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Phone: (301) 962-4010 
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Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr., Deouty Director 
Project Develooment Division 
State Highway Administration 
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Baltimore, MD 21202 
Phone:    (301) 333-1130 
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Robert E. Gatz, Director 
Office of Planning and Program Develooment 
FHWA Region 3 

The ouroose of the project is to separate local and through traffic and in 
particular remove a significant number of trucks from Lonaconinq. 

The selected action consists of Alternate 5 from the southern terminus of 
the project to north of Jackson Run, and Alternate 1 from north of Jackson Run 
to Buskirk Hollow Road. The potential impacts consist of the loss of natural 
habitat and wetland and floodplain impacts. 
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SUMMARY 

1. Administrative Action 

Environmental Impact Statement 

(  ) Draft  ( X ) Final 

(  ) Section 4(f) Statement 

2. Additional Information 

The following persons may be contacted for additional information 

concerning this document: 

Mr. Edward Terry Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr., Deputy Director 
District Engineer Project Development Division 
Federal Highway Admin. State Highway Administration 
The Rotunda - Suite 220 707 North Calvert Street 
711 West 40th Street Room 310 
Baltimore, Maryland 21211 Baltimore, Maryland 21202 
PHONE: (301) 962-4010 PHONE: (301) 333-1130 
HOURS: 7:45 AM - 4:15 PM HOURS: 8:15 AM - 4:15 PM 

3. Description of Proposed Action 

The proposed project consists of the construction of a two-lane 

highway in a new location bypassing the town of Lonaconing from 0.5 mile 

south of Seldom Seen Road to Buskirk Hollow Road in Allegany County, 

Maryland. This is the last segment of Maryland Route 36 between 

Westernport and Frostburg, which has not been improved or programmed for 

improvements. The proposed improvements would alleviate the impacts of 

through traffic, especially trucks, in Lonaconing. 

4. Alternates Description 

Four build alternates (1, 2, 2A, and 5) and the No-build Alternate 

were presented at the Location/Design Public Hearing held February 25, 

1986, at Valley Junior/Senior High School. Alternates 1 and 5 bypass 

Lonaconing to the east. Alternates 2 and 2A bypass Lonaconing to the 

west. Each pair of alternates share a common point at which each 

alternate is divided into two segments. The segments of each pair of 

alternates can be recombined to form two additional alternates. The 

Selected Alternate, Alternate 5-1, is composed of Alternate 5 in 
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Segment 1 and Alternate 1 in Segment 2.  It is approximately 4 miles 

long and is estimated to cost $26.5 million. 

5. Areas of Controversy/Unresolved Issues 

There are no controversial or unresolved issues associated with 

this proposed action. 

6. Other Federal/State Actions Required 

Construction of this project would require review and approval for 

the following permits: 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers — Section 404 Permit 

Maryland Department of Natural Resources -- Approved 
Sediment Control Plan 

Maryland Department of Natural Resources -- Waterway 
Construction Permit 

Maryland Department of Natural Resources -- Approved 
Stormwater Management Plan 

Maryland Department of Health and Mental Hygiene -- 
Water Quality Certificate 

7. Summary of Impacts 

The Selected Alternate will require the relocation of 22 families 

and 1 business. It would require the acquisition of approximately 90.1 

acres of woodland, 14.9 acres of wetlands, and would impact 5.1 acres 

of 100-year floodplain. Six stream crossings would be required. No 

federally-listed threatened or endangered species have been identified 

in the project area. No agricultural land would be required. 

The National Ambient Air Quality Standards would not be exceeded 

with the construction of the Selected Alternate. Federal Noise Abatement 

Criteria will not be exceeded nor will noise levels exceed ambient 

conditions by 10 decibels or more. 

No property will be required from any historic site on or eligible 

for the National Register. No significant archeological sites will be 

affected; therefore, no additional archeological studies are required. 

A summary of impacts for the Selected Alternate, by segment, can 

be found in the Summary of Impacts, Table 1, on the following page. 

S-2 
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TABLE 1 

Summary of Impacts 
Maryland Route 36 

No-Bui 1c 1      Alt. 
Sel ected Alternate 

Alt.  1/ Alt. 5/ Alt.  5-1 
Alt. 1-5 Seg. 2 Seg.  1 Total 

Socio-economic Impacts 

1.      Properties Affected: 
Improved Properties 0 26 7 13 20 
Unimproved Properties 21 10 11 21 
Total  Acreage Required 159 56 98 154 

2.      Number of Families 
Relocated 0 20 6 16 22 

3.      Business Displacements 0 0 0 1 1 
4.      Number of Historic 

Sites (Property Acquired) 0 0 0 0 0 
5.      Public Recreation Lands 0 0 0 0 0 
6.     Consistent with 

Master Plan NO YES YES YES YES 

Natural  Environment Impacts 

1.      Loss of Natural  Habitat 
(Acres) 0 75.0 28.1 62.1 90.2 

2.      Threatened or Endangered 
Species NO NO NO NO NO 

3.      Stream Crossings - 5 3 3 6 
4.      Wetland Areas Affected 

(Acres) 13.4 4.2 10.7 14.9 
5.      Floodplain Areas Affected 

(Acres) 0.6 5.1 0 5.1 
6.      Air Quality  Impacts  (Sites 

exceeding S/NAAQS) 0 0 0 0 0 
7."    Noise Sensitive Areas  (NSAs) 

exceeding Federal  Noise 
Abatement Criteria 1 0 0 0 0 

Cost - 1985 Dollars (x 1,000) 

1.      Project Engineering 0 1,730 1,530 3,480 
2.      Construction 0 30,620 8,190 18,590 
3.      Right-of-Way - 1,030 370 770 

TOTAL COSTS 37,380 13,090 22,840 26,500 

S-3 
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I.      PURPOSE AND NEED 

A. Project Location and Description 

Marylanii Route 36 is a major north-south arterial between Westernport and 

the Frostburg-Cumberland area that serves all the development in the Georges 

Creek Valley in Allegany County, Maryland. This two-lane road runs in a 

northeasterly direction for approximately 15 miles from an at-grade intersection 

with Maryland Route 135 in Westernport to an at-grade intersection with Alternate 

U.S. Route 40 in Frostburg (see Figure 1). 

The Selected Alternate consists of the construction of a two-lane highway 

in a new location from 0.5 mile south of Seldom Seen Road to Buskirk Hollow Road 

(see Figure 2). This improvement would separate local and through traffic and, 

in particular, remove a significant number of trucks from Lonaconing. 

B. Project Need 

1.      General 

This 3.5-mile section of Maryland Route 36 is the last remaining section to 

be improved or programmed for construction. The completed sections and sections 

programmed for construction of Maryland Route 36 located north and south of this 

section consist of 24-foot roadways with 12-foot shoulders posted for 50 miles 

per hour. Through Lonaconing, the substandard physical characteristics of this 

section include a posted speed limit of 25 miles per hour (moh), a varying 

roadway width of 20 to 30 feet, several  sharp curves, and steep grades. 

Furthermore, there are neither left turn lanes nor the rights-of-way to 

provide such. Vehicles stooped to make a left turn block the roadway for 

through traffic. Additionally, because of the substandard geometries, there are 

no opportunities for passing movements throughout. These conditions result in 

conflicts and congestion between the trucks and passenger vehicles which are 

looking for places to park to do shopping or visit in the residential areas. In 

some areas through Lonaconing, the buildings front almost directly onto the 

roadway. Therefore, there is no opportunity to widen Maryland Route 36 through 

Lonaconing without causing numerous residential displacements and severely 

disrupting the close knit community and social  interaction of Lonaconing. 

The estimated trip time from Westernport to Frostburg, when programmed 

projects are complete (in the Fall of 1987), will be 30 minutes. Fourteen 

minutes, or nearly 50 percent of that time, will be required to traverse this 

3.5-mile section, which is 23 percent of the distance. 

1-1 
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Couoled with the high percentage of coal and timber trucks (12 percent) are 

the multiple trips for the 13 school buses which carry 1,200 students (grades K- 

12) daily to the schools adjacent to the roadway in Lonaconing. The coal and 

timber trucks also present safety problems to pedestrians walking along the sides 

of Maryland Route 36 or trying to cross the roadway. The heavy coal and timber 

trucks cause structural damage to the buildings that are in close proximity to 

the roadway. The stopping and starting and climbing the steep grades by the 

trucks result in periodic high noise levels within the residential areas and 

historic district in Lonaconing. 

Several coal companies, largely automated and mechanized strip mining 

operations, operate off Maryland Route 36. Coal is trucked to a tipple located 

northwest of Georges Creek Elementary School from local mining operations and 

from as far away as Pennsylvania. Coal is processed at the tipple for shipping 

via both truck and rail. The Bureau of Mines advises that an annual average of 

1.5 million tons of coal have been shipped from the Georges Creek Basin in 

recent years. The Bureau also advises that mining capacity has been substantially 

increased in recent years. An increase in the shipment of coal will contribute 

to the economies of the County, Region, State, and Nation. As coal mining is a 

major employer and economic stimulus to the area, the improvement of the 

transportation system, and thus access to this resource, is a critical need. 

2.  Traffic and Operating Conditions 

At present, traffic volumes increase in a northward progression along 

Maryland Route 36. The maximum average daily traffic (AOT) volume of 5,000 

vehicles occurs between Water Station Run Road and Buskirk Hollow Road (see 

Figure 3). Traffic in this area is projected to increase to 6,900 vehicles per 

day by 2015 under the No-build Alternate. 

Construction of the Selected Alternate would result in the diversion of 

much of the through traffic onto the new roadway and separate it from the local 

traffic. The Selected Alternate is projected to carry approximately 60 percent 

of the total traffic in the design year (2015). Figure 4 shows the ADT under 

the Selected Alternate. Existing and projected daily truck usage comprises 12 
percent of ADT. 

Quality of traffic flow along a highway is measured in terms of level of 

service (L/S). This measure is dependent upon highway geometry and traffic 

1-2 
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characteristics and ranges from L/S "A" (Best) to L/S "C" (Minimum Desirable), 

to L/S "E" (Capacity), and L/S "F" (Worst or Forced Flow). 

Maryland Route 36 currently experiences L/S "A". In design year 2015 it 

would experience L/S "B" under the No-build Alternate or L/S "A" under the 

Selected Alternate. 

3.  Accident Statistics 

Maryland Route 36, from 0.5 mile south of Seldom Seen Road to Buskirk Hollow 

Road, experienced an average rate of 309 accidents for every hundred million 

vehicle miles of travel (100 mvm) for the 4-year period 1981 through 1984. This 

accident rate is significantly higher than the state-wide average accident 

rate/100 mvm of 194 accidents for all similar design highways now under state 

maintenance. 

A total of 88 accidents was reported on the study section of this roadway 

during the 4-year period, two of which were fatal accidents taking the lives of 

two persons. The monetary loss to the motoring and general public resulting 

from these 88 accidents is estimated at approximately $3.7 million for every 100 

mvm. These accidents are listed below by severity, indicating persons killed 

and injured: 

Severity 1981    1982    1983     1984    Total 

Fatal Accidents 
Persons Killed 
Injury Accidents 
Persons Injured 
Property Damage 
Only 

Total Accidents 

As indicated above, there were two fatal accidents within the study limits. 

Both occurred just north of the limits of Lonaconing in the vicinity of Old Coney 

Cemetery Road. Both fatal accidents involved a single vehicle striking a pole 

during hours of darkness. Primary causes indicated for these two accidents were 

excessive speed and reckless driving, respectively. 

Within the study limits, there were two sections of roadway along Maryland 

Route 36 that have been identified as High Accident Sections (HAS) during the 

study period.  These locations are listed below, indicating the number of 

accidents and year qualified. 

o   Maryland Route 36 from 0.33 mile south of Seldom Seen Road to 0.03 mile 
south of Detmold School Road; 9 accidents, 1982; and 
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o   Maryland Route 36 from 0.12 mile south of Quinn Street to 0.22 mile 
north of Buskirk Hollow Road; 6 accidents, 1983. 

Along Maryland Route 36 within the study limits, one location met the 

criteria as a High Accident Intersection (HAI).  This location, noted below, 

indicates the total number of accidents and the year in which the intersection 

qualified as an HAI. 

o   Maryland Route 36 at Maryland Route 657 - 5 accidents - 1984 

The existing collision types experienced on Maryland Route 36 throughout 

its entire study area, in comparison to the weighted state-wide averages for 

this design highway, are as follows: 

Collision Types 

Angle 
Rear End 
Fixed Object 
Opposite Direction 
Sideswipe 
Left Turn 
Pedestrian 
Parked Vehicle 
Other Collision 

The major types of collisions that exceed the state-wide average are the 

fixed object and opposite direction encounters. These accidents are mainly 

associated with narrow, two lane-rural roadways. The roadway characteristics 

along Maryland Route 36, within the study limits, consist of rolling terrain 

with various vertical and horizontal curves, and numerous trees and utility 

poles that parallel the travel way. In many instances, the existing roadway has 

little or no shoulder area for errant vehicles to recover. These roadway 

conditions are certainly a contributing factor to the types of accidents 

occurring, especially in the fatal accident experiences. 

Under a No-build Alternate, the existing conditions mentioned above will 

continue to exist. If the roadway remains unchanged, the number of accidents 

will certainly rise as traffic volumes increase, thereby allowing the potential 

for serious accidents to continue. 

The Selected Alternate provides for a bypass route consisting of two 12- 
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Number of State-wide Average 
Accid< jnts Rate 

3.51 

Rate 

1 24.70 
12 42.00 29.30 
45 158.00 61.00 
12 42.00 15.67 
1 3.51 10.42 
3 10.52 10.38 
5 17.53 3.58 
5 17.53 5.96 
4 14.02 16.52 
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foot lanes, with 10-foot shoulders, and 6 feet of safety grading. With the 

construction of the Selected Alternate, an accident rate of approximately 194 

accidents per 100 mvm of travel  for the new roadway is anticipated. 

