

?; 

PDMS No. Project 

MD Rt. 32 relocation 

County 

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

to Rt. 150 
Baltimore 

042035 MD Rt. 4/260 interchange 
improvements 

Calvert 

251036 1-95 widening Baltimore and Harford 

Except for occasional transient individuals, no Federally listed or pro- 
posed endangered or threatened species are known to exist in the project 
impact areas.' Therefore, no Biological Assessment or further Section 7 
Consultation is-required with the Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS). Should 
project plans change, or if'additional information on the distribution of 
listed or proposed_;5pecies becomes available, this determination may be 
reconsidered. .; .,,3—i.-S'*./-. ' .   '. 

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

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

Sincerely yours, 

\,^-Glenn Kinser 
Supervisor 
Annapolis Field Office 
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United States Department of the Interioi 

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
DIVISION OF ECOLOGICAL SERVICES 

1825 VIRGINIA STREET 
ANNAPOLIS, MARYLAND 2140t 

September 9,   1987 

Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Project Development Division 
Maryland State Highway Administration 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, MD  21203-0717 

c-^. 

Re: Route 32, from Route 108 to Pindel 
School Road, Howard County, MD; 
Contract*: HO292-202-770 

Dear Mr. Ege: 

The Service participated in the August 25, 1987, field review of the 
subject project. Due to time constraints, we reviewed only five of the 
nineteen sites identified by your consultants. We are planning to field 
review the remaining sites in the near future. We were informed during the 
field review that SHA is presently determining whether to pursue 
preparation of a supplemental environmental impact statement. We would 

ZITZT T    aC;i0n dUe t0 the aQti«uic7 <* Che existing environmental 
document. We would urge you, however, to endeavor to present a thorough 
environmental analysis of this segment of the Route 32 project as well as a 
discussion of the entire Route 32 project. 

We understand that SHA is investigating an alternative located just west 
and east of existing Trotter Road and south of the preferred alternative 
(Alternative 3). Since we did not field review any of the site specific 
crossings associated with this alternative, we suggest that at an upcoming 

TAlntlil^TZKr: ?%"•**  aerial Phot°8"P^ ttat has the wetland arefs 
delineated and both build alternative alignments shown. Recent, color- 
infrared, late winter/early spring photography is most useful in 
determining the presence of forested wetlands, the type of wetland 

ri«SnI ^r?^ ^ th1
i3 Pr0ieCt'    In additi0Q. we «W" Preparation of a wetland table identical to the one provided for the Alternative 3 field 

review. 

At this time we would like to apprise you of several of our concerns as a 
result of the recent field review. 
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Loss of forested habitat: 

Much of  the existing corridor on this  contract is presently rural 
agricultural land and forested wetlands,  floodplains,  and/or uplands.    We 
are very concerned with fragmentation of the present forested system by the 
proposed roadway construction and the deyelopaent" Chat is ultimately tied 
to  this  transportation system.    In order to effectively deal with the 
adverse ecological effects of forest fragmentation,  as well as other 
environmentally damaging impacts resulting from this proposal, we suggest 
that you invite a representative from the Howard County Planning and Zoning 
Office to attend a meeting on this project with SHA and interested State 
and Federal environmental review agencies.    Ideally,   this should occur • 
prior to completion of the supplemental environmental document so that 
pertinent information is available for inclusion in the document.    We 
believe that SHA must assume responsibility for road construction impacts 
and implement feasible measures to avoid, minimize and compensate for those 
impacts.    However,  we also believe that secondary impacts associated with 
new roadway construction, such as development, must also be addressed. 
Prior experience has led us to believe that local government input with 
respect to secondary impacts is a viable meana of pursuing solutions to 
these  secondary  impacts. 

Stream relocation at Site 2: 

Present design plans show that an entire stream is proposed for relocation. 
The stream is relatively unblemished from sedimentation effects.    It is a 
meandering,  staircase-bedrock stream canopied with a diverse assemblage of 
vegetation.    Numerous small organic debris dams line the stream,  providing 
steady,  yet tempered flow of organic matter to downstream reaches.    Such 
dams are important in the trophic structure of aquatic communities (Bilby 
and Likens  1980).     Due to the stream's geologic formation,   its relatively 
undisturbed quality,  and its contribution of organic matter to the Middle 
Patuxent River,   we strongly recommend that you investigate design 
modifications to avoid or significantly reduce the amount of stream 
relocation.     We do not believe that repUcation of the stream is possible. 
Any attempt to do so will involve a significant input of time,  effort and 
money with an unsuccessful result.    It appears that the most feasible means 
of eliminating the relocation altogether, or at least seventy-five percent 
of it,   is to narrow the limit of disturbance to half of what is now 
proposed and bridging the streams and adjacent floodplain.    We also suggest 
that you investigate shifting the alignment north or south, although 
impacts to another stream or existing community are possible.    However    we 
request that you explore all design modifications and present your findings 
at a quarterly meeting. 

Our comments are provided at this  time in order to alert you to the need 
for additional information and coordination prior to preparation of the 
supplemental environmental document.    We are willing to provide any 
comments to you in order to facilitate the design and construction of an 
environmentally sound project. 
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rddi^!,'!,^15"!,1/'16/ reSp0"Se yarding our requests for information and 
earl it,' , COOrd/nation 0n this  3^^ <>* the Route 32 project at your earliest convenience. 

Sincerely, 

0?£ 
Supervi 
Annapolis Field Office 
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Reference 

Bilby, R. E 

^^-'S^^-^^^-iSil!?,,^- 
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Response to United States Department of The Interior. 

Note:   These concerns were fully addressed at the interagency meeting held on 
October 21, 1987 and January 20, 1988. The responses were as follows: 

1. There is development planned by Howard Research and Development 
Corporation. The proposed development includes their own roadway 
system and will occur without the SHA project. Our project is to 
replace existing substandard roadway which is an existing 
transportation problem unrelated to proposed development. Howard 
County personnel have been actively involved in this project. 
Members from Howard County Planning and Zoning were involved in 
the Scoping Meeting (6-27-85); Team Review for Alternates 
(4-10-86); Team Selection Meeting (4-27-88); and Team 
Recommendations to SHA (7-21-88). 

2. The concept shown in this document (and to the D.O.I, at the field 
review) is not a design plan but a concept to assess "worst case" 
environmental impacts. When the project is advanced to the design 
phase, every effort will be made to reduce or eliminate impacts to 
the referenced intermittent stream, as well as all other potential 
environmental impacts. It should be noted that the initial 
construction of the Md. 32/Md. 108 intersection will be at grade. 
When the full interchange, including ramps, is constructed, 
measures will be incorporated to direct the runoff into the 
existing stream system to ensure that the nutrients will continue 
to be carried into the riverine system. 
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C. Correspondence not requiring responses 
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MARYLAND 

DEPARTMENT OF RECREATION AND PARKS 

Elizabeth Bobo, County Executive 
William M. Mitchell, Director 

August 22,   1988 

Ms. Cynthia Simpson, Chief 
Environmental Management 
State Highway Administration 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, MD 21203-0717 

RE:  Contract No. HO 292-202-770 
Relocated Rt. 32 

Dear Ms. Simpson: 

This letter is in response to an inquiry by Wes Glass regarding the funds 
used to acquire the Middle Patuxent Natural  Environmental Area. 

Please be advised, this site is funded by State of Maryland, Program Open 
Space Funds and is subject to the conversion regulations of that Program. 

There are no Federal Land and Water Conservation Funds in the Middle 
Patuxent project. 

Enclosed is a Comprehensive Sketch Plan for the Middle Patuxent Area, 
to assist you with the boundary identification of the park.  Although 
this is not a final approved plan, we do not anticipate any additional 

changes to the boundary. 

Any measures you can take to reduce the impact of the road to the park, 
and the surrounding environment, will be appreciated. 

Sincerely, 

William M. Mitchell 
Di rector 

WMM/KMA,JR./db 

cc:  Wes Glass 

enclosure 
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To: 

f2 Memorandum 
U.S. Department of 
Transportation 

Office of the Secretary 
of Transportation 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
subiecc  Relocated Maryland Route 32 0ate: .._ oc 

Pmdell School Road to MD 108, Howard County  APK ^" ,y°o 
FHWA-MD-EIS-87-07-DS 

From:  Eugene L. Lehr    A,^^, /, ,; /       K1'* 
Chief, Environmental Division 

Eugene W. Cleckley 
Chief, Environmental Operations 

Division, HEV-11 

We appreciate the opportunity to review the subject DEIS.  We have 

no comments. 
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DEPARTMENT   OF   THE    ENVIRONMENT 
201 WEST PRESTON STREET    •     BALTIMORE, MARYLAND 21201 

AREA CODE 301     •     225- 

William Donald Schaefer 
Governor Secretary 

March   10,   1988 

Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson, Chief 
Environmental Management 
Project Development Division 
707 North Calvert Street, Room 310 
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 

RE:  Relocated Maryland Route 32 
from Maryland Rotue 108 to 
Pindell School Road 
PDMS No. 132059 
Contract No. HO 292-202-770 

Dear Ms. Simpson: 

I have reviewed the air impact analysis performed for the proposed 
relocation of Maryland Route 32 between Maryland Route 108 to Pindell 
School Road and concur with its conclusions. 

Given the expected increase in traffic predicted for the region, the 
Department believes that the build alternatives will yield the best air 
quality for the area. 

The proposed project is consistent with the transportation control 
portion of the State Implementation Plan for the Metropolitan Baltimore 
Intrastate Air Quality Control Region.  Furthermore, adherence with the 
provisions of COMAR 10.18.06.03D will ensure that the impact from the 
construction phase of this project will be minimal. 

Thank you for the opportunity to review this analysis. 

Sincerely, 

•/^~r^Jht>+j~*s<^ 

MEJ:abs 

Mario E. Jorquera, Chief 
Division of Air Quality Planning and 

Data Systems 
Air Management Administration 
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Atttt'i 

TRUST June 17,  1988 

William Donald Schaefer 
Gooemor 

Jacqueline H. Rogers 

«*    "• Vft'^ Secretary, DHCD 

Mr. Louis H. Bge, Jr. 
D^aity Director 
Project Developroent Division 
State Highway Administration 
Maryland Department of Transportation 
P. 0. Box 717 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717 

RE: Phase I Archeological Reconnaissance 
Maryland Route 32 from Maryland Route 
108 to Pendell School Road 
Contract No. H292-202-770 
P.D.M.S. No. 132059 
Howard County, Maryland 

Dear Mr. Ege: 

Thank you for sending us a copy of the executive summary of the Phase I 
archeological reconnaissance conducted of the above-referenced project. The survey 
identified three archeological sites, 18HO80, 18H0148 and 18H0149. Two of these 
sites, 18H080 and 18H0149 would be affected by construction of any of the three 
alternate routes. Site 18H0148 would be affected by construction of the southernmost 
alternate, designated alternate 4. In order for this office to carplete its review of 
the project and concur with the presented recommendations, we require more detailed 
information concerning the Phase I survey methodology and results. Below we have 
outlined those issues which warrant clarification: 

1) A map depicting the boundaries of 18H080,, described on page 1 as the 
Simpsonville town site and on page 6 as the Simpsonville Stone Ruins, is 
provided in Figure 2. The executive summary recommends that the routes of 
Cedar Lane and Guilford Avenue be redesigned to avoid the site boundaries as 
shown on Figure 2 and, if this is not possible, that additional 
archeological work be performed to determine the National Register 
eligibility of 18H080. 

at of Housina /and Communitv Dew Departnmt of Housing /and Community Devdopmcnt 
Shaw Home, 21 Stale Circle, Annaoolk Maryland 21401 (301) 974-4450, 757-9000 

Temporaiy Address: Arnold Village Profc     i/ T T   i «q     Ritchie Highway, Arnold, Maryland 21012 



tfk 
Mr. louis H. Bge, Jr. 
June 16, 1988 
Page 2 

On the basis of the information offered in the executive summary, we are 
unable to make recommendations concerning avoidance and/or mitigation at 
site 18H080 at this time. Given the limited extent of subsurface testing (5 
shovel tests) and the limited background research conducted, we do not 
consider that the boundaries of Site 18H080 have been adequately defined. 
We note that the Maryland Structures Inventory lists an historic structure 
within the project area and outside the boundaries shown on Figure 2 
diagonally across the intersection of Route 32 and Cedar Lane, H0525, the 
Hatfield residence (See attached map and inventory form). According to the 
inventory form, the field stone foundation of this structure may date to the 
mid 18th century when the building was associated with the grist mill in the 
vicinity. While this office has determined that the historic structure 
H0525 is not eligible for inclusion on the National Register, the historic 
archeological resources dating from the mid 18th century associated with 
this structure are potentially eligible for the National Register on the 
basis of the information which they may contain concerning the historic 
settlement of Simpsonville. 

In addition, the 1860 Martenet map of Howard County shows numerous 
structures located on both sides of what is now Route 32 (See attached map). 
Ihis office reccmmends additional Riase I testing of Area 17. The level of 
work should be sufficient to locate and identify the additional historic 
sites predicted to exist on the basis of cartographic evidence and to 
provide a preliminary assessment of their eligibility for inclusion on the 
National Register. Additional background research is also recommended to 
provide an assessment of the area's potential to contain archeological 
resources dating to the 18th and early 19th centuries. 

2) South and east of Area 17, an historic structure listed on the Maryland 
State Inventory, H0165, the Owings-Myerly House or the Vogel House, is 
located within the project area. (See attached map and form) This 
structure appears on the 1860 Martenet as the May H. A. Owings residence and 
on the 1878 Hopkins as the John J. Myerly residence. While this office has 
determined that the historic structure itself is not eligible for the 
National Register, the archeological resources associated with the property 
are potentially eligible under both criteria B and D. According to the 
inventory form, the land is associated with the Owings family, a family 
prominent in Howard County history. The older portion of the house is 
believed to have been built prior to 1850. We recommend that phase 1 
testing be conducted in the vicinity of the Vogel House to locate and 
identify the predicted subsurface cultural levels and features, determine 
the site's boundaries, stratigraphy, evidence of disturbance and information 
potential. 
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Mr.  LDUIS H. Ege, Jr. 
June 16, 1988 
Page 3 

3) Areas 8 and 9 were not tested because access was denied. Please clarify why 
these areas and other hilltops were initially selected for testing, if as 
indicated on pages 3 and 4, their elevation and distance from the Middle 
Patuxent River is typical of locations with a low potential for significant 
prehistoric resources. Further, we note that area 8 is located in the 
vicinity of an historic structure listed on the Maryland inventory, H0164, 
diftorywellings Stone House. This historic structure is located on a tract 
of land potented in 1712 called "White Wine and Claret." The house itself 
is believed to have been built c. 1818 and has been determined to be 
eligible for the National Register. Given the structure's proximity to the 
prcposed right of way, it is possible that archeological resources dating to 
the 18th and early 19th century use and occupation of the property are 
located within the project area. For the above reasons, this office 
reconmends that a Phase I survey be conducted of both areas 8 and 9 in 
conjunction with additional background research to evaluate the potential 
for 18th and early 19th archeological resources associated with the historic 
tract "White Wine and Claret." 

4) Another historic structure listed on the Maryland Inventory and determined 
to be eligible for the National Register and located in close proximity to 
the project area is H0158, River Hill Farm. This structure appears on the 
1860 Martenet as the residence of Mary H. W. Owings and on the 1878 Hopkins 
as the residence of Richard B. Owings. The property was part of a 500 acre 
tract called Four Brothers Portion. The main body of the house dates before 
1840. The inventory form mentions a well, smokehouse and tenant house 
associated with the farm. Since the historic access road to the farm lies 
within the project area, we recommend that a phase 1 survey be conducted of 
the project area south of H0158 in conjunction with site specific background 
research to investigate the potential for historic archeological resources 
associated with the 19th century use and occupation of the property* 

5) We recommend that the 1860 Martenet Map and 1878 Hopkins Atlas of Howard 
County be studied with greater care to locate areas with high potential for 
the presence of historic archeological resources. Also, it should be noted 
that this section of Howard County has been occupied since the 18th century 
and that the later 19th century atlases underrepresent the archeological 
resources of the 18th and early 19th centuries. Secondary histories of the 
area and persons knowledgeable in local history, such as Mr. Lee Preston, 
President of the Upper Patuxent Archeology Group (301-465-7545) and Mr. Ed 
Shull of the Howard County Department of Recreation and Parks (301) 992-2480 
can provide helpful guidance along these lines. 
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Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
June 16, 1988 
Page 4 

6) Finally, test areas 7, 10, 11, 14, 15, and 16 are described as having 20% 
visibility or less. Pedestrian survey yielded no cultural material. No 
subsurface testing was performed. If lack of habitable terrain is 
considered to indicate a low potential for prehistoric resources, then 
justification for the initial selection of areas 7 and 10 should be 
provided. This office strongly questions whether surface examination alone 
was sufficient survey coverage of these areas. A clearer discussion of the 
process of selecting areas for testing and of the testing methodology is 
needed in the executive summary. 

Once the additional requested information has been provided, this office will be 
able to make an informed review of the project with appropriate recommendations. If 
you have any questions concerning these comments or require further assistance, please 
do not hesitate to contact Dr. Ethel R. Eaton of my staff at (301) 757-9000. 

We look forward to receiving a copy of the final survey report when it is 
available. 

Thank you for your cooperation and assistance. 

Richard B. Hughes 
Chief Administrator 
Archeological Programs 

RBH/ERE/mmc 
enclosures 
cc: Ms. Cynthia Sinpson 

Ms. Rita Suffhess 
Mr. Tyler Bastian 
Mrs. Mary Louise Gramkow 
Mr. Ed Shull 
Dr. Ira Beckerman 
Mr. J. Rodney Little 
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Maryland Department of Natural Resources 
•»<.T.a>an^n;>Y».^f..'-'<j.^^.<M'»i-.r?? 

Maryland Geological Survey 
2300 St. Paul Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21218 
Telephone:   (301)   554-5500 

•.->«.!••.,••• .i-.usr; 

William Donald Schaefer 
Governor 

Division of Archeology 
(301) 554-5530 

6 July  1988 

'(JV3^ 
PROJECT 

DEVLLO'"" ""' " 
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[L  -o i 11    Ok 

Torrey C. Brown, M.D. 
Secretary 

Kenneth N. Weaver 
Director 

Emery T. Cleaves 
Deputy Director 

Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Division of Project Development 
State Highway Administration 
P.O. Box 717/707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 2X203-0717 

RE:  Maryland Route 32 from Maryland Route 108 to 
Pindell School Road, including the Maryland 
Route 32/Trotter Road Interchange 
Contract No. HO 292-202-770 

Dear Mr. Ege: 

We have received a copy of the 17 June 1988 letter from 
Richard Hughes, concerning the executive summary (prepared by 
Richard Ervin 30 September 1987) from the above-referenced 
project. In that letter, Mr. Hughes requested clarification on a 
number of issues. 

la. The primary purpose of a Phase I survey is to identify the 
presence or absence of archeological resources. In instances when 
there is sufficient information, we are able to argue for 
significance or non-significance. Otherwise, Phase II 
investigations are recommended. Site 18HO80 was argued as being 
potentially significant. We recommended avoidance. If that was 
not possible, we recommended a Phase II evaluation of 
significance. We feel that all of the questions in the first 
third of Issue 1 would be better addressed if and when a Phase II 
evaluation would be conducted. 

lb. The Hatfield residence (H0268), misidentified as H0525 in the 
Trust's letter, is 20 m outside of the right-of-way. 

DNR TTY for Deaf: 301-974-3683 
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1c. Extensive use was made of the 1860 Martenet map, the 1878 
Howard County Atlas, the 1885 Martenet map, and the 1926 USGS 15 
minute topographic map. Because the submitted document was an 
executive summary and not a final report, this background 
research was not included. It will be described in the final 
report. 

2. We agree that Phase I testing should be conducted in the 
vicinity of standing structures, such as the Vogel house, to 
determine if there are archeological resources associated with 
the structure (cf. Guidelines for Federal Agency 
Responsibilities, Section 110 of the NHPA, 53FR4727-4746: Part 
IV, Subsections 110(a)(1),(c)(l)(ii) and 110(a)(2),(a)(6)(iii)). 
We feel that other issues of site boundaries, subsurface 
deposits, and integrity are better handled through Phase II site 
evaluation. 

3a. Areas 8 and 9 are on hilltops, which generally have a medium 
probability for prehistoric site occurrence. We agree that both 
locations should be subjected to Phase I testing. 

3b. We agree that Phase I testing for historic resources should 
be conducted in the vicinity of Hol64. 

4. River Hill Farm (18Hol58) is 70 m outside of the project 
right-of-way. Outbuildings are also outside the project right-of- 
way. The associated right-of-way south of Hol58 was substantially 
tested, yielding no important material. 

5a. See response 1c. 

5b. Mr. Preston was contacted. See response to 1c. 

6a. Surface inspection for sites where the ground visibility is 
less than 100 percent is judged adequate by the supervisory 
archeologist when the archeologist believes that the chances for 
identifying material on the surface are greater than by shovel 
testing. When ground visibility is poorer, the spacing between 
rows is reduced. We would be willing to work with the Trust and 
COMA to develop guidelines for surface inspection, provided that 
such guidelines are not limited to a single measure of percent 
surface visibility. We feel the issue is complicated, requiring 
extensive study. We would be eager to provide field tests for an 
appropriate methodology. 

6b. Areas 7 and 10 are on stream valleys, which were assigned a 
high probability of prehistoric site occurrence prior to 
fieldwork. However, field survey of these areas showed them to be 
composed of steep terrain unsuitable for habitation. Areas 7 and 
10 were subsequently classified as having low potential. 
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TRUST 
July 29,   1988 

William Donald Schaefer 
Gooemor 

Jacqueline H. Rogers 
Seaetary, DHCD 

Ms. Cynthia Simpson, Chief 
Environmental Management 
Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 
P.O. Box 717 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717 

Re: Contract No. HO 292-202-770 
Relocated Maryland Route 32 from 
Cedar Lane/Pindell School Road to 
Maryland Route 108 
PDMS No. 132059 

Dear Ms. Simpson: 

Our office concurs with your opinion that Alternate B will not affect the two 
NR-eligible properties River Hill (H0158) or the Wellings Stone House (H0164). 

Thank you for your cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

George J. Andreve 
Project Review and Compliance Administrator 
Office of Preservation Services. 

GJA/AL/lm 

cc:  Ms. Rita Suffness 
Mr. Paul Wettlaufer 
Mrs. Mary Louise Gramkow 
Mr. Ed Shull 

\ of Housing /and Community Den Department of Housing /and Community Devdopment 
Shaw House, 21 State Ode, Annapolis, Maryland 21401 (301) 974-4450, 757-9000 

Temporary Address: Arnold Village Professional Center, 1517 Ritchie Highway, Arnold, Maryland 21012 
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0 Regional Planning Council PROJECT 

2225 North Charles Street     Baltimore, Maryland 21218-5767     (301) 594-5600,   •.7 
Dennis F. Rasmussen, Chairman Alfred P. Gwynn, Executive Director 

« ! T 

29* 

Olj 

March 21, 1988 

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

Engineering 
Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717 

Re: Supplemental Draft Environ- 
mental Impact Statement, 
Relocated Maryland Route 32 
(Contract #: HO 292-202-770) 

Dear Mr. Pedersen: 

We have received a copy of your Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement on the Relocated Maryland Route 32 (Contract #: HO 292-202-770). 
This item was incorporated into the Regional Transportation Improvement Program 
for 1988-1990 for the Baltimore Region and was approved by the Transportation 
Steering Committee and the Regional Planning Council in June, 1987. At the 
present time, our staff does not have any further comments concerning this pro- 
ject. 

Thank you for giving the Regional Planning Council an opportunity to 
review and comment on this project. 

Sincerely, 

-YQ-V 
Daryl L. Rawlings 
Coordinator 
Metropolitan Clearinghouse 
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Maryland Department of Transportation   o. 0 ^ f c X . 
Sfare A//^/?wa/>4dministration   ^\,^?^ 

Richard H. Trainor 
Secretary „» 

Hal Kassoff rO)/ 
Administrator       ^ ^ 

i^ril 14,^^ A 

MEMORANDUM 

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

FROM:    Walter Owens, Jr. 
Deputy Chief, 
Equal Opportunity Section 

SUBJECT: Environmental Impact 
Contract No. HO-292-202-770 

The subject document has been reviewed and found to be in compliance with 
Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. 