Combining the projected accident rate per 100 mvm for the newly constructed 

bypass roadway with that of the existing Maryland Route 36 roadway, an accident 

rate of approximately 255 accidents per 100 mvm of travel for the entire corridor 

is anticipated. The corresponding accident cost is estimated at approximately 

$2.8 million per 100 mvm, and would result in an estimated societal savings of 

approximately $900,000 per 100 mvm over the existing roadway. 

C.      Project History 

The Allegany County Comprehensive Plan, dated November 24, 1978, recommends 

the construction of Maryland Route 36 in a new location. The plan incorporates 

relocated Maryland Route 36 as a "Major Arterial Highway" and "Coal Hauling 

Road" and incorporates existing Maryland Route 36 as a "Minor Arterial Highway" 

in the county highway system. 

Maryland Route 36 is a Federal-Aid Primary Route and has a functional 

classification of "Minor Arterial Highway." The improvement of this section of 

Maryland Route 36 was listed in the 1975-79 Secondary Construction Program with 

construction funded for 1976. As a result of other project priorities and 

funding limitations, studies were discontinued. 

The project is currently listed in the Secondary Highway portion of the 

Development and Evaluation Program of the fiscal year 1986-1991 Maryland 

Department of Transportation Consolidated Transportation Program and is funded 

through fiscal year 1987 for project planning studies only. No funding is 

provided for design, right-of-way acquisition or construction in the current 

program. The project also appears in the 1984 Maryland State Highway Needs 

Inventory as a relocated two-lane roadway. 
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II.    ALTERNATES 

A.      Preliminary Alternates 

Several conceptual bypass alignments were considered prior to the Alternates 

Public Meeting.    Of these conceptual   alignments,  four build alternates  and the 

No-build Alternate were presented at the Alternates Public Meeting. 

1.      Alternates presented at the Alternates Public 

Meeting - December 4, 1984 

Four build alternates. Alternates 1, 2, 2A, and 3, and the No-build Alternate 

were described to the public at the Alternates Public Meeting (see Figure 5). 

a. Alternate 1 

Alternate 1 began 0.5 mile south of Seldom Seen Road and utilized the 

existing roadway up to the vicinity of Seldom Seen Road. It then curved right, 

crossed the railroad, at grade, crossed Georges Creek and cut into Dans Mountain. 

A portion of Jackson Mountain Road would have been relocated to intersect 

Alternate 1 opposite Allegany Street, which would have been extended to meet 

Alternate 1. Alternate 1 then curved left, bridged Jackson Street, Jackson Run, 

and Robin Street. It then gradually curved to the right, generally following 

the old railroad bed along the base of Dans Mountain. Leaving the old railroad 

bed, the proposed alignment bridged Hill Run and Water Station Road. Continuing 

northerly, the alignment generally followed the old railroad alignment and, 

curving right, passed behind the Georges Creek Elementary School. It then 

curved left and continuing northerly, met Buskirk Hollow Road and existing 

Maryland Route 36 at grade. It then continued to its terminus at the existing 

structure over Elklick Run. This alternate utilized a 50 mph design speed. 

This alternate was retained for detailed study with some modification. 

b. Alternate 2 

Alternate 2 began 0.5 mile south of Seldom Seen Road and generally followed 

the existing roadway alignment up to the Potomac Edison sub-station. It then 

left the existing road, passed through the sub-station, requiring it to be 

relocated, then curved right and paralleled a power line as it crossed Seldom 

Seen Road and ran along the hillside behind Valley High School. Remaining on 

the hillside, it crossed Church Street approximately 800 feet west of Maryland 

Route 36 (Main Street). Continuing northerly. Alternate 2 bridged Douglas 

Avenue   (Maryland  Route  657),   Koontz   Run,   and   Beechwood   Road,   and   passed  below 
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the Oak Hill Cemetery. Retaining walls were necessary to keep the roadway 

slopes confined between the cemetery and the hillside, which descends to Georges 

Creek. The alignment then curved to the right and met the existing railroad and 

Maryland Route 36 at grade. It then bridged Georges Creek, passed behind the 

elementary school, then followed the same alignment as Alternate 1 to the end of 

the project. This alternate had a design speed of 50 mph. This alternate was 

retained for detailed study. 

c. Alternate 2A 

As presented at the Alternates Public Meeting, this alternate differed from 

Alternate 2 only as it crossed the Koontz Run Valley. It looped slightly to the 

west of Alternate 2 in an effort to move farther away from the central business 

area of Lonaconing. It then rejoined Alternate 2 below the Oak Hill Cemetery. 

During the detailed study phase, this alternate was developed partially on 

new alignment and is described later, in Section II-B-2 (Build Alternates). 

d. Alternate 3 

Alternate 3 began 0.5 mile south of Seldom Seen Road and followed the 

existing Maryland Route 36. It departed from the existing Maryland Route 36 in 

the area of the Potomac Edison sub-station, curved northeasterly behind the 

Valley High School, and continued to the Koontz Run Valley where it curved left, 

bridged the entire valley, and then passed northwest of the Oak Hill Cemetery. 

It then curved to the east and continued to the entrance to the Buffalo Coal 

Company's mining operation. It then curved slightly left, remaining west of 

Maryland Route 36 and the railroad main track. It then crossed the railroad 

siding at grade, passed through a portion of Old Coney Cemetery, and met Old 

Legislative Road at grade. It then continued in an easterly direction and 

bridged the railroad, existing Maryland Route 36, Georges Creek, and relocated 

Quinn Road on one structure, which is 800 feet long. Alternate 3 then joined an 

alignment common to the other alternates before it terminated at Elklick Run. 

Access would have been provided at Legislative Road. The entrance to the 

Buffalo Coal Company's mining operation would have been relocated to intersect 

the new roadway. 

Because of the acquisition of property from the Lonaconing Historic District, 

the Old Coney Cemetery and the Brumage Stone House, an historic structure, and 

exceptionally high costs for a bridge over the Koontz Run Valley and a bridge near 
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the project terminus. Alternate 3 was eliminated from further consideration as a 

reasonable alternate. 

e. No-build Alternate 

The No-build Alternate is described in Section II-B on page II-4. 

f. All Alternates 

In the vicinity of the Georges Creek bridge just west of Georges Creek 

Elementary School, all proposed alternates included an option of tieing into and 

utilizing approximately 3/4 mile of existing Maryland Route 36. This would have 

required an at-grade railroad crossing for Alternates 2, 2A, and 3 at an 

undesirable angle, and would require the construction of two additional bridges 

over Georges Creek for Alternate 1. In addition, all traffic would continue to 

be routed past Georges Creek Elementary School. 

Because of the additional cost for bridges, undesirable intersection 

geometries, and the impact on the elementary school associated with all 

alternates, this option was eliminated from consideration. 

2.  Additional Alternates 

a.  General 

Public input received at the Alternates Public Meeting and through subsequent 

written comments strongly favored an alignment further up on Dans Mountain east 

of Lonaconing. 

A feasibility study was undertaken to determine if an alignment in the area 

could reasonably be constructed. Several alignments were investigated, and are 

known as Alternates 4, 5, and 5-4. 

b.  Alternate 4 

This alignment departed from existing Maryland Route 36 approximately 1/2 

mile south of Georges Creek, south of Lonaconing. Utilizing the existing 

terrain conducive to a 50 mph design speed (6 percent vertical alignment), this 

alignment required approximately 27.5 million cubic yards of excavation in less 

than 2,000 feet, approximately 360 feet deep. Several other areas of excessive 

excavation were also encountered as the alignment traversed the area near 

Charlestown, and Dans Mountain State Park. This alternate was abandoned due to 

impacts to Dans Mountain State Park and the excessive cost associated with the 

excavation. 
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c. Alternate 5 

The alignment of Alternate 5 diverged from existing Maryland Route 36 about 

1/2 mile south of Georges Creek south of Lonaconing. It then curved northerly 

and, remaining on the mountain side, generally paralleled Georges Creek on the 

east. It then crossed the Jackson Run Valley and proceeded to the Hill Run 

Valley on a horizontal alignment similar to Alternate 1. 

The structure over Jackson Run and Hill Run would be 120 and 90 feet high 

and 1,100 and 500 feet long, respectively. Alternate 5 then diverged from 

Alternate 1 and turning more easterly passed through a 136-foot deep cut in the 

hillside behind the elementary school. It then tied into the general alignment, 

of Alternate 1 behind the elementary school and proceeded to the project terminus. 

The project terminus would be similar to the one described for Alternate 1. 

This alternate utilized a 60 mph design speed, allowing a 50 mph posted speed. 

Alternate 5 was retained for detailed study. 

d. Alternate 5-4 

This alternate provided a connection from Alternate 5 to Alternate 4 in the 

vicinity of the Jackson Run Valley, tieing into Alternate 4 near Charlestown. 

This alternate was deleted from further study due to impacts to Dans Mountain 

State Park, poor geometries and excessive excavation. 

B.      Detailed Alternates 

Four build alternates. Alternates 1, 2, 2A, and 5, and the No-build Alternate 

were   retained   for   detailed   engineering   and   environmental   studies.      These 

alternates   were   presented   to   the   public   at   the   Location/Design   Hearing   held 

February 25, 1986 (see Figure 6). 

1.      No-build Alternate 

This alternate would not provide any improvements to the existing two-lane 

highway. Normal maintenance would continue for both the roadway and bridges. 

The existing roadway width varies from 20 to 30 feet and there are no turning 

lanes. Local traffic making left turns often block through traffic. With the 

No-build Alternate the lack of provisions for turning movements or the opportunity 

to pass standing vehicles would remain. 

No improvements in traffic operations or safety would be realized. This 

alternate would not offer the opportunity for any long-range improvements as 

there is little clearance between the edge of pavement and adjacent buildings. 

Further, the mix of local   and through traffic would also continue including the 
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high percentage of heavy trucks. This alternate would also be incompatible with 

the recently constructed segment of Maryland Route 36 to the south and the 

segment to the north, which is currently in final design. 

2.  Build Alternates 

The proposed typical section for all build alternates consists of a two- 

lane, 24-foot roadway with 10-foot shoulders and 6 feet of safety grading. The 

10-foot shoulders would widen to 12 feet to serve as climbing lanes, where 

needed (see Figures 7 and 8). 

Access to any of the bypass alternates is proposed only at those locations 

where existing or relocated roads would be crossed at grade. In all cases, 

access would be provided at existing Maryland Route 36 at each end of the 

project, and at Buskirk Hollow Road. 

a.  East Side Alternates 

Alternate 1 (Figure 6) 

This alternate begins 1/2 mile south of Seldom Seen Road and utilizes the 

existing roadway for approximately 700 feet, at which point it curves right and 

passes between the existing road and the Chessie System Railroad in front of the 

Assembly of God Church. A connection to the existing road and a new entrance to 

the Church would be constructed. It continues to curve right and crosses the 

railroad at grade, and then crosses Georges Creek and begins the ascent of Dans 

Mountain. A portion of Jackson Mountain Road would be relocated to underpass 

the proposed new roadway. Relocated Jackson Mountain Road would connect to 

Allegany Street. A connection between Allegany Street and the proposed alternate 

would be provided. 

The alignment then curves left, bridging Jackson Street, Jackson Run, and 

Robin Street. The bridge that crosses Jackson Run would be 80 feet high and 800 

feet long. Alternate 1 then gradually curves to the right, generally following 

the old railroad bed along the base of Dans Mountain. After leaving the old 

railroad bed, the proposed alignment bridges Hill Run and Water Station Run 

Road. This bridge would be 80 feet high and 450 feet long. A connection would 

be provided to Water Station Run Road. This connection would also provide an 

improved means of access to Dans Mountain State Park. 

Continuing northerly, the alignment generally follows the old railroad 

alignment and, curving right, passes behind the Georges Creek Elementary School. 
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A connection is proposed from the new roadway to the existing Maryland Route 36 

just west of the elementary school. 

The alignment then curves left and, continuing in a northerly direction, 

meets Buskirk Hollow Road at grade. The existing Maryland Route 36 would be 

realigned to intersect the new roadway oooosite Buskirk Hollow Road. This 

alternate terminates at Elklick Run where a new structure would replace the 

existing one. 

A portion of Warnick Road would be relocated on the east of the new roadway 

to meet Buskirk Hollow Road. 

This alternate utilizes a 50 mph design speed. 

Alternate 5 (See Figure 6) 

This alternate was described on page 11-4. 

Alternates 1 and 5 have a common point 850 feet south of Water Station 

Road. This point is used to divide each alternate into two segments. By 

combining the various segments, two additional  alternates can be realized. 

The length and estimated total costs for these east side alternates were: 

Alternate Length (mi.) Total  Cost (millions) 

1 3.64 $36.18 
5 3.70 $38.13 

1-5 3.32 $38.38 
5-1 4.02 $35.93 

The cost of Alternate 5-1 has since been reduced to $26.5 million. 

A Value Engineering Team was formed to study methods to reduce the cost of 

the Selected Alternate but still provide a safe highway that would satisfy the 

transportation needs of the area. The costs were reduced by reducing the 

amounts of cut, fill, and right-of-way required by the project. This was 

accomplished by making minor revisions to vertical and horizontal alignments, 

additional use of retaining walls, revising the intersections of Jackson Mountain 

Road and Waterstation Road with relocated Maryland Route 36, and revising the 

typical  section. 

b.      Selected Alternate (Figures 9, 10, and 11) 

Alternate 5-1 

The Alternate 5-1 alignment is a combination of Alternate 5 in Segment I of 

the project  and  Alternate   1  in   Segment   II  of the  project  as  presented  at  the 
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Public Hearing. The Selected Alternate plans are included as Figures 9 through 

11. The preliminary design of the combination has been slightly revised to 

reduce construction and right-of-way costs. This alignment begins at the south 

end of Lonaconing at a point on the existing Maryland Route 36 paving located 

approximately 0.3 mile south of the Georges Creek crossing. It diverges from 

existing Maryland Route 36 and follows along the east side of Georges Creek 

while climbing the wooded mountainside through an undeveloped area to intersect 

Jackson Mountain Road near its connection to Allegany Street in the vicinity of 

the eastern limits of Lonaconing. 