Should you have any questions, please contact me on extension 1513. 

WOJ:diTp 

My telephone number is (301 )_ 

Teletypewriter for Impaired Hearing or Speech 
38 3-7555 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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William Donald Schaefer 
Governor 

J. Randall Evans 
Secretary, DECD 

TRUST May 15,  1987 

Ms. Cynthia Simpson, Chief 
Environmental Management 
Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 
P. 0. Box 717 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717 
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RE:  Contract No. HO 292-202-770 
Maryland Rounte 32/108 Interchange 
Howard County, Maryland 
PDMS No. 132059  

Dear Ms. Simpson: 

Our office concurs with your determination that the above-referenced project, 
as depicted, will have no effect on the St. Louis Church (H0277). 

Your cooperation is appreciated. 

Sincerely, 

George J. Andreve 
Project Review Administrator 
Technical Preservation Services 

GJA/AHL/mmc 
cc:  Rita Suffness 

Mrs. Mary Louise Gramkow 
Mr. Ed Shull 

it of Economic / and Community Devi Department of Economic ' and Community Development 

Shaw House, 21 State Circle. Annapolis, Maryland 21401 (301) 974-4450, 757-9000 

Temporary Address: Arnold Village Professional Center, 1517 Ritchie Highway, Arnold. Maryland 21012 
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Maryland Historical Trust 

June 17, 1986 

Mr. Louis H. Ege.Jr., Deputy Director 
Project Development Division 
State Highway Administration 
Maryland Department of Transportation 
P. 0. Box 717 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717 

RE:  Contract No. HO 292-202-770 
MD Rt. 32 and 108 Interchange 
P.D.M.S. No. 132059 
Howard County, Maryland 

Dear Mr. Ege: 

Based upon the results of the Phase I archeological reconnaissance conducted 
of the project area, we concur that the above-referenced project will have no 
effect upon significant archeological resources. Therefore, additional archeological 
investigations are not warranted for this particular project. 

Sincerely, 

Richard B. Hughes 
State Administrator 
of Archeology 

RBH/BCB/mmc 
CC:  Ms. Rita Suffness 

Mr. Tyler Bastian 
Mrs. Mary Louise Gramkow 
Mr. Ed Shull 
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y,'"%    UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY' 

W ^/ 841 Chestnut Building 
%«»^ Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19107 

REGION III y.. >o  b , - «« »,-, 

iAR 2 2 1988 

Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson, Chief 
Environmental Management 
Project Development Division (Room 310) 
State Highway Administration 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 

Re:  Relocated MD Rt. 32 from MD Rt. 108 to 
Pindell School Road  (88-03-448) 

Dear Ms. Simpson: 

In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) and Section 309 of the Clean Air Act, EPA has reviewed 
the Draft Air Quality Analysis for the above referenced 
project. We are satisfied with the approach for analyzing 
the air quality impacts of the project and offer no objections 
to this portion of the environmental study. 

Thank you for including EPA in the early coordination of 
this report. Should you have any questions or if we can be 
of further assistance, please contact Lynn F. Rothman or Harold A. 
Frankford at 215/597-7336 or 597-1325 respectively. 

Jeffrey M. Alper, Chief 
NEPA Compliance Section 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
The Chief Scientist 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration   m 
Washington. D.C. 20230 • 

April   13,   1988 

Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
State Highway Administration 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Maryland  21202 

Dear Mr. Ege: 

This is in reference to your Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
on the Maryland Route 32 from Pindell School Road to Maryland 
Route 108, Maryland.  Enclosed are comments from the National 
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration. 

We hope our comments will assist you.  Thank you for giving us an 
opportunity to review the document. 

Sincerely, 

David Cottingham 
Ecology and Environmental 

Conservation Office 

Enclosure 

/ 
rfp^Kfv 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE 
Management Division 
Habitat Conservation Branch 
Oxford, Maryland  21654 

April 13, 1988 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Project Development Div. (Room 310) 
State Highway Administration 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Maryland  21202 

Dear Mr. Ege: 

The National Marine Fisheries Service has reviewed the 
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the 
proposed relocation of Maryland Route 32 (from Maryland Route 108 
to Pindell School Road) in Howard County, Maryland.  The project, 

be constructed upstream of the historical limit of 
fish migrations in the Little Patuxent River 
should not impact resources within our purview.  We, 
have no comments to offer relative to this proposal. 

Sincerely, 

which will 
anadromous 
watershed, 
therefore, 

t ^ Edward W. Christofrers, Ph.D. 
Asst. Branch Chief 
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THE HOWARD COUNTY PUBLIC SCHOOL SYSTEM 

10910 Route 108 
Ellicott City, Maryland 21043-6198 

(301) 992-0500 

March 31, 1988 

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

Re:  Relocated Maryland Route 32 

Dear Mr. Clingan: 

We have reviewed the Maryland State Highway Administration's proposals 
concerning Relocated Route 32 from Pindell School Road to Maryland Route 108. 
The Howard County Department of Education respectfully recommends Option 3 as 
the preferred option. In support of our position, regarding Option 3, we urge the 
State Highway Administration to consider the following information: 

1. Clarksville Middle School is located at the northeast corner of Trotter 
Road and Guilford Road. Without direct access to this middle school by 
means of keeping Trotter Road open to thru traffic, access to this 
school would be limited. 

2. School buses for all grade levels currently utilize Trotter Road. If thru 
traffic is not maintained, additional school bus routing and scheduling 
costs will need to be assumed by the Department of Education. 

3. Any option selected that includes closing Trotter Road to thru traffic 
carries with it the factor of having the cul-de-sacs designed and 
maintained so that large school buses can turn around. 

4. An elementary school (Western Elementary) is currently being proposed 
at the northwest intersection of Trotter Road and Guilford Road (Route 
32). If Option 3 were not approved, our student assignment and school 
bus transportation option relative to this school would be restricted and 
more costly. 

It is important to notice that any school bus route changes made if Trotter 
Road were closed to thru traffic would likely mean a longer school bus ride for 
many students. Our objective, for safety reasons, has always been to limit the 
length of a student's school bus ride. 

Hearing Impaired Number: 
TDD/TTY 992-4942 
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Mr. Clingan 
March 31, 1988 
Page 2 

In summary, we strongly urge the State Highway Administration to approve 
Option 3 or a very similar option. We believe that the safety, financial, 
administrative, and student assignment variable previously mentioned supports our 
recommendation. Thank you for considering our comments and position and if you 
have any questions or need additional information, please do not hesitate to 
contact me. 

Sincerely, 

Charles I. Ecker 
Deputy Superintendent 
Finance and Operations 

CIE/eb 

cc:    Amar Bandel 
Sydney Cousin 
Bennie Hartmann 
M. E. Hickey 
Henry Hornung 

v/Robert Lazarewicz 
Gene Straub 

;?•.&--'   vm 

a a 
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United States Department of the Interior 

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 
NATIONAL CAPITAL REGION 

1100 OHIO DRIVE, S.W. 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20242 

L30(NCR-LUCE) 
1 2 FEB 1988 

1 

Mr.  Louis Ege,   Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Project Development Division 
Maryland Department of Transportation 
Baltimore,  Maryland 21203-0717 

Subject:     SR-32,  Howard County,  Maryland 

Dear Mr.  Ege: 

This is in response to the request for comments by the National Capital 
Region, National Park Service, on the proposed Environmental Impact 
Statement for the subject project. This article was published in- the 
Federal Register, December 3, 1987. 

We are interested in this project if the proposed road improvement may 
impact upon wetlands, historic sites, or parks. Also the increased run-off 
from the new road improvement should be addressed and mitigation offered and 
agreed upon. 

We appreciate the opportunity to provide these comments and look forward to 
receiving a copy of the subject EIS. 

Sincerely, 

^ UJ£)J),A 
5?       Regional Direct^,   National Capital  Region 

r-n 
"31    r-j -< ~o 

C-3> 
OS 
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! R 0 'c'' " U'S' DePartment of Housing and Urban Development 

.', ••'-_      ... Philadelphia Regional Office, Region III 
Liberty Square Building 
105 South Seventh Street 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19106-3392 

-'  Uj  rill   Z'J 

Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr., Deputy Director 
Project Development Division (Room 310) 
State Highway Administration 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Maryland  21.202 

Dear Mr. Ege: 

Thank you for providing us with a copy of the Draft EIS/4(f) 
Evaluation on Maryland Route 32, Contract No. HO 292-202-770. We 
have no comments on the subject document. 

Please revise your master distribution list to show that I 
am the current Environmental Officer.  Our current mailing 
address is shown above. 

Very sincerely yours, 

Margaret A. Krengel 
Regional Environmental Officer 
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MARYLAND 
ENVIRONMENTAL 
A XV U ^ J. Environment the Trust. . . Man the Trustee 

April 13, 1988 

Mr. Louis Ege, Jr., Deputy Director 
Project Development Division 
State Highway Administration 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Md.   21202 

Dear Mr. Ege: 

My staff have reviewed the Supplemental Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement for relocated Maryland Route 32 in Howard 
County. One of our easements is located along Trotter Road, just 
north of the study area shown in the public hearing notice (see 
attached map). The proposed road improvements do not directly 
affect the easement property. 

Please continue to keep us informed on the status of this 
project. 

Sincerely, 

H.   Grant Dehart 
Director 
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MARYLAND ROUTE 32 
From Maryland Route 108 to Pindell School Road 

I STUDY AREA MAP 

Seal* In F—f. -i  
2000' 4000' FIGURE 2 
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MARYLAND 

DEPARTMENT OF RECREATION AND PARKS 

ESzabeth Bobo, County Executive 
M/ifffiam Af. Mitchell, Director 

O February 4, 1988 S    % 

State Highway Administration xr -=;3o 
707 North Calvert Street ^ S^-i 
Room 314 ^ **" 2 
Baltimore, MD 21202 - ^   -J- 
Attention: Mr. Wes Glass ce 

Dear Mr. Glass: 

The Middle Patuxent Environmental Area is a cooperative effort between 
Howard Research and Development, Inc. and Howard County Department of 
Recreation and Parks to protect and interpret the pristine quality 
of the Middle Patuxent River between Maryland Route 108 and Maryland 
Route 32.  The park encompasses approximately 1,000 acres and wi41 
include wildlife management projects as well as outdoor education 
projects and preservation. 

The Department of Recreation and Parks recognizes the needs of the 
State Highway Administration in its encroachments on portions of 
the park and will make every effort possible to facilitate a 
mutually beneficial arrangement which will meet both parties needs. 

If you have any questions, please do not hesitata to call me at 
992-2480. 

S incerely, 

William.M. Mitchell 
Director 

WMM/db 
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MARYLAND 
HISTORICAL 

William Donald Schaefer 

Couerr.or 

Jacqueline H. Rogers 

S<;cre!cn;, DWCD 

TRUST 
Ms. Cynthia Simpson, Chief 
Environmental Management 
Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 
P.O. Box 717 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717 

November 10, 1987 •e O 
__ rrt 
to c3<:-o 

CD 

en — ~3 m 
^2:0 

CO 

RE: Contract No. HO 292-202-771 
flfaryland Route 32 (Patuxent 
Freeway) frcm Cedar Lane/ 
Pindell School Road to 
Maryland Route 108 
PDMS No. 132059 

Dear Ms. Simpson: 

Thank you for your letter of October 13, 1987 concerning the above- 
referenced project. 

Our office concurs with SHA's proposed levels of significance for the 
following properties: 

HO 158 - River Hill - PNRE 
HO 164 - Mailings Stone H. - PNRE 
HO 165 - Vogel House - MI 
ED 210 - Scott Farmhouse - MI 
HO 268 - Hatfield House - MI 
HO 525 - Sinpsonville Mill - Arch. Site 

We further concur with the boundaries proposed for River Hill or Wellings 
Stone House. 

Dcpvtmat of Homing And Gxmuunrty Dewlopmat 
Sh»w Home. 21 State Circle. Annapob.. M»ryl>nd 2H0I (301) 974-4450, 757-9000 

Tanporary Aditu: AraoU Village Profesiiooai C«iter, 1517 Ritchie Highway, Areoid. Maryland 21012 
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Ms. Cynthia Simpson 
November 10, 19S7 
Page 2 

Your cooperation is appreciated. .. . 

Sincerely, 

Mark R. Edwards 
Deputy Director - 
Deputy State Historic 
Preservation Officer 

MRE^AHL/as 

cc: Mrs. Mary Louise Gramkow 
I4r. Ed Shall 
Ms. Rita Suffness 
Mr. Paul Wettlaufer 
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Maryland Department of Natural Resources 

Forest, Park and Wildlife Service 
Tawes State Office Building 
Annapolis, Maryland 21401 

William Donald Schaefer 
Governor 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Md Department of Transportation 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, MD 21203 

October 1, 1987 

Torrey C. Brown, M.D. 
Secretary 

Donald E. MacLauchlan 
Director C9 

O 
m 

era o-<-« — mjo 
<r-o 

O 
_»~orn \t» 

o» oxo s 3: 
*B -i 

RE: Contract No. HO 292-202-770 
Md Rt. 32 from Md. Rt. 108 
to Pindell School Road 
PDMS No. 132059 

Dear Mr. Ege: 

Our Heritage Program has reviewed the above referenced project and 
reports that there are no known State listed rare, threatened or endangered 
species in the planning area. The project area does contain a number of 
records for the following rare species: 

•, ,, NAME 

Pycnanthemum 
verticillatum 

Common-name Rank 

Whorled Mountain-mint State-rare 

Water-plantain 
Spearwort 

Highly State 
rare 

Smalls Ragwort State-rare 

Woodland Agrimony Highly State 
rare 

Ranunculus ambigens 

Senecio anonymus 

Agrimonia striata 

While none of these species are State-listed, their presence should be docu- 
mented and considered in this planning study.  In addition, their presence is 
indicative of unique habitats which may support protected species. 

Sincerely, 

/  ^James Burtis, Jr. 
(-^ Assistant Director 

JB:emp 
cc:  Therres 

Boone 

Telephone: 
DNR TTY for Deaf: 301-974-3683 
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William Donald Schaefer 
Governor 

September 16,  1987 

Torrey C^JTbwn, MX>. 
Secretary     ^ 

Donald E. MacLauchlan 
Director 

Mr. Louis Ege, Jr'. 
Deputy Director 
Md Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, MD 21203-0717 

RE:  Contract No. HO 292-202-770 
Md. Rt. 32 from Md. Rt. 108 
to Pindell School Rd. 
PDMS No. 132059 

Dear Mr. Ege: 

We have completed part of our investigation in response to your request 
regarding the above referenced project. There are no known threatened and 
endangered species in the proposed Route 32 relocation projifet in Howard Co. 

A current relocation move of our Heritage Program will delay their 
comments at least for another two weeks.  If you have any questions regarding 
the above please give me a call at 974-3776. 'SO 

Sincerely, 

James Burtis, Jr. 
Assistant Director 

JB:emp 

cc:     Boone 
Therres 

Telephone: 
DNR TTY for Deaf: 301-974-3683 
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/S&v United States 
•(A)} Department of 
sSZ?   Agriculture 

Soil 
Conservation 
Service 9025 Chevrolet Dr., Suite 

Ellicott City, MD  21043 
(301) 465-3180 

December 21, 1987 

Ms. Kathy H. Fitzpatrick 
Environmental Scientist 
Greenhorne & O'Mara, Inc. 
9001 Edmonston Road 
Greenbelt, MD  20770 

Re:  FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING 
Rt. 32, From Pindell School Rd. to Rt. 108 

Dear Ms. Fitzpatrick: 

This office has reviewed and evaluated the Form AD-1006 
which you submitted on the above referenced 
received on November 6, 1987. 

project which we 

We unfortunately could not directly review the data 
submitted due to the wording in Howard County's Subdivision 
and Zoning Regulations.  In this case, since the land in 
question is not already developed, we have had to consider 
the land as being available for agricultural usage since 
that use is permitted in all of our classifications. 

Our findings are as shown on 
returning revised. If I can 
free to call. 

the attached form which I am 
be of additional help, feel 

icerely, 

^&scUs\ 
/JACK HELM 
District Conservationist 

cc:  Carl Robinette 

A The Soil Conservation Service 
till   <s an agency ol me 
^&r    Department ot Agriculture 
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U.S. Department of Agriculture 

FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING 
PART I i To tie completed ny Peaeni Agency) 

—Maryland Route 32.  MD  108  to  Pindell School Rd. 

 Rural.   New Town.   Planned Employment Center 
PART II 1T0 oe sompieted :>y SCS, 

j Dat» 0' Lana evaluation Ss^uest 
<•    October 23,  1987 

ISCCVJnvolved 
tate Highway Administration 

Coumv Ana State 
Howard^Oountv.  Maryland 

• Date Request Seceiveo Sv SCS 

Does the sue contain orime. uniaue. statewide or local important farmland? 
'If no. ;he FPPA does not apwy - do not complete additional parts of this form). 

11/6/87 

Vaior C-iots) 

[pm^ Small grain,  soybeans,  hay 
Mame Of Lana Evaiuano.i System Used 

Howard County LESA System 

FjrmaBie Land In Govt. Juisaiction 

Acres: 86,200 % 

Yes     Mo   I Aces Irrigated  j Average rjrm Siie 

E     13     None 117 

Name Of Local Site Assessment System 

Howard County LESA System 

PART III (To be completed by Federal Agency) 

A.    Total Acres To 8e Converted Directly 

B. Total Acres To 8e Converted Indirectly 
C. Total Acres In Site 

PART IV (To be completed by SCS)  Land Evaluation Information 

A.   Total Acres Prime And Unique Farmland 

Site A 

127.0 
127.0 
127.0 

S.    Total Acres Statewide And Local Important Farmland 
30.0 

 C-    Percentage Of Farmland In County Or Local Govt. Unit To Be Converted    | 
P.    Percentage Of Farmland In Govt. Jurisdiction With Same Or Higher Relative Vahje '• 

PART V (To be compietea by SCS)  Land Evaluation Criterion 

74.4 
.18 

74.5 

Relative Value Of Farmland To Be Converted (Scale of 0 to WO Points) 60 
PART VI  (To be completed by Federal Agency) 
Site Assessmen: Cntena (These criteria are explained in 7 CFR S5S.5(b) 

l    Maximum 
Pomts 

1. Area In Nonurban Use 

2.  Perimeter In Nonurban Use 
H. -li 

3. Percent Of Site Being Farmed 

4. Protection Provided Bv State And Local Government 

10 
20 

5.  Qistance From Urban BUI::UD Area 
20 

6.  Distance To Urban Support Services 

7. Size Of Present Farm Unit Compared To Average 
8. Creation Of Nonfarmaole Farmland 

10 
25 

9.  Availability Of Farm Suosort Services 
10. On-Farm Investmentj 

11. Effects Of Conversion On Farm Support Services 
20 

12. Compatibility With Existing Agricultural Use 

TOTAL SITE ASSESSMENT POINTS 

25 
10 

160 

PART VII (To be completed by Fideral Agency) 

Relative Value Of Farmland (From Part V) 100 

Total Site Assessment (From Pirt VI above or a local 
site assessment) 

£0 
160 

TOTAL POINTS (Total -it j/jj/e 2 Imes) 

23 

260 zs 

Amount Of Pj-mlj-ia As Zi- -'if. . • -?-- 

54 i Acres:    70,600 :o     44 

j Date Land evaluation Returned By SCS 

12/21/87 
Alternative Site Rating 
Site 8 

125.7 • 
125.7 
125.7. 

S.teC 

133.0     ! 
133.0 
133.0 

28.5 32.7 
73.1 77.5 

.18 .19 
74.5 70 

Site Selected. Date Of Selection 

tli;'-  rcr  jjl-tCt-j- 

60 61 

-12. -12. 
J- 
.<L_. 

0 

o 6/ 
23 24 

ri s-y 
! Was A Local Sit- .->!•;• iment Used' 

Yes    '. No   Zl 

VII-135 
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STEPS IN THE PROCESSING THE FARMLAND AND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING FORM 

S:.,- :   •   K-.'Jcra; 2)i.::\^.fi involv<:J :ii prbpdied prc-.;e:ts that m:.y jjnvcr' ur'.silarJ. jj dei'in-jj In :r.- !• -j.-^^jru I'' 
l'.i;.\   V>t • FPPAi to nor.jgncuitural uses, will imiiilly ;ompiete I'ar:; i ap.J .u; ...| tiie r'orn:.  " 

bt.-p Z -   Originator will •ier.J varies A. B and C together with maps iraiiCitin? io>:ct:-):'.s ot 5::ei»i. i .> the S   ! 
Sv-r.-icj 'St.'.Si Ivcal fieiJ oi'fice and retain copy D for their files. iN'otc SCS has a fieM •..ffil;e :n rncst .ountii, -n t.-.   •. >;   I';- 
:,eM ••rni;-.- :s Ljuaily located in the county seat. A list of field office locations are avaiiabk from the SrS Scat - -.:-'•.\    .n- 
in eac'i state). 

Oil 

'•i tho pro- Stcp 3 -   SCS wUl. within 45 calendar days after receipt of form, make j determination as to whct.i-r uu ,i; • • • 
posed project contains prime, unique, statewide or local important fsrmiand. 

Step 4 -   in cases where farmland covered by the FPPA will be convoked rv the proposed proiec: SCS ;-; i  -i 
piete Parts II. IV and V of the form. ' '•  

Stcn 5 -   SCS wiii ret.irn copy A and B of the form to the Federal aaencv .nvoived in ;hc nroiect ,C^N C • •••• ••• 
St S recordsi. ... 

S>.-.-p 6 -   The iVderal a».-n?y invoiced in the proposed project wil! cvuplere Parrs Vl and VII of -An :orm. 

S--'-' "  ••   The Fi'den: a,:-.':!.', .rvciveri \r. the prone-.. •' ;veject w'ii :-:ake a iicter:-:ra::<vi -c i- ».',••••>-. •   ';. -- . 
•": ••:  i<c. njistv-r .v>ih-hi iTI'A ..nd tlu-.:.w:i;>'si:-,ri;::..; ,n.)[ic:.'<;  — :•• 

INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETING THE FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING rO.'i. I 

Part I: In coir.plstir.g the ••County And State" questior.s list ill tl-.e local iusw.r.es.n .^ ar-.- r.^K-.s.blc 
tor local land controls where ^iicii) arc to be evaluated. 

Part III:  In completing item B (Total Acres To Be Converted [ndi;ectl\ :. inciud.- the t'oliim .:i-: 

1. Acres not beina directly converted but that would r.o longer lie capaole of beina i"ar:r.ed aii.r u^ ;. :i\ r- 
iion. because tlie conversion would restnet access to them. 

2. Acres planned to receive services from an infrastructure project as indicated in .lie -v.-'ect "i^tir'i.-.ition 
(e.g. highways, utilities) that will cause a direct convers.on. 

Parr VI:  Do not complete Part VI if a local site assessment is used. 

Assign the maximum points for each site assessment criterion as shown in §65S.5;"oi .•; CFR. In .ases ot 
corridor-type projects suck as transportation, poweriine and flood conlrol. criteria =5 a:-.: =& »•;; .IQ: app;\ 
end will be weighed zero, however, criterion ^8 wiii oe weigiied a muxlmum jf 25 ; -ints. a .v.1 criteri-jn 
=! I a muximui!! of 25 •T'vrirc 

Individual Federal agencies at the national level, may assign relative aeiaius amona -.I:- 12 -iie a.^eiMtinit 
criteria other than those shown in the FPPA rule. In ail cases where other weights are'i^.^.cd. rcluuvc .;Jk:,[- 
mc-nti must be made to maintain the maximum total weight points at 15U. 

In rating alternative sites. Federal agencies shall consider each of the criteria and ass;-:.; ;•..•..•:;> -..thin the 
limits established in the FPPA rule. Sites most suitable for protection under ;:•..•$<. cr.ur:!, wii; recel-.e tne 
highest total scores, and sites least suitable, the lowest scores. 