The existing Maryland Route 36 paving south of the Georges Creek bridge 

would be used in a part of the channelized intersection between the relocated 

Maryland Route 36 and existing Main Street of Lonaconing. The existing bridge 

over Georges Creek would not be disturbed. 

Jackson Mountain Road and Allegany Street would both be connected to 

relocated Maryland Route 36 with tee-type intersections located approximately 

450 feet apart. 

The Alternate 5-1 alignment then proceeds from the Jackson Mountain Road 

area in a northerly direction, crossing the Jackson Run Valley on a curved high 

level bridge (1,220 feet long and 143 feet above the elevation of Robin Street) 

to reach a point on the mountainside located at the rear of the residential 

development on the east side of Big Vein Hill Street. It then generally follows 

the old railroad bed at the base of Dan's Mountain for approximately 0.6 mile to 

reach the Hill Run Valley where it crosses the valley and existing Water Station 

Run Road on a curved high level bridge (540 feet long and 78 feet above the 

elevation of existing Water Station Run Road). Existing Water Station Run Road 

is to be connected to relocated Maryland Route 36 by a new road constructed on 

the south slope of the Hill Run Valley which will provide an improved access 

route to Dans Mountain State Park. The alignment then follows the curved face 

of the mountainside as it proceeds in a northerly direction remaining on the 

east side of Georges Creek, passes to the rear of the Georges Creek Elementary 

School, and intersects existing Quinn Street near its eastern terminus. It then 

crosses existing Warnick Road, which is to be relocated to connect to Buskirk 

Hollow Road. A new channelized intersection is to be provided in the vicinity 

of the present intersection of Buskirk Hollow Road and existing Maryland Route 

36.  The alignment then crosses over Elklick Run on a new bridge to meet the 

II-7 



# 

south limit of the proposed improvement of the section of Maryland Route 36 to 

the north of Lonaconing. The intersection with existing Maryland Route 36 

opposite Buskirk Hollow Road will be the major connection from the new Maryland 

Route 36 from the north to the Town of Lonaconing. 

The construction of the proposed route will disrupt the coal mining 

operations in the area east of the existing Georges Creek between Water Station 

Run Road and Buskirk Hollow Road. However, access routes will be reconstructed 

to the mining areas to meet the needs of the coal mining operators at a reasonable 

cost. The impacts of the coal roads have been included in the environmental 

analysis and are discussed in the impact section. 

Alternate 5-1 provides for a 60 mph design speed horizontally and vertically 

throughout its length except for the horizontal curve around the face of the 

mountain located immediately southwest of the Georges Creek Elementary School, 

which is satisfactory for only a 50 mph design speed. 

The preliminary design has been developed based on extensive use of 

reinforced earth retaining walls. These retaining walls will be located on the 

embankment side of the grading section along the mountainside to minimize the 

quantity of excavation and waste material from road construction. The preliminary 

design selected was based on a preliminary cost analyses for each location. 

The total length of Alternate 5-1 is 4.0 miles. The typical sections for 

the Selected Alternate are shown on Figures 7 and 8. 

The estimated construction cost of Alternate 5-1 is $26.5 million excluding 

the cost of the relocation of the coal mine haul roads, 

c.  West Side Alternates 

Alternate 2 (See Figure 6) 

Alternate 2 begins 1/2 mile south of Seldom Seen Road and generally follows 

the existing roadway alignment up to the Potomac Edison sub-station. It then 

leaves the existing road and passes through the sub-station requiring its 

relocation. Beyond the sub-station it curves right and parallels a power line 

as it crosses Seldom Seen Road at grade and runs along the hillside behind the 

Valley High School in a side hill cut 1,400 feet long and up to 25 feet deep. 

Continuing in a northerly direction Alternate 2 crosses Church Street 

approximately 800 feet west of existing Maryland Route 36 (Main Street). 

Continuing northerly. Alternate 2 bridges Church Street, Douglas Avenue, Koontz 

Run, Scotch Hill Road and "B" Street passing below the Oak Hill Cemetery.  The 
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bridge would be 120 feet high and 960 feet long. Retaining walls would be 

necessary in the vicinity of the cemetery to keep the roadway slopes confined 

between the cemetery and the slope that descends to Georges Creek. The access 

road to the cemetery would be relocated and access would be provided via "B" 

Street and a new access road. A private entrance would also have to be relocated 

to connect to the new access road. Alternate 2 then swings to the right, and 

has been slightly modified to avoid impacts to the expansion of the Buffalo Coal 

Company's railroad storage yard, which is currently under construction. Retaining 

walls would be required in this area to keep the roadway embankment out of 

Georges Creek. 

The alignment then bridges a relocated entrance to the Buffalo Coal Company's 

mining and rail loading area, the Chessie System Railroad, existing Maryland 

Route 36, and Georges Creek. This bridge would be 930 feet long but only about 

35 feet above the existing road. The bridge would extend about 400 feet beyond 

Georges Creek to span the 100-year floodplain. A connection would be provided 

in this area between this alignment and existing Maryland Route 36. This 

connection would also provide access to the mining area behind the elementary 

school. The relocated entrance to the rail loading area impacts a sediment pond, 

which will need to be relocated. A retaining wall will be required to minimize 

impacts to the Georges Creek floodplain behind the elementary school. The 

alignment then ties into the Alternate 1 alignment to the northern project 

terminus. 

This alternate has a design speed of 50 mph. 

Alternate 2A (See Figure 6) 

The current alignment of Alternate 2A begins farther south than Alternates 

1 or 2, beginning at the bridge carrying Maryland Route 36 over Georges Creek. 

It then swings to the left onto the hillside behind several residences and meets 

the Alternate 2 alignment in the vicinity of Seldom Seen Road. The existing 

Maryland Route 36/939 intersection would be redesigned. A concrete jersey 

barrier would be used to isolate the power line located to the west of this 

alignment. 

From Seldom Seen Road to just north of the Oak Hill Cemetery, Alternate 2A 

follows the same alignment as Alternate 2. Alternate 2A then curves right, 

crosses over Georges Creek, then crosses Maryland Route 36 just north of the 

Rockville Street intersection. One bridge approximately 960 feet long and up to 
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45 feet high would be required to soan Georges Creek, the Chessie System Railroad, 

and existing Maryland Route 36. A connection between the new and existing 

highways does not aooear feasible at this location. After crossing Maryland 

Route 3fi, a retaining wall would be used to minimize impacts to the Georges Creek 

floodolain. An access road would be orovided in this area, underoassing the new 

highway to maintain access to the existing Maryland Route 36 from the mining area 
behind the elementary school. 

The alternate then ties into the alignment of Alternate 1 in the vicinity 

of the elementary school and follows this alignment to the northern oroject 
terminus. 

The geometries of this alignment are consistent with a 60 mph design speed. 

These alignments have also been segmented to permit a combination of 

alternates. The common point used to divide the alternates into segments is 

located 1,300 feet south of Douglas Avenue. The length and estimated total 
costs were as follows: 

A1ternate Length (mi.) Total Cost (millions) 

1, 3-72 $28.72 
in. 3*67 $27.99 
2-2A 3.58 $28.47 
2A-2 3.81 $28.24 

Alternates 2 and 2A were not selected for several reasons. The public 

expressed a preference for an east side alternate at both the Alternates Public 

Meeting and the Public Hearing. Furthermore, the west side alternates required 

the acquisition of property from the Lonaconing Historic District. Section 4(f) 

of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966 states that property may not be 

acquired from significant (National Register) historic orooerties unless there 

is no prudent and feasible alternate to the acquisition. Alternate 5-1 avoids 

the acquisition of property from'the District. Finally, direct access to 

Lonaconing cannot be provided with the west side alternates and significantly 

more relocations would be necessary to implement them. 

An additional combination known as Alternate 1-5 was also considered in an 

attempt to minimize environmental impacts. While the alternate did reduce some 

impacts it also had a major shortcoming. An integral need for the project is to 

provide   improved   access   to   the   coal   mining   areas   which   are   critical   to  the 
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continued growth of the economy of the area. Coal mining is the most important 

industry for Lonconing and much of the surrounding area. Alternate 1-5 would 

have a substantial adverse impact on coal mining ooerations and could have out 

some of the existing mining ©Derations out of business, because a 136-foot deep 

cut through the hillside behind the George's Creek Elementary School prevents 

access to the coal deposits south and east of this cut. Because the cut is so 

deep, access cannot be provided from this alternate. In addition, the costs of 

the cut were felt to be prohibitive. 

While this alternate appears to offer some advantages in lower impacts to 

the natural environment compared to Alternate 5-1, these are at the cost of 

denying access to coal. Some of the apparent lower impacts are spurious. For 

example, while Table 1 lists Alternate 5-1 as impacting 5.1 acres of floodolain 

while Alternate 1-5 only impacts 0.6 acre of floodolain, 3.5 acres of the 

floodolain impact of Alternate 5-1 are from the coal mine access road 

construction. Since Alternate 1-5 denies access to coal mines in this area, it 

does not have this impact on floodplains. Alternate 1-5 shortens the route by 

an expensive cut through the hill behind George's Creek Elementary School. This 

shorter route impacts roughly 15 acres less of wildlife habitat on the hill, but 

the necessary deep cut eliminates access to coal, which was one of the goals of 

the pro.iect. For these reasons, alternate 1-5 was dropped from consideration. 

C.  Basis for Selected Action 

Alternate 5-1 was selected for implementation based on citizen and agency 

comments received. The Selected Alternate better serves the need for the 

project of separating local and through traffic, removing truck traffic from 

Lonaconing and providing the access required for the continued ooeration and 

expansion of the mining industry. The Selected Alternate avoids encroachment on 

properties protected under Section 4(f). 

As stated above, the Department of Transportation 4(f) regulations do not 

allow property to be acquired from a significant historic site unless there are 

unique and extraordinary impacts resulting from avoiding the historic property. 

The selected alternate avoids the Lonaconing Historic District without causing 

significant impacts to the natural or social-economic environment. All impacts 

that do occur would be expected of any project on new location in a wooded 

mountainous terrain and can be adequately mitigated. All of the other alternate 
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studied have similar impacts and require riqht-of-way from the historic district. 
Alternate 1-5 avoids impacts to the historic district, but as explained on oaqe 
11-10 does not satisfactorily address the needs of the project and is not 

considered on acceptable alternate. 
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III. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

A.  Natural Environment 

1. Geology and Topography 

The study area is within the geographic area of Western Maryland termed the 

Allegheny Plateau of the Appalachian Province. The Allegheny Plateau includes 

western Allegany and all of Garrett County. The eastern extent is the Allegheny 

Front, which in Maryland is called Dans Mountain. Maryland Route 36 lies 

approximately 2 miles west of Dans Mountain. The plateau is a broad upland with 

mountain ranges extending across it in a northeast-southwest direction reaching 

elevations of 3,000 feet or more at several  points. 

The strata in this area lie in broad folds. The surface is greatly 

dissected, with relief at a maximum. In some places the valleys are almost 

vertical, often forming true canyons. 

Active coal mining is present within the project area. Four formations are 

recognized:    Pottsville, Allegheny, Conemaugh, and Monogahela. 

Topography significantly influences floral and faunal distribution in and 

along streams. Where the vegetative root mat is disturbed, steeper slopes tend 

to suffer from faster runoff and more overt erosion, and thus tend to produce 

flooding and higher rates of sediment influx into streams. Slopes in the area 

range from 5 to 40 percent. 

2. Soi1s 

According to the Soil Survey of Allegany County, published by the U.S. 

Department of Agriculture, Soil Conservation Service, soils in the project area 

belong to the Gilpin-Dekalb-Cookport Association. 

The Gilpin series consists of moderately deep, well-drained, nearly level 

to very steep soils that formed in material weathered mostly from acid shale and 

siltstone but also from thin beds of fine-grained sandstone. The Dekalb series 

consists of moderately deep, well-drained, nearly level to very steep soils that 

formed in material in place mostly from gray to pale brown sandstone that has 

some thin strata of shale of siltstone.    These soils  are located in mountainous 

areas. 
The Cookport series consists of moderately deep, moderately well-drained, 

nearly level to steep soils that have a very firm, dense fragipan. These soils 

formed in material weathered from hard acid sandstone that in places has seams 

of shale or siltstone.    Cookport soils are found in upland areas. 

III-l 



There   are   no   prime   or   unique   farmland   soils   (as   defined   by   the   U.S. 

Department of Agriculture Soil  Conservation Service) or farmland soils of local 

or state-wide significance that are affected by the proposed project. 

3.      Water Resources 

a.      Surface Water 

Surface waters of the study area are part of the North Branch, Potomac River 

Basin. The streams in the study area include Georges Creek and its tributaries: 

Koontz Run, Hill Run, Elklick Run, Jackson Run and several unnamed tributaries. 

The locations of these streams are indicated on the alternates mapping. The 

Georges Creek basin has steep slopes and an undulating surface. Runoff tends to 

be rapid in these areas. There are very few pools and wetlands to retain 

surface water as it moves to the numerous tributaries. Percolation is minimal 

in the shallow soils of the ridges and steeper slopes. 

The   Maryland   Department   of   Natural   Resources   (DNR),   Water   Resources 

Administration  (WRA), has  classified all  surface waters  of the state into four 

categories, according to desired use.    These categories are: 

Class   I   -   Water   contact   recreation,   for   fish,   other  aquatic   life,   and 
wildlife. 

Class II - Shellfish harvesting 

Class  III - Natural Trout Waters 

Class IV - Recreational  Trout Waters 

All waters of the state are Class I with additional protection provided by 

higher classifications. 