Part VII:    In computing the "Total Site Assessment Points'", where a Sratc or local sit; .ivc-v.'v.r: „ ,;>.,' 
and the total maximum number of points is other tiian 160. adjust the site assessment poi:- •, • •• a .a-   i>' ! r»'j. 
Esampie: if the Site Assessment maximum is 200 points: and alternative Site "A" is rated ..-'J p ,:•;; 
I.9J:.aJJI?.'!llL;*5?!Fi1.t'^.liIii^.= ;ip x 160 = 144 points for Site ''A." 
M.: \i;;;u;n pumts possible 200 
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U.S. uttoarxment or Aaricuirure 

FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING 
PART I (To be completed nv Federal Aaencv) :Oaw£Li lgc0to^ear£vg3a

t
t'0i^8Ttf" 

'Vf "•" Of "'"ijirr 

^  •"     r^2' " 108 tD PlndCl1 Seh001 Rdt    : W^W^lflyHltf^ A^iniscration 
Rural,  New Tovn,  Planned Employnent Center 

PART II ITO be completed by SCSI 

'• County And State 
; Howard -Caunty, Maryland 
( Date Request Received By ;  

Does the site contain prime. uniQue, statewidt or local important farmland? 
I If no.^ the FPPA does not apply - do not complete additional parrs of this form). 

'iiS/6/87 

Major Zcootsl 

gn^) Saall grain, soybeans, hay 
Name Of Land Evaluation System used- 

Howard Cotmty LZSA Syeti 

PART III {To be completed by Federal Agency) 

Fjrmable Land In Govt. Junsdicron 

Acres: 86,200 %    54 

Yes     No   ! A<:rB* Irrigated  I Average Farm S.^i 

C     Q  ! Hone j        117   . 

j^lame Of Local Site Assessment System 
Howard County LESA Systea 

A.   Total Acres To Be Converted Directly 

B. Total Acres To Be Converted Indirectly 
C. Total Acres In Site 

PART IV (To be completed by SCS)  Land Evaluation Information 

A. Total Acres Prime And Unioue Farmland  

B. Total Acres Stargwide And Local Important Farmland 

Amount Of Fa.-mlaic .A.'Scfinea ..i ,;1Pi 

Acres:   70,600 %    44 
Date i_and evaluation Returnad 3y SC3 

12/21/87 

Site A 
127.0 
127.0 
127.0 

Alternative Site Rating 
Site 8 

125.7 
T Site C 

133.0 
f-te J 

125.7 133.0 
125.7 

C.    Percentage Of Farmland In County.Or Local Govt. Unit To Be Converted 
0.    Percentage Of Farmland In Gov<. Jurisdiction With Same Or Higher Relative Value 

PART V (To be completed by SCS)  Land SviTuation Criterion 
 Relative Value Of Farmland To Be Converted (Scale of 0 to iQQ Points) 

PART VI  (To be completed by '"•'/era/ bgenevi 
Site Assdisnc-u Cr teru (These srinria are smhined <n 7 CFR S58.Sfol 

30.0 

"7575- 

60 

133.0 

28.5 32.7 
73.1 77.5 

753- 
.19 -w 

60 61 
Maximum 

Points 

1.   Area In Nonurban Use 

2. Penmoter In Nor.urcan Jse 

3 Percent Of Site Being FaTrer) 

4. Protection Provided 8v State And Lzal Gover-^er: 
5. Sist'nce From Uroar, e.^iltup Area 

15 12 
10 

12 12 

20 
20 

6.  Distance To Urban Support iervices 

7. Size Of Present Farm Unit Compared To Average 
8. Creation Of Nonfarmaoie Farmland 

3. Aiailaoilitv Of Farm Si upQi: Services 
10. Qn-rarm Invest.-nents  

11. Effects Of Conversion Cn rnrm Support Services 
\i. Compatibility With Existing Agricultural Use 

TOT :\L SITE ASSESSMENT POINTS 

10 

"IS" 
"25" 
"Iff" 

T 
"0" 

PART VII (To be completed oy Fsderai Agency) 

fleidtive Value Of Farmland 'F^om Part V) 

.60 

100 

Total Site Assessment (From Part VI aoove or a loci 
sirs ispmrnemj 160 

TOTAL POINTS iTcrj/ j.' 3. o.e 2 i.-nesi 

23 23 24 
260 

Site Ss'ec'ed. "f 5e'::tion 
Was A Local Si'.e Asseismer: ^s-.c"-" 

Ves   ~ ••••. 

ISa° Inz'.'^crnns on revenr s.ae: 
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SStf 
•-•(•: IN Tii. PK-X = iji.SCTllE FARMLANC   O-D CONVERSION iM; ^T^riNu ? 0';s; 

p   .""      .'rip2' '-£r:rl-'-    ••' :;-c- ;n rrjpo>eJ i;:ote-i :'-; —.   ..or--» fdr:n!-,j   .,.; J--Tl ^ - •-• r .-   • .. - p.   .    .    „ 
P.-...,   \..   FPP.,, .cn.inas.-:.j:iura:.-ses. wiD initU';. .ompSete f j.-ti i and lil -t the for-:)               ---..••.     .. 

c^-':.',cr<r^na?r-.W!fi Sena ^Criei A- B al'd C tosether wi:h '"^ ^dicaiingl ..•iri1.lP.s of si.cl..   [0 |h... , ,, .-_,......  n 
S-n„e   S( S, local tie,;; o:t>« ^ retain c.py D for their files. 'Nee- SCS ha^a ,;eid office In m^co t'-^i^h     •     ^ 

P
S
^VJC?CO^X^^SS^« « » — - —' of :he pr, 

pLTe Pans n.^n^ v'j/S'S"•.^^ ^ ^ "^ ^ ^ "^"^ by the Pr0^Sed ""*«. ^S Heid offices viU ,om. 

Si? rer'ord'" ^ retUrn ""  ' ^ * ^ the ^ ^ the Federal a?enC>' ^^ - the PrQ.Tct. .topy C *ill Sc retard for 

S:.T r^ -   The Federal agency irvo.-vJ in the proposed project wOl complete Parts VI and VII of the form. 

X^^fFP^ "'* = d«— a, to ..-her lh. r,.??ft     ,,.?, 

INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETING THE FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING FORM 

Part I:    In .-ompleting the "County And State" questions list ail the local governments that av res.v  iibl^ 
tor local land controls where .itets) are to be evaluated. ' ! 

Part III:  In completing item B (Total Acres To Be Converted Indirectly), include the following 

\     A res not hc.ng directly converted but that would no longer be capable of beimi farm-J -fte' *,  .0MVt.r. 
sion. because the conversion would restrict access to them. " 

2 Acres planned to receive services from an infrastructure project as indicated in the project iustHVation 
I e.g. highways, utilities) that will cause a direct conversion. JustitKation 

Part VI:  Do not complete Part VI if a local site assessment is used. 

Assign the maximum points for each site assessment criterion as shown in §658.5(b. of CFR  In cases of 

^'iTbeV1 X!5^" ^ tranSp0rtati0n- porrlinS and n00d COntroL ^ileria =5 ^ =* w'i!! not anplv 
and uJl be uugn.d zero, however, criterion ff8 will be weighed a maximum of 25 noints. and criterion 
-i i a maximum ot 25 points. • ^incnun 

Individual Federal agencies at the national level, may assign relative weights among the T she asse.smen' 
cmena other than those shown in the FPPA rule. In all cases where other weidus are a^n M rdatlv adj 1 
ments must be made to maintain the maximum total weight points at 160.      " d-sit»-'- ^we adjust 

In rating alternative sites   Federal agencies shall consider each of the criteria and assi-n ,«uiiUS -ithin the 
units estabhshed m the FPPA rule. Sites most suitable for protection under these .      - ,     1  r^ e   " 
highest total scores, and sites least suitable, the lowest scores.   

^Vrw";    '? comPutin-a ^ "T'^ Site Assessment Points", where a State or local sit,   -..^n ,- - ••,••.! 
a^nd t.c total maximum nu.r.bcr ot points is other than 1 60, adjust the Site assessment poi..: .    .'. ha-.' o, • M.! 

^xanpie. i. rnc bite Asse5s;r..n- maximum is 200 points; and alternative Site "A" is rated \-J •M»i.i-S- 
T^-:! rr'.nts assigited_Site_ A = I 80 v 1 6u = 1 44 points for Site "A." 
N^.\;.'!!i.;n points po^ibi. 200 
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cP^f 

U.S. Department of Agriculture 

FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING 
PART I I To becomolered Oy Federal Agency) rtt&tovyiflr 
Hr^^0"^2, ^  108 " Plgde11 Sch001 M- I'^^^^a^Hlghvay Adainlatratlon P'ooosed Lana Use 
Rural,  New Town.  Planned Bnploynent Can tar 

PART II (To be completed by SCSI 

County Ana State 
Howard-County. Maryland 

Date Request Rfecaivad Sv 

Does the site contain prime, unique, statewide or local important farmland? 
(/f no, the FPPA does nor apply - do not complete additional pans of this form) 
Major Crooftl ~ —  

CgB^Sill grain, soybeans, hay 

1^6/87 

Mama Of Land Evaluation System Uiad 

Howard County USA Syaf 
PART III (To be completed by Federal Agency) 

Farmabls Land In Govt. Jurisdiction 

Acres: 86,200 % 

Yes No 
• 

Nam» Of LocH Site Aneomem Syjtetn 

Howard Gowaty LISA Syataa 

A. Total Acres To Be Converted Directly 

B. Total Acres To Be Converted Indirectly 
C. Total Acres In Site 

Acres Irrigated Average Farm Size 

117 
Amount Of Farmland As Defined in FPPA 

Acres:   70,600 %    44 
Oate Land Evaluation Returned Sv SCS 

12/21787 

Site A 
127.0 
127.0 

PART IV (To be completed by SCS) Land Evaluation Information 

A. 
a. 

Total Acres Prime And Unique Farmland  

Total Acres Statewide And Local Important Farmland 

Percentage Of Farmland In County Or Local Govt. Unit To Be Converted .     C.   

0.    Percentage Of Farmland In Govt. Jurisdiction With Same Or Higher Relative Value 

PART V (To be completed by SCS)  Land Evaluation Criterion 
 Relative Value Of Farmland To Be Converted (Scale of 0 to 100 Points) 

PART VI  (To be completed by Federal Agency) 
Site Assessment Criteria (These criteria in explained in 7 CFR 6S8.5(b) 

127.0 

Alternative Site Rating 
Site 8 

12577 
125.7 

Site C 
133.0 

125.7 

"30" 

—38" 

60 

Maximum 
Points 

1.  Area In Nonurban Use 

2. Perimeter In Nonurban Use 

3. Percent Of Site Being Farmed 

15 12 
10 

4. Protection Provided By State And Local Government 
5. Distance From Urban Builtup Area 
6.  Distance To Urban Support Services 

_7 

8 

20 
20 
0 

Size Of Present Farm Unit Compared To Average 
Creation Of Nonfarmable Farmland 

9. Availability Of Farm Support Services 
10. Qn-Farm Investments 

11. Effects Of Conversion On Farm Support Services 
12. Compatibility With Existing Agricultural Use 

10 
"IT 

TOTAL SITE ASSESSMENT POINTS 

PART VII (To be completed by Federal Agency) 

"TO" 

160 

Relative Value Of Farmland (From Part V) 

Total Site Assessment (From Part VI above or a local 
site assessmen t) 

TOTAL POINTS (Total of above 2 lines) 

Site Selected: 

Reason For Selection 

100 

160 

260 

23 

Date Of Selection 

38.5 
'73.1 

.18 
"7*75- 

133.0 
133.0 

32.7 
77.5 

"TS- 
.19 

60 61 

12 12 

23 24 

Site 0 

Was A Local Site Assessment Used? 
Yes D No  a 

(See Instructions on reverse side) 
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::TE^1N THE PROCESSING THE TARMLANn A \DCON\tasio\ IMP '.. I V ,. . ,:, r  ;n\. 

<"i>'ed m r.-opoied r;cv,
jc:s thai nijy .onveri :.; -Mr.i   ;• 

' PPA   ••-I r.o:u.:r:.„I-urai LIS^S will in-tiu;;'. c. •n-.-iictT i'-iri.-; I jriu li! ^! th- f.-.--: 
rr-.   • ani.l.T . 