The Department of Health and Mental Hygiene has designated Georges Creek as 

Class  I waters and its tributaries as Class  III waters. 

The study area is located in the Georges Creek Watershed which has a 

drainage area of 72.4 mi2.    The average volume of flow is 135.6 ft3/s annually. 

Water quality of Georges Creek is fair to poor. The Georges Creek area is 

more populated and more extensively mined than any other sub-basin of the North 

Branch. These waters contain large amounts of acid-mine drainage and raw 

sewage. Furthermore, low pH, discoloration, turbidity, high concentrations of 

surface compounds, and sewage solids were observed in the field. 

Pyritic rock regolith was observed in Georges Creek in the vicinity of 

Georges   Creek   Elementary   School.      Also,   growths   of   blue-green   algae   (Cyano- 

III-2 



tf 

chloronta) and fresh water aquatic fungi (Zygomycota) were observed as dense 

gray coverings on the rocks of the stream bed. 

In addition, the towns of Midland, Lonaconing, and Barton, along with a 

storm overloaded pumping station in Frostburg, discharge raw and diluted 

wastewaters directly into Georges Creek. Therefore, the waters of this segment 

are not suited for aquatic life as the present water classes indicate (Class 

III, IV). 

Jackson Run is a third order tributary that discharges into Georges Creek. 

Pool width averages 10 feet and riffles are approximately 2 feet in width. The 

average depth of the pools are 1 foot and the riffles are 2 inches. The stream 

bed consists of silt, sand, cobbles, and small boulders. The rocky stream banks 

have steep slopes with little herbaceous vegetation. Norway maple and black 

locust trees are the codominant bank vegetation within this 100-year floodplain. 

Hill Run is a fourth order tributary that flows into Georges Creek. The 

average width of the pools and riffles are 8 feet. The approximate depth of the 

pools and riffles are 4 inches. The stream bed consists of silt, cobbles, and 

small boulders. The steep sloped banks are vegetated with a 50/50 ratio of 

scrub/shrub and herbaceous plants. The dominant tree species along this 100- 

year floodplain is sycamore. 

Elklick Run is a fifth order tributary that discharges into Georges Creek. 

Pool width averages 12 feet wide and 1 foot deep and riffles are approximately 8 

feet wide and 6 inches deep. The stream bed consists of silt, sand, cobbles, 

and small boulders. The stream bank is vegetated with grasses, sedges and 

herbaceous plants. The codominant woody plants are black willow and green ash. 

A bridge presently crosses the 100-year floodplain and Elklick Run. 

b. Floodplains 

The 100-year floodplains within the study area are associated with Hill 

Run, Jackson Run, and Georges Creek. The floodplain limits shown on the 

alternates mapping are based on the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) 

Flood Insurance Rate Maps  (FIRM)  (see Figures 9-11). 

c. Groundwater 

Soils, topography, and underlying geology are important to the subsurface 

movement of water. 

The North Branch, Potomac River Basin is characterized by mature topography, 

thin soils, rocky outcrops, and limited amounts of flat land.  The groundwater 
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recharge has been estimated at about one-fourth the annual precipitation. The 

storage capacity of the rocky parent material is relatively low. Thus, the water 

table rises rapidly during periods of groundwater recharge. In drought periods, 

the water table declines below the fractured weathered zone where most of the 

groundwater is stored. As a result, springs tend to fail and well yields may 

decline drastically. 

4.  Ecology 

a. Terrestrial Habitat 

The occurrence and distribution of flora and fauna are greatly influenced 

by the variety of available niches that result from varying topography, altitude, 

and differing exposures to wind and other interrelated climatic factors. The 

fauna of the extensive uplands is quite diverse (see Appendices, Section VIII) 

but the greatest diversity of fauna in general is associated with the edges of 

riparian bottomlands and nearby upland habitats. 

Economically important terrestrial wildlife that inhabit the study area 

include the furbearers and game animals, particularly deer and turkeys. Beavers, 

raccoons, and foxes provide income to local  trappers. 

Woody plants in the vicinity of Dans Mountain are typical of the Mountain 

Zone vegetation. Based on field surveys, an overstory of white basswood, tulip 

tree, sugar maple, red oak, white ash, and American beech are the dominant 

climax species. 

The understory species of the slopes include flowering dogwood, azaleas, 

greenbriers, ironwood, blueberries, and young Canadian hemlock. 

Herbaceous plants found throughout the study area include jewelweed, 

alumroot, white snakeroot, sharp-lobed hepatica, pokeweed, fool's parsley, great 

lobelia, wild carrot, ragweed, false Solomon's seal, mayapple, Indian cucumber, 

thistle, chickory, goldenrod, and several species of thoroughwort. 

Old field habitats are located throughout the study area in association 

with utility power lines and coal mining trails. These transitional communities 

are succeeding from herbaceous fields toward forests. Plants identified 

inhabiting these areas are: hawthorn, black locust, black cherry, staghorn 

sumac, smooth rush, and various thoroughworts. 

b. Aquatic Habitat 

Georges Creek and its tributaries drain the area south into the North 

Branch of the Potomac River.    Relatively poor water quality and  high  levels   of 
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siltation and pollution have resulted in scarce benthic communities that form 

the food chain base for finfish and other water-dwelling invertebrates and 

vertebrates. 

On 28-29 August 1986, Georges Creek was surveyed for benthic organisms and 

fish species. No fish or benthic organisms were collected in Georges Creek in 

the vicinity of Georges Creek Elementary School. Other stations sampled along 

Georges Creek were inhabited with scattered populations of minnows (Cyprinidae) 

with the blacknose dace (Rhinichthys atratulus) being the most abundant species. 

Jackson Run was populated with juvenile and adult blacknose dace. This 

stream had low benthic organism density at the project area. . This typifies the 

generally low ecological stability and lack of species diversity. 

Hill Run and Elklick Run are populated with juvenile and adult blacknose 

dace. The benthic density is low in both tributaries within the study area. 

Several  crayfish (Decapoda) were observed at the Elklick bridge. 

In accordance with Executive Order 11990, Wetlands Protection, several 

wetland sites were identified within the study area. The wetland sites are 

classified according to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service System of Cowardin et 

al. (1979). It is based on hydric soils, flooding regime, and vegetative life 

forms  (hydrophytes). 

Wetlands were field surveyed and field reviewed with the U.S. Fish and 

Wildlife Service, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Maryland Department of Natural 

Resources, Tidewater Administration, Maryland Department of Natural Resources, 

Maryland Natural Heritage Program, and Maryland State Highway Administration 

personnel. See Table 2 and the alternates mapping for a description of the 

wetlands and their locations, respectively. 
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TABLE 2 

Wetlands in the Study Area 

Site 
No. 

SI 

Location 

Stream 
crossing at 
Station 
Number 213 

Classification 

Palustrine, broad- 
leaved, deciduous 
forest; tempor- 
arily flooded 

Dominant 
Vegetation 

Sugar Maple 
American Beech 
Jewelweed 
Alumroot 

Approximate Total 
Size (in acres) 

S2 Under power        Palustrine, narrow- Narrow-leaved 
lines by 
Georges Creek 
near Station 
Number 212.5 

leaved, persistent    cattail 
emergent; broad- 
leaved, non- 
persistent 
emergent; satur- 
ated hydric soils 

Sensitive Fern 
Jewelweed 
Smooth Rush 
Joe-pye Weeds 
Wool-grass Sedge 

0.5 

S3 Above Dudley 
Terrace at 
Station 
Number 255.5 

Palustrine, broad- 
leaved, deciduous 
forest; saturaterd 
hydric soils 

Red Maple 
Black Cherry 
Sphagnum Moss 
Christmas Fern 
Joe-pye Weed 
Jewelweed 

3.2 

S4 Jackson Run 
at Station 
Number 271 

Palustrine, broad- 
leaved, deciduous 
forest; tempor- 
arily flooded 

Norway Maple 
Black Locust 
Red Maple 

5+ 

S5 Hill  Run at 
Station 
Number 310 

Palustrine, broad- 
leaved, deciduous 
forest; tempor- 
arily flooded 

Sycamore 
Black Willow 
Black Walnut 
Jewelweed 
Joe-pye Weed 
Staghorn Sumac 

4+ 

S6 Elklick Run 
at Station 
Number 409 

Palustrine, broad- 
leaved, deciduous 
forest; tempor- 
arily flooded 

Black Willow 
Green Ash 
Jewelweed 
Sedges 
Joe-pye Weed 

4+ 
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TABLE 2  (CONT'D) 

Site 
No. Location Classification 

Dominant    Approximate Total 
Vegetation    Size (in Acres) 

S7 Quinn Road 
intersection 
Station 
Number 390 
to Station 
Number 406 

Palustrine, broad- 
leaved, deciduous 
scrub/shrub; 
temporarily 
f1ooded 

Sugar Maple (young) 
Hawthorn 
Joe-pye Weed 
Jewelweed 
Sedges 
Boneset 

2+ 

S8 Spring 
Crossing at 
Station 
Number 392 

Palustrine, broad- 
leaved, deciduous 
forest; tempor- 
arily flooded 

Tulip Tree 
Sugar Maple 
Jewel weed 
Sensitive Fern 
Lady Fern 

1 

S9 Georges Creek Riverine, lower 
perennial, 
boulder/cobble 
bottom; permanent 
water regime 

Sycamore 
Black Willow 
Sugar Maple 
Black Locust 
Northern Red Oak 

5+ 

S10 R.R. bed 
above Georges 
Creek near 
School, 
Station 
Number 330 
to Station 
Number 386 

Palustrine, broad- 
leaved, deciduous 
forest; seasoned 
hydric soils 

Sycamore 
Tulip Tree 
Ironwood 
Speckled Alder 
Jewelweed 
Yellow Birch 

1.9 

Sll Upper R.R. 
bed above 
S-10, Station 
Number 361 
to Station 
Number 381 

Palustrine, broad- 
leaved, deciduous 
forest; seasonal 
hydric soil from 
spring seeps 

Black Locust 
Sugar Maple 
American Beech 
Jewel weed 

2.7 

S12 North of 
Georges Creek 
Elementa ry 
School 

Palustrine, broad- 
leaved, dead 
forest; seasonal 
saturated hydric 
soils 

Yellow Birch (dead) 
Smooth Alder 
Mountain Laurel 
Skunk Cabbage 
Sedges 
Cinnamon Fern 

10 
(Total of Sites 
12 + 13 + 14) 
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S13 

Location 

North of 
Georges Creek 
Elementary 
School 

TABLE 2  (CONT'D) 

Classification 

Palustrine, broad- 
leaved, deciduous 
forest; seasonal 
hydric soils 

Dominant 
Vegetation 

Aoproximate Total 
Size (in Acres 1 

Red Maole 
Yellow Birch 
Green Ash 
Sensitive Fern 
Soinulose Shield Fern 

S14     North of 
Georges Creek 
Elementary 
School 

Palustrine, broad- 
leaved, deciduous 
forest; seasonal 
hydric soils 

Sycamore 
Sugar Maole 
Jewel weed 
Sedges 
Cinnamon Fern 

S15 Buck Hill 
Road "Bog" 
Station 
Number 329 

Palustrine, broad- 
leaved deciduous, 
scrub/shrub and 
narrow-leaved, 
non-oersistent, 
emergent; seasonal 
saturated hydric 
soi 1 s 

Red Maole (young) 
Virginia Pine 
Smooth Rush 
Wool-grass Sedge 
Cotton-grass Sedge 
American Cranberry 
Mountain Holly 
Sphagnum Moss 

S16     Mountain 
Stream cross- 
ing on Coal 
Road off Big 
Vain Hill Rd. 
Station 
Number 326 

Palustrine, broad- 
leaved, deciduous 
forest; temoor- 
arily flooded 
(mountain stream) 

Red Maole 
Tulip Tree 
Northern Red Oak 
Sugar Maple 
American Beech 
White Oak 
Sphagnum Moss 

S17     Coal Road 
off Big Vein 
Hill Rd. 
Station 
Number 326 

Palustrine, broad- 
leaved deciduous, 
scrub/shrub; 
seasonal hydric 
soils 

Red Maple (young) 
Yellow Birch 
Staghorn Sumac 
Black Locust 
Rushes 
Sedges 
Joe-pye Weed 
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Site 1 (see Figure 9) is a palustrine forested wetland associated with the 

100-year floodplain of Georges Creek, and a small tributary that flows into 

Georges Creek. Sugar maple and American beech are the codominant woody plants 

inhabiting the steep slopes of the stream banks. Along the stream edge, jewelweed 

is the dominant herbaceous plant with alumroot very common at stone outcrops. 

Site 2 (see Figure 9) is located on the mountain slope in the vicinity of 

the power line crossing above Georges Creek. A spring seep supplies the water 

source that creates the saturated hydric soils which support the wetland plants. 

This fresh water meadow supports two species of sedges, wool-grass, sensitive 

fern, cattail, jewelweed, and Joe-pye weed. 

Site 3 (see Figure 9) is associated with several spring seeps that discharge 

down the mountain slopes. 

This area has a history of severe landslides and flooding problems, according 

to the existing house owner. The seeps keep the slope soils saturated, providing 

excellent habitat for wetland plants. This palustrine wetland is dominated with 

red maple and black cherry trees. Flat areas on the mountain slopes have 

resulted in the formation of fresh water meadows supporting Christmas fern, 

cinnamon fern, Joe-pye weed, sphagnum moss, and jewelweed. 

Site 4 (see Figure 9) is located along Jackson Run. Jackson Run and the 

associated 100-year floodplain will be bridged. Therefore, there will be no 

impacts to this palustrine site. 

Site 5 (see Figure 10) is part of Hill Run and the associated 100-year 

floodplain. The dominant woody plants are sycamore and black willow trees. The 

floodplain soils support herbaceous plants such as staghorn sumac, Joe-pye weed, 

jewelweed, and arrow-leaved tearthumb. 

Site 6 (see Figure 11) is located at the proposed Elklick Run bridge 

crossing. This palustrine wetland is dominated by black willow and green ash 

trees. The bank slopes are vegetated with jewelweed, Joe-pye weed, and several 

species of sedges. 

Site 7 (see Figure 11) is located in the vicinity of the Quinn Road 

intersection. This wetland area supports growths of boneset, jewelweed, sedges, 

Joe-pye weed, hawthorn, and immature red maples. 

Site 8 (see Figure 11) is also located near Quinn Road and abuts Site 7. 

Site 8 is  a  palustrine wetland in which the tulip tree and the sugar maple are 
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the co-dominant species. Other wetland species found at this site include 

jewelweed, sensitive fern, and lady fern. 

Site 9 (see Figure 11) is the riverine wetland associated with Georges 

Creek, which extends from Frostburg to Westernport. The dominant species of the 

site are sycamore, black willow, sugar maple, black locust, and northern red oak. 

Site 10 (see Figures 10 and 11) is a palustrine wetland located in the 

uphill drainage ditch of an abandoned railroad bed along the mountainside above 

Georges Creek Elementary School. The dominant species of this wetland site are 

sycamore, tulip tree, ironwood, speckled alder, yellow birch, and jewelweed. 

Site 11 (see Figures 10 and 11) is a palustrine wetland situated similarly 

to and approximately 100 feet above site 10. The dominant species at this site 

are black locust, sugar maple, American beech, and jewelweed. 

Site 12 (see Figures 10 and 11) is located within the 100-year floodplain 

along Georges Creek behind the SHA maintenance garage. This palustrine wetland 

is dominated by standing dead trees and yellow birch. Other wetland plants 

inhabiting the seasonally saturated soils include: smooth alder, mountain 

laurel, skunk cabbage, sedges, cinnamon fern, and narrow-leaved tearthumb. This 

site is excellent wildlife habitat with many tracks and scats visible in the 

hydric soils. Also, the standing dead trees are used by various bird and mammal 

species. Sites 12, 13, and 14 are contiguous and together measure approximately 

10 acres. 

Site 13 (see Figures 10 and 11) is located on the floodplain of Georges 

Creek adjacent to site 12. The dominant species of this palustrine wetland are 

red maple, green ash, yellow birch, sensitive fern, and spinulose fern. 

Site 14 (see Figures 10 and 11) is a palustrine wetland located on the 

floodplain of Georges Creek adjacent to site 13. The dominant plant species are 

sycamore, sugar maple, jewelweed, sedges, and cinnamon fern. 

Site 15 (see Figure 10) is located off Buck Hill Road. This wetland is a 

mountain peatland (bog) and is located on the side of Dans Mountain. The 

wetland is characterized by acid water conditions, poor drainage, sphagnum moss 

ground cover, and plant species indicative of a northern, glaciated wetland 

flora. This wetland is a unique habitat for Allegany County. According to the 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service classification, this wetland is a palustrine 

scrub/shrub and non-persistent, narrow-leaved, emergent wetland; with seasonally 

saturated hydric soils.    Representatives of the unique bog plants are wool-grass 
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sedge, cranberry, sphagnum moss, cotton-grass sedge, mountain holly, and "stunted" 

red maples. 

Site 16 (see Figure 10) is a palustrine wetland along a mountain stream 

north of Big Vein Hill Road. The dominant plant species are red maple, tulip 

tree, northern red oak, sugar maple, American beech, and white oak. 

Site 17   (see Figure 10)   is  located in the uphill  drainage ditch of a coal 

haul   road  and  former  railroad  bed  north  of  Big  Vein  Hill   Road.     The  dominant 

species of this palustrine wetland are red maple (young), yellow birch, staghorn 

sumac, black locust, rushes, sedges, and Joe-pye weed. 

5.      Endangered and Threatened Species 

In compliance with the Endangered Species Act of 1973, coordination with 

the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the Maryland Department of Natural 

Resources indicates that no known federally-listed threatened or endangered 

species have been recorded in the project area (see pages VII-119, VII-120, and 

VII-121). 

B.      Social  Environment 

1.      Population 

The Lonaconing area is one of the older, settled portions of Allegany 

County and this coal town had nearly developed to its current size by the end of 

the 19th century. This development was closely linked to the mining, 

manufacturing, and rail  transportation industries. 

The county's population peaked in 1950 (89,556) and has been declining 

since that time. According to the 1980 census, Allegany County experienced a 

4.2 percent decline in population over the previous decade (84,044 to 80,548 

people). However, the Allegany County Comprehensive plan states that areas of 

new growth in the county after 1950 have been largely a result of a shifting in 

the existing population, rather than population.increases. People have shifted 

away from older, settled areas, such as Lonaconing. The county's population is 

projected to decrease again by 2 percent by the year 2000. 

Smaller areas within the county have experienced similar population patterns. 

The study area corridor is included in Election Districts 10 and 18 (see Figure 

12). Both of these election districts experienced a more than 6 percent decrease 

in their total population in the period from 1970 to 1980. These patterns are 

illustrated  in Table  3.     The U.S.  Census  has  also delineated data  for the town 
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of Lonaconing (a Census Designated Place) within the study area. The population 

in Lonaconing decreased nearly 10 percent over the last decade. 

Table 3 

Population and Growth in the Study Area 

1970 1980 % Change 

Allegany County 84,000 80,548 -4.2 

Election District 
No. 10 3,354 3,148 -6.1 

Election District 
No.  18 1,829 1,713 -6.3 

Lonaconing 1,572 1,420 -9.7 

2.      Ethnic a nd Age Characteristics 

The 1980 Census did not identify any racial or ethnic groups living within 

the study area corridor. Nearly 26 percent of the population living in Election 

District 10 was age 60 and older and over 17 percent of those in Election 

District 18 was in this age category. Lonaconing included 29.4 percent residents 

over 60 years old. 

3.  Community Facilities and Services (Figure 13) 

a. Churches 

The following churches are located in the study area corridor. 

First Assembly of God 
St. Peter's Episcopal 
Bethal  Pentecostal  Holiness 
First Presbyterian 
First United Methodist 
St. Mary's Catholic 

The   locations   of   these   churches,   most   of   which   are   situated   along   existing 

Maryland Route 36, are indicated on Figure 13. 

b. Schools 

The study area includes Valley Junior/Senior High School (west of Lonaconing) 

and Georges Creek Elementary School (east of Lonaconing). Both facilities are 

depicted in Figure 13. 

c. Parks and Recreation 

Besides the recreation areas associated with the two schools, the Lonaconing 

Furnace Community  Park  offers  passive use  recreation  in  Lonaconing   (see Figure 
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13).  Dans Mountain State Park is located approximately 1 mile to the east of 

Lonaconing. 

d. Emergency Services 

Fire protection in the study area is provided by the Good Will Fire Company, 

based in Lonaconing. Ambulance Service is provided by this fire company as well 

as the Georges Creek Ambulance Service, also located in town. 

e. Law Enforcement 

The study area is served by the Maryland State Police operating out of 

the Cumberland Barracks, the Allegany County Police Department, and the Lonaconing 

Police Department. 

f. Medical Facilities 

The closest hospitals are located in Frostburg (Frostburg Community Hospital) 

and Cumberland (Memorial and Sacred Heart Hospitals). 

g. Public Utilities 

Public water and sewage services are generally available throughout the 

study area. The Lonaconing area's public water supplies are located west and 

south of the study area in the Georges Creek Stream Basin. An extensive public 

sewer system was recently installed for residents along Maryland Route 36 from 

above Midland to below the new treatment plant at Barton. Most residents are 

hooked up to these public utilities, although some residents in outlying areas 

still rely on septic systems for sewage disposal and wells and springs for water 

supply. 

h.      Other Community Facilities 

The Lonaconing branch of the U.S. Post Office is located on Maryland Route 

36 in town. The Lonaconing Town Hall provides a central meeting place for area 

residents. Senior citizens can utilize the Georges Creek Community Senior Center 

(Club 36) which is situated on the eastern side of the town. Other groups 

(i.e.. Lions Club, American Legion, Veterans of Foreign Wars, Republicans) each 

have their own facilities. 

C.      Economic Environment 

Historically, Allegany County has been linked to the coal mining, 

manufacturing, and transportation industries. These industries became important 

elements in the county's economy by the end of the 1880's. Today, the economic 

base in Allegany County is mainly manufacturing and wholesale and retail trade. 

The   county   acts   as   a   wholesale,   retail,   and   service   center   for   much   of   the 
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Central Appalachians.    It has adequate labor, land, utilities, and transportation 

facilities. 

Economic activity in the study area corridor consists of commercial clusters 

in the town of Lonaconing and clustered and individual commercial uses along the 

Maryland Route 36 approaches to the town. This development typically consists 

of small businesses such as gas stations, car repair shops, food stores, 

restaurants, etc., and is oriented more to satisfy the needs of the local 

community. Agriculture is not a predominant activity due to the nature of the 

terrain. Larger areas of commercial activity and employment are located in 

Cumberland and Frostburg, and the Westvaco Plant operates in Luke. 

Several coal companies operate off Maryland Route 36, but a large portion 

of these strip mining operations are automated and mechanized. A coal loading 

tipple, located northwest of Georges Creek Elementary School, is serviced by 

both rail and truck. Coal is trucked to the tipple from local mining operations 

and from as far away as Pennsylvania. Coal is processed at the tipple for 

shipping via both truck and rail. The capacity of the rail facility has recently 

been expanded via new trackage from 30 cars to 86 cars, with possible further 

expansion to accommodate 100 cars. Trucks are used mostly for shipping relatively 

small orders to nearby destinations, and where economic and market conditions 

dictate. 

An analysis of 1980 census data indicates that a majority of workers living 

in Election Districts 10 and 18 and Lonaconing were employed in wholesale and 

retail trade, manufacturing, and health and educational services. Less than 

0.02 percent was employed in mining and agriculture. Over 95 percent of these 

workers was employed by businesses in the county (see Table 4). 

The 1979 median household incomes for both Election Districts and Lonaconing 

were  below  the  county-wide  median   income  figure of $13,885.     For these areas, 

the median household incomes were as follows:    . 

Election District 10 - $10,874 

Election District 18 - $11,681 

Lonaconing -    $9,813 

D.      Land Use 

1.      Existing (Figure 14) 

The predominant land uses in the study area corridor are residential and 

undeveloped,   mixed   forestland/brush.      Low-to-medium   density   residential 
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development is located along most of the existing Maryland Route 36 in the study 

area. The housing stock is generally older, with a scattering of newer homes. 

According to the General Plan, approximately 75 percent of all housing in the 

western portion of the county was built prior to 1940 and many homes date back 

to the turn of the century. Clustered and strip commercial uses exist in 

Lonaconing along Maryland Route 36 and in the vicinity of Union Street. Some 

additional commercial development is located along Maryland Route 36 between 

Lonaconing and Midland, interspersed with residential uses. Much of this 

residential/commercial development has been built adjacent to the existing 

roadways. 

Table 4 

Employment by Industry (Persons Age 16+) 

(1980 data) 

ED 10 ED 18 Lonaconing 

Agriculture, 
Mining, Fisheries, 
Foresting 17 11 11 

Construction 55 50 25 

Manufacturing 232 146 131 

Transportation 25 27 14 

Communications 
Public Utilities 11 5 5 

Wholesale and 
Retail Trade 198 85 92 

Finance, Insurance, 
Real Estate 25 17 19 

Business and Repair 
Services 18 6 11 

Personal, Entertain- 
ment and Recreation 
Services 23 17 17 

Health Services 140 45 70 
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Table 4 (Con'd) 

ED 10       ED 18     Lonaconing 

Educational Services      117 68 55 

Other Professional ^ 
and Related Services       49 18 12 

Public Administration      55 45 29 

The remainder of the study area is composed of mixed brush/forestlands and 

extractive uses. This area lies within the Georges Creek Coal Basin and many of 

the coal veins are actively mined. No prime agricultural soils have been 

identified in the study area and the mountainous, rocky terrain precludes any 

significant agricultural uses. 

2.  Future (Figure 14) 

In late 1978, Allegany County approved a long-term comprehensive plan for 

guiding overall future growth and development in the county. 

Although the coal mining industry declined after World War II, coal 

production is again becoming an important economic element in the county and 

region. Major marketable coal deposits are located in the Georges Creek Coal 

Basin in the study area. Areas not yet mined have been permitted for future 

coal excavation. The county plan places special emphasis on the continued 

development of this resource, but with safeguards to protect the other land uses 

in the area. Total growth in coal mining production will probably not result in 

an increase in population or employment but can help the county achieve a 

balanced and healthy economy. 

This plan recognizes the historical pattern of urban settlement in the 

county and attempts to keep these areas intact. The plan envisions no significant 

changes in the existing land use patterns in the study area corridor. Little 

area growth is anticipated. Adequate community facilities and water and sewage 

services are provided or will be upgraded by the year 2000. 

The plan has earmarked older areas such as Lonaconing for redevelopment. 

Thus, redevelopment is a high priority of the county Planning Commission. Such 

actions would emphasize the rehabilitation of older residential and commercial 

properties, street and safety improvements, and better community services and 
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facilities. The result would be more attractive places to live and work better 

use of land, increased tax revenues, and increased employment. 

E.      Historic and Archeological  Resources 

An historic sites reconnaissance of the study area was undertaken with the 

following resources identified: 

1. Lonaconing   Historic   District   (AL-VI-B-113):      On   the   National 

Register 

The Lonaconing Historic District is a nineteenth and early twentieth 

century rural town featuring commercial structures which developed .along the 

major transportation routes of Maryland Route 36 and Union Street and the 

surrounding residential area. The district is significant for its wide range of 

architectural styles which reflect the town's growth and prosperity as a center 

of Maryland's expanding coal and iron industry. Its buildings, located on 

Lonaconing's close parallel streets, range widely in size and complexity. The 

result of these man-made accommodations to the rugged natural environment of 

Georges Creek Valley and to a once burgeoning industrial economy is exemplified 

and largely intact in the present-day Lonaconing Historic District. 