^••-\: 

_ (.)j;ginjtc; wil: sen,; copies A. B and C together with •-,_.'.; ir.dicdtini; .....^ron: of *:•:•..        u 
SCSi l-ic^J fielJ off;:: and retain copy D for rhc:: .'Jrs  , Xo-:'   SCS ha-";; fie!^ oiVic? 'r ^t- 

-:::•:e ;< jsuaily Incited ;n the county seat. A list of !;cld off..- ;ocdr:ons ire avjiilri'r't'rc:-- thV^ci^'ra' 
:n rach atarei 

» 

Step 5 -   SCS will, within 45 calendar days after receipt of form, make 3 detsnt'inaKon as to wt-^r-r t^e -e'- •.[••• — 
posed project contains pnme. unique, statewide or local important farmland.  '"'u 

P5."' P^ts\1"^?V o/rS C0Vered by ^^ FPPA ^ ^ COnVSrted ^ ^^ ^^ P^- SCS ft':-' of';- -i: — 

Sre-^dl" Wal retUrn "^ A and B 0f the t0rm t0 '^ Fedi"[ ^'nCy mV0)ve,1 m t!le Dr^i'-t- <**?> C ^i;; "• ' r-'-'W 'v 

Step 0 -   Th? Federal agency involved in the propo.-d project wdi coi-plere Pans VI and VII of the ;„n:;. 

Sup " -   The Federal agency involved in the proposed project will make i .ietennir.ation a; ••, v/---  - ••    ••- ,...-.. -      -,. . 
sio." .sccnsistent with :h.-FP-A and the agency's ir.f.-r.-al policies ' '   ''  '"" 

INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETING THE FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING TORN! 

Part I:    In completing the -'County And State" questions list all the local uovernmeim I'm ar   r<  . - <ible 
tor local land controls where site(s) are to be evaluated. 

Part III:  In completing item B (Total Acres To Be Converted Indirectly ). include the follo\vi:i._: 

1. Acres not being directly converted but that would no longer be capable of beina t'arm -d Ster v-i conver- 
sion, because the conversion would restrict access to them. 

2. Acres planned to receive services from an infrastructure project as indicated in the project justirication 
(e.g. highways, utilities) that will cause a direct conversion. 

Part VI:  Do not complete Part VI if a local site assessment is used. 

Assign the maximum points for each site assessment criterion as shown in §658.5<b^ of CFR in cj,es of 
corndor-type projects such as transportation, powerline and Hood control, criteria =s ond -6 will nor •ppK 
and will be weighed zero, however, criterion *8 will be weighed a maximum of 25 points, aiu: criterion 
= ! ! a maximum of 25 points. 

Individual Federal agencies at the national level, may assign relative weiuhts amon- th.- T site as^e^sment 
criteria other than those shown in the FPPA rule. In all cases where other weights are assigned, relative adjust- 
ments must be made to maintain the maximum total weight points at 160. 

In rating alternative sites. Federal agencies shall consider each of the criteria and asv.jn Di-ints within the 
limits established in the FPPA rule. Sites most suitable for protection under these c"i,na will r-ceive the 
highest total scores, and sites least suitable, the lowest scores. 

Part VII:    In computing the "Total Site Assessment Points", where a State or local iit- ^.•wv-ir ,< • v.j 
ana the total maximum number of points is other than 160. adjust the site assessment poim* to a haS.- of IriC 
Example: it the Site Assessment maximum is 200 points, and alternative Site "A" is rated 1 ^0 poii-rs 
Total points assigned Site A = 180 x 160 = 144 points for Site "A." 
Maximum points possible        200 
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SCDTJ 

Maryland Department of Natural Resources 

Maryland Geological Survey 
2300 St. Paul Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21218 
Telephone:   (301)   ss&.ssnn 

William Donald Schaefer 
Covtrnor 

Division of Archeology 
(301) 554-5530 

Torrey C. Brown, M.D. 
Secreiary 

Kenneth N. Weave 
Dvecior 

Emery T. Cleaves 
Deputy Director 

30 September 1987 

Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director   y 
Division of Project Development 
State Highway Administration 
P.O. Box 717/707v North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717 

RE: Contract No. HO 292-202-770 

Maryland Route 32 from Maryland Route 108 to 
Pindell School Road including the Maryland 
Route 32/Trotter Road interchange 

Dear Mr. Ege: 

A   Phase   I   archeological    reconnaissance   was   conducted   alone 
alternate alignments of Maryland Route  32    BQW»7JTrJ.   t 9     hree   P"?03^ 
Aiso surveyed were proposed alfg^ents of fedar\ZntY'«?*1•* («5ur. 1J . 
of Route 32. The Route 32 corridor is a^ut 4 570 ", and

1
Guilford ^ north 

and 850 meters wide, and the Cedar Lane/Sf^ I f6" l0n9 and between ^1 
long and 30 meters wide. The survey area c os'es the Middlfp !" 1'036 aete" 
Simpsonville,     then     traverses     rollinn     MI I t      l. Patuxent River at 
Clarksville. " Several unn^ed stre^ i^ i- tWeen S•?*•^ and 
Patuxent, cut across tb.S"^."^.^v^ ^VfoSSl f ^ ""** 
8 and 18, 1987., by Richard Ervin and Spencer Ge^.y^f S;1am»rrSTe"bef 
Survey,  Division of Archeology.   Three historic sites \:lTin  11 geological 
the   townsite  of  Simpsonville,   18HO80   (pLure   2^      andMn "9ht-of-way: 
house sites, 18H0149 (Figure 3) and l^ Figur'e 4, lll^T*- ^^ 
potentially   eligible   to    the   Nan•*!    »      i**gu«   4J .      All   three   sites   are 

Sites !.*& an/ ISHOl^ wo^ld bVaTftte^^ns t uc^^ "^ "^ " 
alternate    routes,     and    additional     archeological    work    ,/ ^ l" 
determine their eligibility,   site  18H0148 woul'd be  affected bv ZZTr    ^     1 
the  southernmost   alternate,   designated  Alternate   4   on  n'^ T    "d  K" 

0 

work   is   recommended  to  determine  Nation*!   R0„,- = «. ,-   .i9""   4-     Additional 
this  alternate is chosen National  Register   eligibility of   18H0148   if 

VI-16 

.'»>&•••.* .«i^3Sa 

DNR TTY for Deaf: 301-974-3683 
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£?4 

BACKGROUND  INFORMATION 

Background research was conducted to determine the nature of previously 
recorded sxtes and evaluate the potential of discovering additional sites 
Site files, records of previous work, historic m^e ,-..,• ^ \1 sices, 
topographic maps, a„d soil maps were examined " formVl !rlSii, *h0t0^a^' 
not been developed for the upper PatuxMt d«iW y \ P•*^** "odel has 
provided clues to potential sfte l"^^^ ^ ^d1t^^^ 
at Simpsonville and several other points along the right-of-wav in !^M« 

historic sites were expected on floodplains" or terrace/ a^g stre^ Tnt 
stream confluences, on hilltops or ridges, and along historic roadwaysT road 
intersections. Prehistoric sites were expected on floodplains or terra«s 
along streams or stream confluences, near springs, on hilltops or rTdges ctose 
to sources of water,  and near  sources of lithic material.     . 

Seventeen test areas were defin'ed on the basis of topography and known 
archeological site locations within the project area. Ni^eVeas were alZ 
rivers or streams, and eight were hilltops or ridgetoos ftwo of th* *7 2? 
hilltop areas could not be surveyed because JclTJ'"enie V t'J. 
landowner). Exposed ground surfaces were examined for the presence of 
cultural material. Shovel test pits measuring 50 cm i„ dimeter were duf 
where vegetation obscured surface visibility. soil was BrrAn-IITK I , 9 

(1/4")   mesh  hardware  cloth. y *  screened   through   7 mm 

RESULTS  OF INVESTIGATION 

Thirty-five shovel test pits were dug within the right-of-way, and sixteen o- 
these yielded cultural material (Table 1). Each of the test areas il 
described below. ateai    is 

Area 1 (130 meters long and 50 meters wide) is a stream complex at the 
west end of the survey area. Two streams run through the survey area to 
a  confluence;   a   third  stream  joins   at   the  north  boundary of   the  survey 

•In *n/ StrrS 1
COntained runnin9 wate' during the survey, but are 

small    and    relatively    steep. Flat,     well-drained    land    suitable    to 
habitation was found in only two places. A shovel test pit was placed on 
a small bench, and three shovel test pits were dug in a 12 meter by 18 
U^"h aT 'n the,St

vf
eam influence. No cultural material was found on 

the bench. One of the three shovel test pits at the confluence yielded a 
single quartz flake. The confluence was probably visited only briefly by 
prehistoric peoples. A small artifact scatter (18HO140) had been found 
previously  on   a   ndgetop  west   of   the   confluence    (Boyce   1986) Quartz 
artifacts were found over a wide area, suggesting iitermittent use of the 
ndgetop as  a  temporary camp. 

Area I llll^-'n^ ** ^ ^^ "^ " a rid9et0p °^°°^ the 
IteLM T C°nfluen«- The ridgetop is flat, well-drained (8 meters 
above the elevation of the streams) and within 50 meters of water. An 
historic   period   site,   18H0149,   was   found   on   the   hilltop   (Figures   3   and 

IL o^ / h
lnC:Lude% tWO Piles °f ha„d».d. bricks that may represent 

the collapsed chimney of a domestic dwelling. A dense trash dump (4 by 7 
meters in area) containing a large quantity of bottle glass, ceramics, 
leather   items,    and   metal   items   is    15   meters    southeast   of    the   brick 
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Artifacts on the surface are mostly of mid-twentieth century manufacture- 
bottle finishes indicate manufacture on fully automatic bottle machines 
(post-1902), and no manganese-bearing glas* .(pre-igiS) was noted. 

Seven shovel test pits were dug on the hilltop to determine if 
prehistoric material was present. An eighth was excavated on a flat area 
on the east side of the hill. Three quartz flakes were recovered fro* 
three shovel test pits (20th century historic material was also recovered 
from two shovel test pits). Close examination of the ground surface 
(which had about 10% visibility) revealed no other prehistoric material. 
The low density scatter of flakes recovered from shovel tests suggests 
limited prehistoric use of the hilltop. 

Area 3(180 meters long by SO meters wide) borders an intermittent stream. 
The area within the right-of-way was surveyed on foot and found to have a 
relatively steep slope." All surface exposures (estimated to be about 33 
to 50% visibility) were closely checked, but since no areas suitable for 
habitation were found,  shovel test pits were not excavated. 

Area 4 (400 meters long and 100 meters wide) is a ridgetop overlooking 
the unnamed branch of the Middle Patuxent River and an intermittent 
stream. Tne ridgetop stands relatively high in elevation (21 meters or 
70 feet) above the unnamed branch and is over 150 meters (500 feet) 
distant. The ridgetop had been tilled and planted in soybeans; the 
perimeter of the fields and a cleared path across the ridgetop were 
examined on foot. One prehistoric artifact was found, a quartz 
projectile point tip. 

Area 5 (125 meters long and 50 meters wide) is a steep stream valley 
Surface exposures were closely checked (visibility was estimated at 33%), 
but no cultural material was found.  Shovel test pits were not dug due to 
the lack of habitable terrain. 

Area 6 (366 meters long and 91 meters wide) is the valley of the unnamed 
branch of the Middle Patuxent River. The east and west banks were 
surveyed individually. Five shovel test pits were dug on the east bank, 
where surface visibility was minimal (less than 5% visibility) A 
vehicle trail on the west bank provided a transect of exposed ground 
surface across the survey area precluding the need for shovel test pits 
here.- Surface visibility was better on the west bank (estimated at 20 to 
25 percent).  No cultural material was found in the right-of-way. 

Area 7 (300 meters long and 50 meters wide) is a steep stream valley west 
of Trotter Road. Surface exposures were closely checked (visibility was 
estimated at 10%), but no cultural material was found. Shovel test pits 
were not dug due to the lack of habitable terrain. 

Areas 8 and 9 are hilltops east of the branch of the Middle Patuxent. 
Permission for access to the two areas was denied until a corn crop could 
be harvested, several weeks after fieldwork.  Areas   and  are over 21 
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•4- 

meters in elevation above the Middle Patuxent River and 244 meters 

t,,? -^ttle   CUltUral "terial was found on similarly situated 
!£ ,J?f? ^lthin.the s^vey area, suggesting that only scattered artifacts 
would be found if the hilltops could be surveyed, it is recolended that 
no further attempt be made to survey these areas. ommenaea that 

Area 10 is the first stream drainage east of Trotter Road.  The area 

JiZTt1;*  ?*i  meterS l0n9 and 46 metecs wid«- ^e drainage Jsteep 
^ttle habitable land adjacent to it. Surface exposures' ( ".iSS; 

is estimated at 15 to 20%) were closely checked, but no cultural material 
was found.  No shovel test pits were dug. cultural material 

Area 11 (130 meters long by 70 meters wide) is a flat, gentlv slooina 
area covered with a thick growth of secondary succession pl^ts/ sir? ce 
exposures (visibility was estimated at 5 to 10%) were closely checked 
but no cultural material was found. w-oseiy cnecked. 