2. Schlaidt House (AL-VI-B-111):    National  Register Eligible 

The Schlaidt House is a particularly elegant mansion constructed in the 

1860's for John Parrot, a superintendent for the American Coal Company. This 

large structure of seventeen rooms and four baths was originally complemented by 

20 outbuildings, of which only one remains. It is an architecturally significant 

building and is historically significant as a visible link to the social and 

economic community of Lonaconing. 

3. Brumage Stone House (AL-VI-B-042):    National  Register Eligible 

The Brumage  Stone  House  is  one  of the  few early two-story stone dwellings 

built in rural Allegany County. John Van Buskirk, one of the few settlers to 

move into the Lonaconing area before 1800, built this stone house in 1790. It 

served as a Catholic Chapel for visiting priests prior to the construction of 

St. Mary's Church in 1865. Thus, the building is important as a link to the 

early history of religion in the area, and to the area's eighteenth century 

settlement, as well  as being architecturally distinctive. 

4. St. Mary's School   (AL-VI-B-090):    National  Register Eligible 

This   building,   constructed   in   1885,   is   a   two   and   one-half   story   frame 

structure with a gable  roof.     It has been modified with the  removal   of  some of 
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the   original   window  trim  and   the  addition   of  an   entrance   porch,   plus   vinyl 

siding.    Despite these changes, the building  remains   in  good  condition  and  is 

now used as  a parish hall  by the congregation.    It is significant as a  visible 

link with the early history of religion and education in the Lonaconing area. 

5.      St. Mary's Church (AL-VI-B-091):    National  Register Eligible 

St. Mary's Church is a one-story sandstone building in a cruciform plan. 

The tower has been truncated and covered with vinyl siding, and a small brick 

addition added to the rear. Nonetheless, it generally retains excellent integrity 

and is significant in the history of Lonaconing, which had been a Catholic 

community as early as 1840. As the congregation outgrew its quarters in the 

Brumage Stone house, where mass was celebrated for about 20 years, the largely 

German and Irish parishioners commissioned the building of the present structure 

in 1865. 

The State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), in his February 12, 1985, 

letter (see Section VII) indicates his concurrence in these levels of 

significance. 

The Maryland Geological Survey (MGS) conducted a Phase I archeological 

reconnaissance of the alternates. No significant archeological resources were 

found. The report of this survey is filed at the Maryland State Highway 

Administration. The State Historic Preservation Officer, in his October 24, 

1985, letter (see Section VII) concurs with the MGS findings and states, 

therefore, that additional archeological coordination is not warranted. 

F. Existing Air Quality 

The Maryland Route 36 project is within the Cumberland-Keyser Interstate 

Air Quality Control Region. This region's Environmental Protection Agency 

attainment status designation is "cannot be classified or better than the 

national standards for carbon monoxide (CO)". 

A detailed microscale air quality analysis has been performed to determine 

the CO impact of the proposed project, which is described in further detail in 

Section IV-F. 

G. Existing Noise Conditions 

To consider and evaluate the potential noise impacts, 13 noise sensitive 

areas (NSAs) have been selected in the Maryland Route 36 study area. Descriptions 

of the noise sensitive areas are provided in Table 5. The location of the NSAs 

are shown on the alternates mapping. A copy of the technical report is available 
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at   the   State   Highway   Administration,   707   North   Calvert   Street,   Baltimore, 

Maryland 21202. 

TABLE 5 

Noise Sensitive Areas 
Maryland Route 36 

Noise Sensitive Activity* 
Area  Category Description 

1 B Maryland Route 36, 
one-story single 
family frame residence 

2 B Maryland Route 36, 
Valley High School 

3 B Main Street, two- 
story two family 
frame residence 

4 B Dudley Terrace, 
one-story single 
family frame residence 

5 B Big Vein Hill, two- 
story multi-family 
frame residence 

6 B Main Street, 
Lonaconing Furnace 
(Historic District) 

7 B "B" Street, two story 
single family frame 
residence (Historic 
District) 

8 B Bucks  Hill  Road, 
two-story single 
family frame residence 

9 B Maryland Route 36, 
two-story two-family 
frame residence 

10 B Maryland Route 36, 
two-story single 
family cinderblock 
and frame residence 
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TABLE 5 (CONT'D) 

Noise Sensitive 
Area  

11 

12 

13 

Activity* 
Category 

B 

Description 

Maryland Route 36, 
Georges Creek 
Elementary School 

Quinn Street, one- 
story single family 
frame residence 

Maryland Route 36, 
two-story single 
family frame residence 

''See Table 6 for description of Activity Category 
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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, with a 5 dBA change 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 &  Newman, Inc., for FHWA, 1980.) 

The Federal Highway Administration has established, through the Federal-Aid 

Highway Program Manual (FHPM) 7-7-3, noise abatement criteria for various land 

uses (see Table 6). 

These levels are expressed in terms of an Leq noise level, which is the 

energy-averaged noise level for a 1-hour time period. All ambient and predicted 

levels in this report are Leq exterior noise levels unless otherwise noted. 

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 with time of total traffic volume, 

truck traffic volume, speed, etc., may cause fluctuations in ambient noise 

levels of several decibels. However, for the purposes of impact assessment, 

these fluctuations are not sufficient to significantly affect the assessment. 

Ambient noise levels were measured at noise sensitive areas in the Maryland 

Route 36 study area during the non-rush hour period based on the diurnal traffic 

curve. 

It was determined for all 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. 

The results of the ambient measurements, along with the predicted noise 

levels, are discussed in Section IV-G of this document. 
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TABLE 6 

Noise Abatement Criteria and Land Use Relationships 
Specified In FHPM 7-7-3 

Activity 
Category Leg (h) 

57 
(Exterior) 

67 
(Exterior) 

D 

E 

72 
(Exterior) 

52 
(Interior) 

Description of 
Activity Category 

Lands on which serenity and 
quiet are of extraordinary 
significance and serve an 
important public need and 
where the preservation of 
those qualities is essential 
if the area is to continue to 
serve its intended purpose. 

Picnic areas, recreation 
areas, playgrounds, active 
sport areas, parks, residences, 
motels, hotels, schools, 
churches, libraries and 
hospitals. 

Developed   lands,   properties 
or activities not included 
in Categories A or B above. 

Undeveloped lands. 

Residences,   motels,   hotels, 
public meeting rooms, schools, 
churches,libraries, hospitals 
and auditoriums. 
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IV. ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

A.  Social Impacts 

1.  Residential Relocations 

Approximately 22 families totalling 88 persons would be displaced by the 

Selected Alternate. The displaced families are all owner-occupants with income 

levels in the low to middle range. The estimated average annual income per 

family is $10,000. 

The relocation and right-of-way reports are available for review at the 

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

All individuals and families would be relocated in accordance with the 

provisions of the "Uniform Relocation Assistance and Land Acquisition Policies 

Act of 1970." A summary of the state's relocation assistance program is located 

in Section VIII, the Appendices. All the required relocations are expected to 

be completed in a timely, orderly, and humane manner and without any undue 

hardship to the displacees. A reasonable lead time of 24 months would be 

necessary to accomplish the required relocations. "Housing As A Last Resort" 

would be utilized if necessary to provide decent, safe, and sanitary replacement 

housing. 

A survey of the local real estate market reveals there is sufficient and 

suitable replacement housing in the greater Georges Creek area for the dislocated 

families. Approximately 30 to 35 houses are available for sale in the greater 

Georges Creek housing market. The average asking price for these houses is 

$30,000 to $40,000. It is anticipated that some of the affected families will 

wish to build new homes rather than purchase one available on the market. This 

would increase the pool of available homes in the area. Enough housing and 

sufficient numbers of developable residential lots appears to be available in 

this rural area so there will not be a great impact on the neighborhoods into 

which the families would move. No significant change in population density or 

distribution is anticipated. 

The State Highway Administration is currently involved in project planning 

for U.S. Routes 48 and 220, but these projects should not affect the availability 

of replacement housing in Lonaconing. No other federal, state, or local projects 

are foreseen that would affect the supply and availability of needed housing. 
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In addition to the required displacements, additional right-of-way would be 

required from other properties. The Selected Alternate would require 16 acres 

of land zoned residential and 1 acre zoned commercial. 

2. Effects on Minorities, Elderly, and Handicapped 

No minority or handicapped individuals are expected to be affected by the 

Selected Alternate. Some of the displacees are expected to be elderly due to 

the high concentration of senior citizens living in the Lonaconing area. The 

State Highway Administration is sensitive to the special concerns of the elderly 

and will make provisions to reduce the hardship on persons who may be relocated. 

These provisions could possibly include, but are not limited to, relocating 

individuals to one of the two new nursing homes/elderly apartments in the 

general area or outfitting homes with ramps, railings, etc., to accommodate the 

elderly. 

The removal of through and truck traffic away from existing development 

along Maryland Route 36 would have a positive impact on access and travel 

patterns for the elderly who both walk and drive. 

Under the Selected Alternate, the placement of relocated Maryland Route 36 

closer to the Club 36 Senior Citizens Center may also improve access to this 

facility for older people living outside the study area. Any older pedestrian 

coming from or going to Club 36 would not have to cross the relocated facility; 

therefore, the proximity of the new roadway would not have a significant effect 

on older pedestrians near the Center. 

3. Summary of Equal Opportunity Program of 

Maryland State Highway Administration 

It is the policy of the Maryland State Highway Administration to ensure 

compliance with the provisions of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, and 

related civil rights laws and regulations which prohibit discrimination on the 

grounds of race, color, sex, national origin, age, religion, or physical or mental 

handicap in all State Highway Administration program projects funded in whole or 

in part by the Federal Highway Administration. The State Highway Administration 

will not discriminate in highway planning, highway design, or the provision of 

relocation advisory assistance. 

This policy has been incorporated into all levels of the highway planning 

process in order that proper consideration may be given to the social, economic, 

and environmental effects of all highway projects. Alleged discriminatory actions 
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should be addressed to the Equal Opportunity Section of the Maryland State 

Highway Administration for investigation. 

4. Access to Community Facilities and Services 

Under the No-build Alternate, traffic conditions along this section of 

Maryland Route 36 would continue to worsen as congestion increases. An increased 

emphasis on coal production and some possible industrial development south of 

the study area would likely increase the volume of trucks. The lack of separation 

of local and through traffic, and continued safety and service deficiencies 

combined with increased congestion, would result in adverse impacts to local 

access, travel time, and non-vehicular traffic (such as pedestrians, bicyclists, 

etc.). 

The Selected Alternate would improve local safety, access, and travel time 

by separating local and through traffic, easing congestion (especially in the 

center of town), and providing relief from the impacts of through traffic, 

especially truck traffic. 

The removal of the majority of through and truck traffic from the fronts of 

the elementary and high schools would improve access and safety at these 

locations. Access also would be improved for school buses. 

A connection would be built between Water Station Run Road and the Selected 

Alternate. This would allow quicker and easier access to Dans Mountain State 

Park east of Lonaconing. 

Emergency vehicle access and response time would not be significantly 

altered because access would be maintained to all side streets and between 

existing Maryland Route 36 and the Selected Alternate. 

5. Disruptions of Neighborhoods and Communities 

The Selected Alternate crosses several areas of Lonaconing containing high 

density residential development. These areas are crossed on structures but some 

disruption to existing neighborhoods and patterns of interaction would occur. 

Under the Selected Alternate homes along Allegany and Union Streets will 

experience additional traffic because of a planned connection to the relocated 

road at this point. 

In general, the Selected Alternate is located farther away from existing 

development and would remove the major coal related and other truck traffic away 

from development built adjacent to existing Maryland Route 36. 
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B.  Economic Impacts 

1. Business Relocations 

The Selected Alternate would require the acquisition of some land from a 

small used car business, but enough land would remain for this business to 

maintain operations. A bar on Jackson Street would require relocation. 

The Selected Alternate will require land from the Buffalo Coal Company 

located behind Georges Creek Elementary School. This land is either in active 

use or in reserve for future extraction. 

2. Effect on the Local Business Community 

The Selected Alternate would remove much of the through traffic from the 

existing Maryland Route 36 through Lonaconing. The majority of businesses along 

the existing Maryland Route 36 are oriented to the needs of the local community. 

Access would be maintained to the business area from relocated Maryland Route 36. 

The construction of relocated Maryland Route 36 would better accommodate 

area coal truck traffic and result in less conflicts between through traffic and 

trucks, due to the provision of passing lanes. 

The Selected Alternate would impact the existing access and operations of 

the local coal companies. Access will be maintained during and after construction 

activities. None of the coal companies would be put out of business. 

Alternate 1 Segment 2 traverses the downhill portions of the Buffalo Coal 

Company property south of the elementary school and east of Maryland Route 36. 

Coal operations (i.e., the rail loading site) west of Maryland Route 36 are 

unaffected and would have direct local access to the relocated roadway. The 

Maryland Fuel Company operations and coal reserves would not be affected. 

3. Effect on Regional Business Activity 

The proposed project would accommodate the expansion of the coal industry 

in the Georges Creek Coal Basin by improving access and efficiency of travel. 

Reserves of recoverable coal are still located in this basin. One of the 

county's long range goals is to encourage the development of coal production. 

The improvements would upgrade this major north-south corridor linking 

industry at Luke, Westernport, and West Virginia with U.S. Route 48, Cumberland, 

and Frostburg. Major regional activity includes manufacturing, coal mining, and 

pulpwood processing. Maryland Route 36 serves all development in the Georges 

Creek Valley. These improvements may help make the Georges Creek Valley area more 
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attractive to new industry and business. Several proposed industrial sites are 

located in the south Georges Creek Valley area. 

4.  Effect on Tax Base 

The improvements to Maryland Route 36 may help encourage the targeted 

redevelopment of homes and businesses for this area. Improved properties would 

have a positive impact on the tax base. 

Expansion of the coal mining industry would have a positive impact on tax 

revenues derived from coal extraction. 

C. Land Use Impacts 

The improvements are consistent with the Allegany County Comprehensive Plan 

(1978) which has identified improvements to this major north/south route as 

necessary to serve existing and new development. 

The county acknowledges the need to improve the facility to better serve 

expanded coal production and industrial use and their associated truck traffic 

in the Georges Creek Valley. 

D. Historic and Archeological Resources Impacts 

1.  Historic Sites 

The closest that any construction for the Selected Alternate would come to 

the Schlaidt House (AL-VI-B-111) is roughly 350 feet. Hannekemp Road will be 

located between the historic site and the alternate, as well as numerous houses 

and trees, such that the site will be somewhat buffered from this alternate. 

Nonetheless, it will still be visible from the historic site. 

The Lonaconing Historic District will be buffered from the Selected Alternate 

by about 500 feet of intervening roads, buildings, and abundant vegetation. 

However, the proposed relocation will be visible from the District. 

Saint Mary's Church and School are located approximately 320 feet from the 

edge of right-of-way for the Selected Alternate, with a minimum vertical 

separation of 80 feet. This alternate would not be visible from the historic 

site at its closest approach because of the intervening vegetation and shoulder 

of the hill but would be visible south of Hill Run, possibly resulting in a 

visual intrusion. 

The Selected Alternate would be constructed on the opposite side of existing 

Maryland Route 36 and Georges Creek in the area of the Brumage Stone House. It 

would be located over 1,200 feet away, and at an elevation roughly 130 feet 

higher than the site. 

IV-5 



The SHPO has determined that the Selected Alternate would adversely affect 

each of these historic sites. 

Alternate 5-1 will cause extensive alteration of the historic resources' 

surrounding environment because of the large, high bridges and cut-and-fill that 

would be required. Their setting would be altered by the introduction of visual 

and audible elements that are out of character with the properties. 

FHWA and SHA will develop a landscaping plan for suitable vegetation to be 

planted within the right-of-way along the east side. In order to mitigate the 

impact of the cuts into the mountain on the west side, the feasibility of 

landscaping the slopes on the west side will be investigated. This landscape 

plan will be provided during the highway design phase and will be provided to the 

SHPO for his review before implementation. Should the SHPO object to any 

provision of the landscape plan within 30 days after receipt, appropriate 

modification will be investigated with the SHA and FHWA. Should agreement not 

be reached, the Advisory Council will be notified. 

The FHWA and the SHA will explore the possibility of modifying the slopes, 

and the vertical and horizontal alignment of Alternate 5-1 to reduce the visual 

impacts of Cut A (in the vicinity of Jackson Mountain Road, between Stations 250 

and 266), Cut B (in the vicinity of Big Vein Hill Road, between Stations 275 and 

290), Cut C (in the vicinity of Lower Watercliff Road, between Stations 298 and 

307), and Cut D (in the vicininty of Georges Creek Elementary School, between 

Stations 361 and 370). Also, they will explore the possibility of modifying the 

area of fill between Cuts B and C (in the vicinity of Lower Watercliff Road 

between Stations 290 and 300). 

The FHWA and SHA will also investigate the possibility of landscaping these 

cuts in order to mitigate the visual impact of the road on the individual 

historic sites. These studies will be undertaken during the highway design 

phase and the results will be provided to the SHPO for his review. Should the 

SHPO object to the proposed mitigation within 30 days after receipt, appropriate 

modification will be investigated with the FHWA/SHA. Should agreement not be 

reached, appropriate documentation will be forwarded to the Advisory Council for 

its review. 

These mitigation measures have been agreed to by the State Historic 

Preservation Officer and the Advisory Council for Historic Preservation. 
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2.  Archeological Sites 

No archeological sites were identified in the Phase I reconnaissance 

conducted by the Maryland Geological Survey. The State Historic Preservation 

Officer, in his letter (see Section VII), has stated that no archeological sites 

will be affected and thus no further coordination is warranted. 

E.  Natural Environmental Impacts 

1.  Effects on Topography, Geology, and Soil 

The study area is characterized by steep slopes ranging from 5 to 40 

percent. The predominant geologic formation in the proposed project area is the 

Monogahela. Within the Georges Creek Basin, this formation consists of 240 to 

270 feet of interbedded shales, sandstones, and limestones, with several thick 

coal beds of commercial importance. It is the occurrence of this formation that 

has made the Georges Creek Basin the principal coal producing basin of the state. 

The large cuts required for the proposed project may expose pyritic rock, 

which, through erosion, may lower the pH level of the streams of the local 

drainage system. Unearthed pyritic strata have been successfully handled during 

surface mining operations in Pennsylvania and West Virginia. The approach used 

involves the identification of these strata through test borings and geologic 

mapping. When acid forming strata are located, special provisions are then 

developed for handling these strata. Otherwise, the exposure of these materials 

to surface waters may significantly impact streams on a long-term basis. 

Pyritic rock was located in the vicinity of wetland site 14. The presence 

of other pyritic strata within the study area will be determined by soil borings 

and rock cores during final design and appropriate mitigation measures will be 

developed and implemented. 

Much of the roadway excavation will take place on highly erodible shales. 

This rock is often loose and highly fragmented, which could cause long-term 

maintenance problems with rock slides and erosion. Soil borings and rock cores 

will be taken during final design and the results used to establish cut slopes 

that will eliminate or minimize the potential for rock slides and erosion. 

Although weathering of the cut slopes in the shale will allow fragments and 

small blocks to separate from the fresh bedrock face and slide down the cut 

slope face toward the roadway, this is a common problem in highway cut slope 

construction and there are several standard methods for economical protection of 

the roadway. 
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The final design geotechnical investigations will determine the properties 

of the materials to be excavated during construction, establish their weathering 

characteristics, and determine the actual cut and fill slope configurations 

required to provide a stable roadway with a minimum of damage to the natural 

environment. 

Soils in the study area are shallow and steep, which can lead to potentially 

significant erosion in places where the vegetative root mat is disrupted. Lack 

of soil fertility and moisture retention tend to slow the rates of revegetation, 

which could result in increased sedimentation of area streams. Slopes and 

riverine banks will be revegetated with plant species that occur naturally in 

the study area. 

Appropriate erosion and sediment control measures, which will be stringently 

employed as required by the State Highway Administration and the Maryland 

Department of Natural Resources - Water Resources Administration, will mitigate 

these problems. 

2.  Effects on Water Resources 

a.  Surface Water 

Short-term Impacts 

Short term impacts may include: 

o   Siltation from increased erosion; 

o   Changes in water quality stemming from altered riparian habitat; and 

o   Changes in stream flow patterns resulting from impoundments and debris. 

To minimize these impacts, sediment control plans will be developed during 

final design and approved by the Water Resources Administration.  Because the 

alternates will pass through areas of varying slope, soil erodibility, stream 

size, and vegetation associations, specific control measures cannot now be 

identified but will include: 

o Staging of construction activities to permanently stabilize ditches at 
the tops of cuts and at the bottoms of fill slopes prior to excavation 
and formation of embankments; 

o Seeding, sodding, or otherwise stabilizing slopes as soon as practicable 
to minimize the area exposed at any time; 

o Appropriate placement and maintenance of sediment traps, temporary 
slope drains, and other control measures; and 

o Placement of diversion dikes, energy dissipaters, mulches, and netting 
on slopes too steep to support vegetation. 
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Impoundments such as sediment ponds will be sized and located so as to 

maintain as natural a flow as possible, generally by allowing the drainage from 

undisturbed areas to bypass the construction site and go to its natural drainage 

course. The construction will be closely monitored to minimize the debris and 

control waste areas. 

With the application of the above procedures, short-term.impacts to surface 

waters will be minimal. 

Long-term Impacts 

Long term impacts may include: 

o Potential changes in water quantity in receiving streams from alteration 
of drainage patterns of sources and stream flow characteristics. 
Highway construction may reduce infiltration and stream base flow, 
increase surface runoff and stream peak flow, and reduce the time 
between precipitation and the rise in stream water level. 

o   Potential changes in water quality parameters in receiving streams from: 

- Erosion and sedimentation; 

- Roadway runoff carrying pollutants such as vehicular oil, grease, 
gasoline, and solvents, wear particles from clutches, brake 
linings, and tires, exhaust emissions that collect on the roadway 
and nearby vegetation, and seasonal inputs of salt and other de- 
icing compounds; and 

- Exposure of acidic compounds resulting from cut and fill 
operations. 

o Habitat loss or alteration resulting from modification of riparian 
habitat. 

The project will be designed in accordance with the Maryland Stormwater 

Management Act, which limits increases in downstream discharges. Although 

infiltration practices will be considered, their feasibility will probably be 

limited by the generally shallow depth of soil in the study area. Vegetated 

swales and retention and shallow detention ponds will probably be the 

most feasible stormwater management techniques. In addition to controlling the 

rate of runoff, these practices will also tend to filter out roadway pollutants. 

Stream crossings will require Waterway Construction Permits from the 

Maryland Department of Natural Resources - Water Resources Administration and in 

some cases Section 404 Permits from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. A Water 

Quality Certificate will be required from the Department of Health and Mental 

Hygiene. 
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Stream Crossings 

All study area tributaries to Georges Creek are designated as Class Ill- 

Natural Trout Waters by the Maryland Department of Health and Mental Hygiene. 

However, no salmonoids were collected in any of the project area surface waters. 

The mainstem of Georges Creek is designated as Class I - Water Contact for 

Recreation and Aquatic Life. This less restrictive classification is a result 

of the degraded quality of the water in Georges Creek, which flows through the 

town of Lonaconing. As such, in-stream construction may be prohibited only 

between March 1 and June 15 inclusive. No anadromous fish were identified 

during an August 1986 field check. 

Bridges are proposed for major stream crossings associated with the Selected 

Alternate. The Selected Alternate proposes bridging Jackson Run and Hill Run 

and the replacement of the existing bridge over Elklick Run with a wider 

structure. 

Other hydraulic structures will be provided for several unnamed tributaries 

flowing into the major study area streams. Some realignment of drainage swales 

may also be required. The loss of stream bottom will be minimal. Methods of 

reducing the impact of this loss, such as bottomless culverts and depressing the 

pipes to reestablish a productive substrate will be investigated during the 

design of the culverts. 

The increase of impervious surfaces resulting from the proposed improvements 

would produce a proportionate increase in the amount of roadway runoff. 

Stormwater runoff would be managed under the Department of Natural Resources' 

Stormwater Management Regulations.  These regulations will require stormwater 

management practices in the following order of preference: 

o On-site infiltration; 
o Flow and attenuation by open vegetated swales and natural depressions; 
o Stormwater retention structures; and 
o Stormwater detention structures. 

It has been demonstrated that these measures can significantly reduce 

pollutant loads and control  runoff. 

Final design for the proposed improvements will include plans for grading, 

erosion and sediment control, and stormwater management, in accordance with 

state and federal laws and regulations. They will require review and approval 

by the Maryland Department of Natural Resources - Water Resources Administration 

and   the   Department   of   Health   and   Mental   Hygiene   -   Office   of   Environmental 

IV-10 



Programs.  A waterway construction permit will also be required from the 

Department of Natural Resources, 

b.  Groundwater 

Potential groundwater effects may result from cut and fill operations 

causing changes in groundwater level and flow. Large cuts could expose springs 

resulting in the reduction of the total amount of water in the aquifer. This 

factor, in combination with the minimal decrease in the total area available for 

groundwater recharge resulting from the highway, could lower the water table in 

certain areas. Leaching from exposed cuts and contamination from de-icing 

compounds, solvents, herbicides, etc., associated with highways can cause 

changes in groundwater quality. 

The State Highway Administration will conduct a preconstruction survey of 

all wells in the vicinity of the Selected Alternate to determine their existing 

quantity and quality. If significant changes to wellwater occur as a result of 

roadway construction, the State Highway Administration will either provide 

replacement wells or compensate the affected property owners. 

3.  Effects on Wetlands 

Pursuant to Executive Order 11990, Protection of Wetlands, wetland areas 

potentially affected by the project have been identified. Approximate amounts 

of wetlands that may be affected are discussed below. 

No encroachments are anticipated on wetland sites 2, 4, 5, or 9. Sites 2 

and 9 are outside the proposed right-of-way and sites 4 and 5 will be crossed 

entirely on structure. 

Approximately 1 acre of site 1 lies within the proposed right-of-way. The 

stream flows perpendicular to the direction of the roadway and cannot be avoided. 

Much of the earthwork for this stream crossing was previously completed as part 

of another project so that impacts to this wetland site can be minimized through 

sediment and erosion control measures. 

Approximately 3.2 acres would be required from site 2. A shift uphill in 

the alignment of the roadway would result in greater amounts of cut and fill and 

still not preserve the site. This site is located near the proposed toe of the 

embankment slope. The most feasible way to avoid the wetland would be to 

construct a retaining wall on the slope to keep embankment material from falling 

over the wetland. There are presently walls proposed on either side of this 

location and thus a connecting wall between them would be appropriate.  The 
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length of the connecting wall would be approximately 600 feet and the average 

height of the overall length of wall that would result in the revised design 

would be 21 feet. The estimated increase in the cost of the construction would 

be $234,000.00. The feasibility of extending the adjacent retaining walls, 

reducing the required acreage to 0.25 acre, and preserving the higher quality 

portions of the site will be investigated during final design. 

Site 6 is a linear wetland perpendicular to the alignment of the Selected 

Alternate and cannot be avoided. Approximately 0.2 acre of this site lies within 

the proposed right-of-way. The existing bridge will be replaced with either a 

bottomless culvert or bridge structure on essentially the same location. 

Impacts to the site can be minimized through sediment and erosion control and no 

wetland replacement should be necessary. If any portion of the site is filled, 

it will be replaced. 