Area 12 is a spring-fed stream complex of one main and two tributary 
streams measuring 488 meters long by 50 meters  wide,  A forest of i*r« 

wL 'waiekee
Cdh'anWdalnUtraPleS ^ POPlarS "^ "" ""•  £«!?.££ 

estimated at 5%! % " K
eXP°SUreS Were e1•*1* chec^ (visibility was estimated at 51). Six shovel test pits were dug on the floodplain and on 

hilltops overlooking the stream. Cultural material was limited to two 
nails in one shovel test pit. -"uiteu to cwo 

Area 13 is a 244 meters long by 50 meters wide area along a spring-fed 

area^ inTalluL^^V0^" ^ ^^ bankS' and the -grounding area is in pasture.  Seven shovel test pits were dug, and a few artifacts 

nake IZictZTr^Sr V^ area (See Table W' A sin^e '^Jlte flake indicates limited prehistoric  use of the area; historic artifacts 
may represent coal ash and trash intentionally scattered in fields. 

An historic house site U8H0148) was found on a hill overlooking the 

!nS?«J M*"* ' Handraade bricks and collapsed wood beams and boards 
indicate the house was a wood frame structure with a brick fireplace. 
The wood contained machine-cut flat nails generally diagnostic of the 
period after 1840 and before 1900.  Mid-twentieth century artifacts were 

macron wMch .r'3" ^ ^ aSSOciated 'r-h d-P- The earliest known 
maP_ on which this structure appears is the 1926 USGS 15'  Laurel 

bunding' date    ^ COnStrUCtion materials suggest a nineteenth century 

^HI*
14
 ^ a ^66 raeterS l0n9 by 91 meterS wide area on a hilltop and 

HJtV, H/?^" COVerS the area* SUrfaCe "PW"- (visibility was 
estimated at 15%) were closely checked. No cultural material was found. 

Aiea 15 is a 183 meters long by 125 meters wide area of gently slooing 
terrain The area is covered by a mowed grass field. Surface exposures 
were closely checked (visibility was estimated at 10 to 15%), and no 
cultural material was found. 
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-5- 

-«.« « „ » m, a„|„0.i^j^"^£tL'lslbilUy was 

Area   17   is   a   610   meters   lonq   bv   30   mo*.*,-     J^ 

crosses   the  Middle   Patuxent   Wver   at   tht   h   1        "^ Where  Cedar   Lane 

ville    (18HO80,    see   Figure    2) TL h
4.
lstoric  townsite  of   Simpson- 

stone-walled mill structure tZLvian*?* . • Prominent feature is the 
depicted  on   the   Ma^^tene^^ Ld   Hopkins   m "f  ^ Fi9Ure  2) '     A  mil1   '* 
and 1878 respectively.     Lee Preston    whoT, "f""-  countyf   dated   1860 
over a number  of years    reLrts  Sr'. conducted research on 18BO80 

ruins or an earlier structur^se?^/; ^^IT      ^ ^^ ^ 

sss.o^.f-:sr ^zsr^sj:^ r-hrof-way- These 
millrace, a concrete race gat" a diversion raCea 

r/1Sed terraces' the 

rubble, bridge abutments, and the site of aat depreSS10n with stone 

Preston. 0f   a   stoce   excavated   by   Lee 

Five    shovel     test    pits    were    exeavafo/*    *.^ -^ 
artifact    assemblage^  7nd   feature   loclfio•    **?* information    about 
material   was   recovered.     Diagnostic  art^ts  •^^^"tK*"''"6 

manufacture. Further work will be needed fcfL^ °ffc
twentieth century 

of individual  features,   their  aoes    lZ*tv> \        deterraine  the   nature 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

18H0149   is   an   historic   house   site   and   associated   t-r;,cv,   A 
artifacts  found  on   the  surface  are of   twentieth lit 7*'       Dia9n°^ic 
handmade bricks suggest the structure is of „iL- .7 manufacture' although 
The 1878 Hopkins A^las of Howa d Co"^ SHL^ ^ "ructurT^7-COn,t;UCti0n- 
residence of -Jas. N. Miller") in the area of iaHQ149 ^eSlgnated as the 

affected by each of the proposed alternate constiSoV routes ^rtlTrL^ 
is recommended to determine the site's National Registe^Nligibiiity. 

although   twentieth   century   ..tSJS   l^tTL   iTZrZVT^   tr"*' 

Sin "/^ SOUtherTSt alternate W^n-fd alternate 4 on Figu« tTs chosen, it is recommended that additional work b* „n^ar«. = u ^ on/1yure 4^ 1S 

National Register  eligibility of  1880148 undertaken  to determine  the 
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The Sunpsonville Stone Rums, 18HO80, is a complex of historic structure 
features dating at least as early as the nineteenth century. Records indicate 
the site was in use in the late eighteenth century, and it is possible that 
material or features dating to this early peribd are present. The proposed 
routes of Cedar Lane and Guilford Avenue would pass directly through the site. 
Because of the potential significance of the site, it is recommended that the 
routes of Cedar Lane and Guilford Avenue be redesigned to avoid the site 
boundaries -shown on Figure 2. if this is not possible., additional work is 
recommended to determine the National Register eligibility of 18HO80. 

Sincerely,    ^^ 

Richard"Ervin 
Archeologist 

RE:lw 

cc:    Cynthia Simpson 
Joseph Hopkins 
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TABLE 1 

Artifacts Recovered alonq Marvland Rnnf^ •>•»    -^ 

AREA 1 

AREA 2 
18H0149 

AREA 6 

AREA 12 

AREA 13 

AREA 17 
18HO80 

STP 26 
STP 27 
STP 29 
STP 30 
STP 24 
STP 25 
STP 31 
STP 32 
STP 33 
STP 34 
STP 35 
STP 28 
STP 19 
STP 20 
STP 21 
STP 22 
STP 23 
STP 13 
STP 14 
STP 15 
STP 16 
STP 17 
STP 18 
STP 6 
STP 7 
STP 8 
STP 9 

STP 10 

STP 11 
STP 12 
?eature 
STP 1 

Feature 
STP 2 

Feature 
STP 3 

no cultural material 
1 quartz flake 
no cultural material 
no cultural material 
2 historic sherds, 1 frag, window glass 

Uu^ ££' 2 b0ttle 9laaS- 1 '*"— • -'« 
1 quartz artifact 
no cultural material 
no cultural material 
no cultural material 
no cultural material 
no cultural material 
no cultural material 
no cultural material 
no cultural material 
no cultural material 
no cultural material 
no cultural material 
no cultural material 
2 nails 
no cultural material 
no cultural material 
1 frag, coal 

fragments coal, 1 cinder 
rhyolite flake 

ejected' ran dia,neter) b"ck ^"gment (not 

1 small brick fragment, ntf collected; 1 bottle 
glass fragment 

1 nail 
no cultural material • 

whole bottle: "REGISTERED/FRED BAUERNSCHMIM/ 
AMERICAN/TRADE.. .MARK/BREWERY/BALTo! S/SlS 
BOTTLE NEVER SOLD 

18 bottle glass fragments, 14 window glass 
fragments, 1 whiteware ceramic spout, 15 
nails, 1 mortar fragment 

8 large brick fragments, 1 large mortar fragment 
33 naxls, 18 bottle glass fragments, 2 windo" ' 
glass fragments, 1 lamp chimney glass fragment, 
2 earthenware sherds, 2 bone fragments 
^f" fra9raents, shoe pieces (leather, 

cobblers nails, eyelets), 9 bottle glass frag 

LI• ,  ^"f fra^ents' 1 UP chimney gla^' 
fragment, 1 whiteware fragment, 7 nails, 3 
metal can fragments, 5 bone fragments (1 cut, 
4 burned), 1 ffccrous raetal dlae^  J^"'' 
watch face 

5, 

6 
1 
1 
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STP 4     13 nails, 9 bottle glass fragments, 11 window 
glass fragments, 2 lamp chimney glass 
fragments, 2 brick fragments, 2 whiteware frag. 

STP S     13 nail fragments, 3 bottle glass fragments, 2 
window glass fragments, 1 glass button 
fragment, 1 whiteware sherd, 1 plastic fragment 
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VIII. LIST OF PREPARERS 

This Supplemental Final Environmental Impact Statement was prepared by the 
Maryland Department of Transportation, State Highway Administration, in 
consultation with the Federal Highway Administration. The following personnel 
were instrumental in the preparation of this document. 

State Highway Administration 
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Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr.   Deputy Director, Office of Planning and Preliminary 
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and Preliminary Engineering 
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GREENHORNE & O'MARA. INC. 

MD 32 WETLANDS FIELD REVXBf 
(HD 108 TO PINDELL SCHOOL ROAD) 

The purpose of this field review was to establish Corps and the other 
agencies' concurrence with the wetland boundaries delineated by Greenhome 
& O'Mara and to record any comments voiced during the field review. 

On August 25, 1987, the following people met at 10:00 a.m. at the 
firehouse parking lot in Clarksville, Maryland, for a field review of the 
segment of MD Route 32 that extends from MD Route 108 to Pindell School 
Road.  Those in attendance were: 

Name 

Mohammad Hoshemi 
Stephen Buckley 
John Leslie 
Ken Yetman 
Joseph Hopkins 
Ves Glass 
Abbie Hopkins 
Peter Knight 
Diane Eckles 
Allen Webster 
Cathy Fairbaim 
Cathy Zapel 

Title/Representing Phone No. 

State Highway Administration 333-3208 
State Highway Administration 333-1275 
State Highway Administration 333-1278 
Dept. Natural Resources-Fisheries   974-3061 
SHA Environmental Management 333-1183 
SHA Environmental Management 333-1185 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 962-4252 
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service 269-5448 
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service 269-5448 
Greenhome & O'Mara, Inc. 220-2601 
Greenhome & O'Mara, Inc. 982-2800 
Greenhome & O'Mara, Inc. 982-2800 

Prior to this field review, Greenhome S^.0.,'Mara, Inc. (G&O) wetland 
scientists, at the request of the State Highway Administration (SHA), 
delineated and mapped the wetlands directly impacted by the Maryland (MD) 
32 project using stereoscopic interpretation of low-altitude black and white 
aerial photograhy. This method identifies smaller wetlands that may have 
been overlooked by simply walking the proposed route. These areas were 
subsequently verified in the field and classified according to the Cowardin 
System (1979). NWI maps, SCS soil surveys, and FEMA flood insurance maps 
were also consulted prior to the field reconnaissance. 

The Environmental Manager for the project, Wes Glass, asked everyone to 
introduce themselves and then he proceeded to give a brief history of the 
MD 32 project. He explained that this portion of MD 32 was one segment of 
many along the roadway corridor which stretches from the Howard County line 
to Annapolis. The first environmental document, an Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS), on the MD 32 project was written in 1977 and covered the 
area from the Howard County line westward to MD 108. The second document 
encompassed the area from the Howard County line to MD Route 3. In 1987, 
the Baltimore-Annapolis Transportation Corridor Study (BATCS) included most 
of the MD 32 roadway into Annapolis. Location approval was granted in 
August 1987. The project is currently in the engineering design study 
stage. The project has a tentative advertisement date of March 1991. It 
may be moved up to 1989, but this is not for certain. 
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To complj with the various environmental regulations, the Bureau of 
Environmental Management at SHA is planning to prepare a Supplemental EIS. 
Various roadway alternates are proposed, but the preferred one is Alternate 
3.  According to SHA, Alternate 1 has the most environmental impacts. 

Following the brief project history, Cathy Fairbaim introduced Cathy 
Zapel and explained the methodology Greenhome & O'Mara utilized to delineate 
the wetlands on this project. At each site in the field, soil samples were 

; tested for the presence of hydric soils.   In addition, hydrology and 
j vegetation were identified to determine the boundaries of the wetlands. 
| The wetlands were flagged and classified, and a summary table and 
j accompanying map prepared that depicted each wetland site. 

Cathy Fairbaim and Cathy Zapel proceeded to pass out copies of maps 
with the wetlands delineated on them and tables summarizing the wetland 
types and acreages impacted by the Alternate 3 right-of-way. 

The group walked to the first wetland site, which is a disturbed area, 
a roadway cut, that exhibited wetland characteristics in the lowest spot in 

j the cut.  Diane Eckles and Peter Knight of the Fish & Vildlife Service 
thought the area around the flags should be increased slightly. Diane 
Eckles would like to have this area redefined slightly. Abbie Hopkins of 
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers had no problem with the wetland boundaries 
as delineated. 

Wetland areas 2 through 4, 7, and 19 were visited. The attendees 
(including the agencies) concurred with the wetland boundary delineations. 
The following comments were made at these wetland sites. 

.* 
i; 

On wetland site ?., the stream will have to be relocated if Alternate 3 
is selected. Diane Eckles asked if the bedrock streambed could be recreated. 
Cathy Zapel, a geologist, pointed out that the depth to bedrock would vary 
but it might be possible to excavate a new channel to bedrock, since the 
bedrock in this area is relatively close to the surface. 

| On wetland site 3. the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service asked whether 
§ this area would be culverted.. A discussion ensued.  The Fish & Wildlife 
| Service made it clear that culverts are not preferred in most cases.  Wes 
j|'«w f,-       Glass pointed out that economics play a major role in highway design and 
S -^ wetland impacts.'. .'/ 
| - —• 

On wetland site TQ, the agencies concurred with the wetland boundaries, 
but requested that another classification, PEM2J, be added to the table as 
mud plaintain, beggar ticks, and jewelweed formed conspicuous emergent 
"islands' in the stream and along the banks. This site is adjacent to the 
bridge over the Middle Patuxent River. The agencies discussed a bridge 
crossing here. No one seemed to disagree. This site is adjacent to an old 
mill ruins and a large stone wall that may have once been part of a dam. 

IX-3 



•'fM^t^tstTiz^i i^^Ii 

At wetland site 7. a discussion was initiated whether to place a bridge 
or a culvert at this site. 

The only other significant review comment was made by Diane Eckles, who 
requested that a comparison of wetland acreages impacted "along all the 
alternates be spelled out in the supplemental EIS, and information to this 
effect be presented at the next interagency quarterly review meeting. 

H 
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Species List 

arf 

Common Name Scientific Name 

Red Maple 
Silver Maple 
Black Locust 
Black Cherry 
American Beech 
Tulip Poplar 
Black Walnut 
Pin Oak 
American Sycamore 
Box Elder 
Ironvood 
Black Willow 
Black Gum 
Persimmon 
Willow Oak 
Green Ash 
Bittemut Hickory 
Tree-of-Heaven 
Staghom Sumac 
Flowering Dogwood 
Spicebush 
Sassafras 
Common Elderberry 
Grape 
Greenbrier 
Choke Cherry 
Arrow-wood 
Poison Ivy 
Jewelweed 
False Nettle 
Stinging Nettle 
Tall Nettle 
Jack-in-the-pulpit 
Sensitive Fern 
New York Fern 
Christmas Fern 
Skunk Cabbage 
Agrimony 
Virginia Creeper 
Lady's Thumb Smartweed 
Halberd-leaved Tearthumb 
Arrow-leaved Tearthumb 
Japanese Honeysuckle 
Pokeweed 

"Acer rub rum 
Acer saccharinum 
Robinia pseudoacacia 
Prunus serotina 
Fagus grandifolia 
Liriodendron tulipjfera 
Juglans nigra 
Quercus palustris 
Platanus occidentalis 
Acer negiindo 
Carpinus caroliniana 
Salix nigra 
Nyssa sylvatica 
Diospyros virginiana 
Quercus phellos 
Fraxinus pennsylvanica 
Carya cordiformis 
Ailanthus altissima 
Rhus typhina 
Comus florida 
Lindera benzoin 
Sassafras albidum 
Sambucus canadensis 
Vitis sp. 
Smilax sp. 
Prunus virginiana 
Viburnum dentatum 
Toxicodendron radicana 
Impatiens capensis 
Boehmeria cylindrica 
Urtica dioica 
Urtica pilea 
Arisaema triphyllum 
Onoclea sensibilis 
Thelypteris noveboracensis 
Polystichum acrostichoides 
Sympolcarpus foetidus 
Agrimonia rostellata 
Parthenocissus quinquefolia 
Polygonum persicaria 
Polygonum arifolium 
Polygonum sagittatum 
Lonicera japonica 
Phytolacca americana 
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Species List 

Common Name 

Purple-leaved Willow Weed 
Umbrella Sedge 
Rice Cutgrass 
Common Cattail 
Soft Rush 
Queen Anne's Lace 
Joe-pye-weed 
Dodder 
Arrowhead 
Dwarf Scouring-rush 

vScientific Name 

Epilobium coloratum 
Cyperus strigosus 
Leersia oryzoides 
Typha latifolia 
Juncus effusus 
Daucus carota 
Eupatoriadelphus maculatus 
Cuscuta gronovii 
Sagittaria latifolia 
Equisetum scirpoides 
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Attachment for Environmental 
Impact Documents 

Revised: February 1, 1988 
Bureau of Relocation Assistance 

"SUMMARY QF THF RELOCATION ASSISTANCE PROGRAM OF nnr 

STATE,HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION OF MARYLAND" 

0•^^" ^f"!7 i;dninistration projects must comply with the 
Vrlll]     I  0f/,he Unif0rm RelO"^on Assistance and Zll 
and

Pr y/CqUlSi,:i0n P0llcies Act of i970" CP"blic Law 91-646 
27 ^eTa'nd//8,^11"13^ in CFR Vo1- 51' N°- 39 - February 
Title ?5 ! 2 ? ith! AnnoCated Code of Maryland, Real Property 
M^? l\Su«»titla 2, Sections 12-201 thru 12-212.  ThT 
Maryland Department of Transportation, State Highway 

th! Lr"'?011' ^"^ 0f Reio"^on Assistance! administers 
the Relocation Assistance Program in the State of Maryland 

JJlh!•^!1?11! 0f the Federal and S,:ace LaM squire the State 
Highway Administration to provide payments and services to 

SrovideY n^i'r' h\a  PUbUc pr0Ject- Th« Payments tha are 
costs  TLL? reP'fCemenC h0U8inS Pa^"" "nd/or moving 
are  ^ So for Z  mit:S 0f Cha "P13"""^ fusing payments are $15,000 for owner-occupants and $4,000 for tenant- 
occupants  Certain payments may also be made for increased 

cnat the total of all housing benefits does not exceed the 

dislocation allnr " SChedUle ra0Ving C0St P^". including a aisxocation allowance, up to $500. 

The moving cost payments to businesses are broken down into 
several categories, which include actual moving expe^es and 
Payments"in lieu of" actual moving expenses. L 0^" o J 
displaced business i<? onrit--\0.A  *~. • owner or a 
reasonable n,ov?M anJ rTlartT ^^ * Payment   for acCual 

or personal prope'r" actual dir^T ^ BOring ^   bUSineSS' 
property and Jrli '      J l0SSeS 0f CanSible  personal 
replacement site    reaSOnable W•* ^r searching for a 
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The actual reasonable moving expenses may be paid for a move by 
a commercial mover or for a self-move.  Generally, payments for 
the actual reasonable expenses are limited to a 50 mile 
radius.  The expenses claimed for actual cost commercial moves 
must be supported by receipted bills.  An inventory of the 
items to be moved must be prepared in all cases.  In self- 
moves, the State will negotiate an amount for payment, not to 
exceed the lowest acceptable bid obtained.  The allowable 
expenses of a self-move may include amounts paid for equipment 
hired, the cost of using the business' own vehicles or 
equipment, wages paid to persons who physically participate in 
Che move, the cost of actual supervision of the move, 
replacement insurance for the personal property moved, costs of 
licenses or permits required, and other related expenses. 

In addition to the actual moving expenses mentioned above, the 
displaced business is entitled to receive a payment for the 
actual direct losses of tangible personal property that the 
business is entitled to relocate but elects not to move.  These 
payments may only be made after an effort by the owner to sell 
the personal property involved.  The costs of the sale are also 
reimbursable moving expenses.  If the business is Co be 
reestablished, and the personal propercy is noc moved buc is 
replaced at Che new locacion, che payment would be Che lesser 
of Che replacement cost minus che net proceeds of sale (or 
crade-in value) or che estimated cost of moving che item.  [f 
che business is being disconcinued or che icem is not Co be 
replaced in che reestablished business, che paymenc will be che 
lesser of che difference between che value of che icem for 
continued use in place and the net proceeds of the sale or che 
estimated cost of moving che item.  When personal property is 
abandoned without an effort by the owner to dispose of che 
property for sale, unless permitted by che SCate, che owner 
will not be entitled to moving expenses, or losses for che icem 
involved. 

The owner of a displaced business may be reimbursed for che 
actual reasonable expenses in searching for a replacement 
business up to SI,000.  All expenses must be supported by 
receipted bills.  Time spent in che actual search may be 
reimbursed on an hourly basis, within the maximum limit. 
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In lieu of the payments described above, the business may elect 

f ^CeiVe/ payment e<'ual t0 the average annual net earnings 
of the business.  Such payment shall not be less than $2,500 
nor more than $10,000.  In order to be entitled to this 
payment, the State must determine that the business cannot be 
relocated without a substantial loss of its existing patronage 
the business is not part of a commercial enterprise having at ' 
least one other establishment in the same or similar business 
that is not being acquired, and the business contributes 
materially to the income of a displaced owner during the two 
taxable years prior to displacement. 

Considerations in the State's determination of loss of existins 
patronage are the type of business conducted by the displaced 
business and the nature of the clientele.  The relative 
importance of the present and proposed locations to the 
displaced business, and the availability of suitable 
replacement sites are also factors. 

In order to determine the amount of the "in lieu of" moving 
expenses payment, the average annual net earnings of the 
business is considered to be one-half of the net earnings 
before taxes, during the two taxable years immediately  ' 
preceding the taxable year in which the business is relocated. 
If the two taxable years are not representative, the State may 
use another two-year period that would be more representative 
Average annual net earnings include any compensation paid by 
the business to the owner, his spouse, or his dependents during 
:he period.  Should a business be in operation Less than two 
years, the owner of the business may still be eligible to 
receive che"ln Lieu of" payment.  In all cases, the owner of 
the business must provide information to support its net 
earnings, such as income tax returns, for the tax years Ln 
question. 

For displaced farms and non-profit organizations, the actual 
reasonable moving costs generally up to 50 miles, actual direct 
Losses of tangible personal property, and searching costs are 
paid.  The  in lieu of" actual moving cost payments provide 
chat the State may determine that a displaced farm may be paid 
from a minimum of $2,500 to a maximum of $10,000, based upon 
che net income of the farm, provided that che farm has been 
discontinued or relocated.  la some cases, payments "in Lieu 
or  actual moving costs may be made to farm operations chac are 
arfecced by a partial acquisition.  A non-profit organization 
*s eligible to receive "in lieu of" actual moving cose 
payments, in the amount of $2,500. 
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A more detailed explanation of the benefits and payments 
available to displaced persons, businesses, farms, and non- 

llll L^iTJVt0?  iS railable in Relo"^on Brochures that will be distributed at the public hearings for this project and 
will also be given to displaced persons individually in the 
future along with required preliminary notice of possible 
alSDlacment. 

In the event comparable replacement housing is not available to 

It^T ^IT3  ?isplaced ^  Publ^ projects or that available 
replacement housing is beyond their financial means, replace- 
ment housing as a last resort" will be utilized to accomplish 
utS      T,  ?g;  Detalled scudies •»«" be completed by the State 

utuCed        aCl0n bef0re ,,hOUSing " a laSC reS°rt,, c«"e 

The "Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisi- 
tion Policies Act of 1970" requires that the State Highway 

ihich IJn    ^  "^ Pr0Ceed Wlth any phase of *£  P~ject which will cause the relocation of any persons, or proceed with 
any construction project, until it has furnlahid satisfactory 
assurances that the above payments will be provided and that 
all displaced persons will be satisfactorily relocated to 
comparable decent, safe, and sanitary housing within their 
financial means or that such housing is in place and has been 
made available to the displaced person. 

aft 
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