Site 7 is also a linear wetland, which, in the affected portion, runs 

parallel to the alignment of the Selected Alternate. Shifting the alignment to 

avoid the site would not be feasible because of the proximity of the project 

terminus. Further, a shift in the alignment would result in greater impact to 

site 6 and require a greater amount of cut and fill, thus increasing water 

quality impacts. Approximately 2 acres of site 7 would be required. Replacement 

may be possible within the right-of-way in the vicinity of the site and will be 

studied during final design. 

Site 8 is a linear wetland which runs perpendicular to the alignment of the 

Selected Alternate and as such cannot be avoided. Approximately 0.1 acre would 

be required from this site. 

Sites 10 and 11 are low quality wetlands running parallel to the alignment 

of the Selected Alternate. Engineering studies have demonstrated that a shift 

of the alignment in this area will not shift the toe of the slope above these 

sites but will result in significant volumes of additional cut and, consequently, 

in additional impacts to woodland habitat and water quality. Approximately 1 

acre is required from site 10 and 2 acres are required from site 11. Because of 

the poor quality of these sites it is not anticipated that replacement will be 

required. 

Approximately 0.5 acre from sites 12, 13, and 14 will lie within the proposed 

right-of-way of the Selected Alternate.  It is not believed that any fill will 

IV-12 



t> 
be placed in these sites but, if filling should be necessary, the use of retaining 

walls will be considered before replacement. 

Approximately 3 acres, encompassing the entire site, would be required from 

Site 15. Shifting the alignment sufficiently to avoid the site would result in 

approximately 1,056,000 cubic yards of additional excavation and would cost 

approximately $3.2 million. In addition to the impacts to natural habitat, this 

could result in significant water quality impacts due to sedimentation and 

acidification from exposed pyritic rocks at both the construction site and the 

disposal site. The cut area would be visible from and would thus adversely affect 

the Lonaconing Historic District. The cost and adverse impacts of avoiding Site 

15 are deemed to outweigh benefit. 

Approximately .5 acre would be required from Site 16 and approximately 1 

acre would be required from Site 17. In order to avoid this wetland site, the 

centerline of the road must be realigned. The revised curvature would require 

the use of a 4° curve instead of a 3° curve as now proposed. By moving away 

from the hillside, the excavation would be decreased by 27,000 cubic yards but the 

retaining wall length and height would have to be increased in order to avoid 

the residential development on Watercliff Road. The length of the wall would 

increase 200 feet and the average height of the wall would increase from 17 feet 

to 28 feet (at one isolated location the wall would be 44 feet high). This 

larger retaining wall would constitute a more severe adverse impact to the 

Lonaconing Historic District than the proposed retaining walls which would be 

impossible to mitigate. 

These wetlands would be adversely affected by fill, drainage alteration, 

and sedimentation. Wetland reconstruction, where feasible, will be provided in 

the same watershed where wetlands are taken at a site able to support wetland 

vegetation. Although sedimentation from the project during construction may 

adversely affect wetlands, this effect will be minimized by the use of stringent 

sediment control measures. 

Wetland Finding: The Selected Alternate adversely affects wetland resources 

in the project area but the proposed action includes all practicable measures to 

minimize harm to wetlands (see Table 2 and Section IV-E-3 above). Suitable 

mitigation for all wetlands taken will be coordinated with the Corps of Engineers 

and other appropriate federal and state agencies during the design phase of the 

project. Wetlands will be replaced on a one-for-one basis, as required. Section 

404 Permits from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers will be obtained for all 
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filling ooerations within the wetlands.    The wetlands affected by the Selected 

Alternate are a  relatively small   part of the wetland  resources  in  the  oroject 

area and, with imDlementation of the orooosed mitiqation measures,  no long-term 

adverse affects are exoected to result from the Selected Alternate. 

4.      Effects on Floodplains 

The Selected Alternate crosses Jackson Run and Hill Run and their associated 

100-year floodplains. Jackson Run and Hill Run will be crossed by high bridges 

and should not entail floodplain encroachments. Floodolain encroachments 

(approximately 1.6 acres) may be reguired on Georges Creek south of Georges 

Creek Elementary School. Approximately 5.1 acres of floodplain will be within 

the proposed right-of-way. The remaining 3.5 acres are required by the coal 

mine access road underpass west of Georges Creek Elementary School. 

During final design the State Highway Administration will prepare a detailed 

hydrologic and hydraulic study to identify the existing 100-year storm discharge 

and floodolain. Placement of any fill material within the lOO-year floodolain 

or floodway will require a Section 404 Permit from the U.S. Army Corps of 

Engineers. 

In  accordance with  the  requirements  of   FHPM  6-7-3-2,  and  Executive  Order 

11988,  the  impacts  of each  encroachment  have  been  evaluated  to  determine: its 

significance.    A significant encroachment would involve one of the following: 

o A significant potential for interruption or termination of a 
transportation facility that is needed for emergency vehicles or 
provides a community's only evacuation route; 

o       A significant risk; or 

o A significant adverse impact on natural and beneficial floodplain 
values. 

The use of standard hydraulic design techniques for all waterway openings 

that limit upstream flood level increases and approximate 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 none of the encroachments would 

result in risks or impacts to the beneficial floodplain values or provide direct 

or indirect support to further development within the floodolain. Preliminary 

analysis indicates that no significant floodolain impacts are exoected to occur 

as a result of the Selected Alternate.    Thus a floodolain finding is not required. 
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As discussed for wetland sites 10 and 11, avoidance of the floodplain impact 

south of Georges Creek Elementary School is not possible by minor shifts in the 

alignment. Furthermore, a major shift as proposed with Alternate 5/Segment II 

resulted in the greatest impact to active mining operations, as well as coal 

reserves, and did not provide access from this mining area to Relocated Maryland 

36, which was one of the stated goals of the project. The Selected Alternate 

had no floodplain impacts in Segment 1, while the selection of Alternate 1 in 

Segment 1 would have resulted in 4 acres of floodplain impact. Alternates on 

the west side of the Valley took more residences and impacted the Lonaconing 

Historic District, and are prohibited by Section 4(f) of the Department of 

Transportation Act of 1966. 

5.  Effects on Terrestrial Habitats 

The Selected Alternate will require approximately 90.2 acres of woodland 

habitat. 

Given the amount of habitat in the region that exists outside the project 

corridor, it is unlikely that vegetative diversity will be measurably diminished. 

It is more likely that a shift in the relative abundance of those species that 

are already present will take place. 

Long-term impacts would include reduction in available wildlife habitat, 

but populations would be expected to readjust and develop new movement patterns 

and foraging activities. 

6.  Effects on Wildlife 

Trace metals derived form normal wear of automotive parts and automotive 

emissions and their deposition in the roadside environment have been noted in 

the past. The requirement that new vehicles utilize lead-free gasoline (effective 

1975) and EPA's recently issued guidelines further reducing the amount of lead 

in leaded gasolines, have reduced and continue to reduce the amount of lead 

available in the roadside environment. In addition, the stormwater management 

techniques to be employed in the project will reduce trace metal pollutants. 

Road salt poisoning in rabbits, pheasants, and quail populations has also 

been noted in the past, but the use of salt in recent years has been significantly 

reduced. The State Highway Administration's recently instituted lower salt 

application policy will significantly lessen possible effects to area wildlife. 

Since the proposed project would be constructed in a new location the 

probability of road kills is likely to increase. However, due to the relatively 
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close proximity of the alignment to developed areas of Lonaconing (500 feet or 

less in most cases) no significant isolation or loss of wildlife habitat is 

anticipated. In order to reduce the probability of animals entering the highway, 

fencing will be considered in the design phase. The poor water quality in 

Georges Creek and the fact that it flows through the town minimizes its value as 

a water source for wildlife. 

7.  Effects on Threatened or Endangered Species 

a. Fauna 

No known federally-listed threatened or endangered animal species would be 

impacted (see Sections VII and VIII). 

b. Flora 

No federally-listed endangered or threatened plant species are known to 

inhabit the study area (see Sections VII and VIII). 

F.  Air Quality Impacts 

1.  Analysis Objectives, Methodology, and Results 

The objective of the air quality analysis is to compare the carbon monoxide 

(CO) concentrations that are estimated to result from traffic configurations and 

volumes of each alternate with the State and National Ambient Air Quality 

Standards (S/NAAQS). The SAAQS and NAAQS are identical for CO: 35 ppm (parts 

per million) for the maximum 1-hour period and 9 ppm for the maximum consecutive 

8-hour period. 

A microscale CO pollution diffusion analysis was conducted using the third 

generation California Line Source Dispersion Model, CALINE 3. This microscale 

analysis consisted of projections of 1-hour and 8-hour CO concentrations at 

sensitive receptor sites under worst case meteorological conditions for the No- 

build and the Build Alternates 1, 2, 2A, and 5 for the design year (2015) and 

the estimated year of completion (1995). 

a.  Analysis Inputs 

A summary of analysis inputs is given below. More detailed information 

concerning these inputs is contained in the Maryland Route 36 Air Quality 

Analysis, which is available for review at the Maryland State Highway 

Administration, 707 North Calvert Street, Baltimore, Maryland 21202 and at the 

District 6 Office in La Vale, Maryland. 

Background CO Concentrations 

To calculate the total concentration of CO that occurs at a particular 
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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. Due to the lack of CO ambient air quality 

monitoring data, the background concentrations resulting from area-wide emissions 

from both mobile and stationary sources was assumed to be the following: 

CO, PPM 

1-Hour 8-Hour 

1995 2.0 1.0 

2015 2.0 1.0 

Traffic Data, Emission Factors, and Speeds 

The appropriate traffic data was utilized as supplied by the Bureau of 

Highway Statistics (October 1984 and August 1985) of the Maryland State Highway 

Administration. 

The composite emission factors used in the analysis were derived from the 

Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Compilation of Air Pollutant Emission 

Factors: Highway Mobile Sources, and the Modifications to MOBILE 2 which were 

used by EPA to Respond to Congressional Inquiries on the Clean Air Act, and were 

calculated using the EPA MOBILE 2.5 computer program. An ambient air temperature 

of 20oF was assumed in calculating the emission factors for both the 1-hour and 

8-hour analysis to approximate worst case results for each analysis case. 

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 25 mph to 50 mph depending 

upon the roadways 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 both the 1-hour and 8-hour 

calculations. In addition, as stated above, a worst-case temperature of 20oF 

was assumed. 

The wind directions utilized as part of the analysis were rotated to 

maximize CO concentrations at each receptor location. Wind directions varied 

for each receptor and were selected through a systematic scan of CO 

concentrationsassociated with different wind angles. 
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b. Sensitive Receptors 

Site selection of sensitive receptors were made on the basis of proximity 

to the roadway, type of adjacent land use, and changes in traffic patterns on 

the roadway network. Thirteen receptor sites were chosen for this analysis 

consisting of ten residences, two schools and a park. The receptor site locations 

were verified during study area visits by the analysis team. The receptor sites 

are shown on Figures 9 through 11, and are discussed in Table 7. 

c. Results of Microscale Analysis 

The results of the calculations of CO concentrations at each receptor site 

for the No-build and Build Alternates are shown in Table 8. The values shown 

consist of predicted CO concentration attributable to traffic on various roadway 

links plus projected background levels. A comparison of the values in Table 8 

with the S/NAAQS shows that no violations will occur for the Selected Alternate 

in 1995 or 2015 for the 1-hour or 8-hour concentrations of CO. 

The No-build Alternate results in higher CO concentrations in 1995 and 2015 

than the Selected Alternate due to the lower speeds associated with the No-build 

Alternate. The low traffic volumes associated with the Selected Alternate 

result in very low predicted CO concentrations. The concentrations remain well 

below the S/NAAQS. 

In conclusion, the Selected 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 project has the potential to impact 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 Specifications for Materials, Highways, Bridges and 

Incidental Structures, which specifies procedures to be followed by contractors 

involved in state work. 

The Maryland Bureau of Air Quality Control 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 Bureau of Air Quality Control found that the specifications are 

consistent with the requirements of these regulations. Therefore, during the 

construction period, all appropriate measures will be taken to minimize the 

impact on the air quality of the area. 
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3.      Conformity with Regional  Air Quality Planning 

This project is in an  area where the  State  Implementation  Plan   (SIP)  does 

not contain any transportation control  measures.    Therefore, with the exception 

of the construction procedures, the conformity requirements of 23 CFR 770 do not 
apply to this project. 
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TABLE 7 

Sensitive Receptors 
Maryland Route 36 

Site No. Description/Location 

1 Residence, one-story frame 
Maryland Route 36 

2 - Valley High School 

3 Residence, two-story frame 
36 Main Street 

4 Residence, one-story frame 
41 Dudley Street 

5 Residence (multi-family), 
two-story frame 
31 Big Vein Hill 

6 Lonaconing Furnace 
(Park - Historic) 

7 Residence, two-story frame 
"B" Street (Historic) 

8 Residence, one-story frame 
24 Bucks Hill Road 

9 Residence (multi-family) 
two-story frame 
Box 39, Maryland Route 36 

10 Residence, two-story block 
Box 71, Maryland Route Se- 

ll Georges Creek 
Elementary School 

12 Residence, one-story frame 
Gilmore/Quinn Street 

13 Residence, two-story frame 
Maryland Route 36 

IV-20 



TABLE 8 
* CO Concentrations At Each Receptor Site, ppm 

1995 2015 

Receptors No- 
1 Hr 

build 
'. 8 Hr • 

Selected 
Alternate 

1 Hr. 8 Hr. 
No- 

1 Hr 
build 
. 8 Hr. 

Selected 
Alternate 

1 Hr. 8 Hr. 

1 2.7 1.6 2.1 1.2 2.7 1.6 2.1 1.1 
2 4.5 2.7 2.1 1.0 3.4 2.1 2.1 1.0 

3 3.6 2.3 2.0 1.0 3.2 2.0 2.0 1.0 
4 2.8 1.6 2.4 1.4 2.4 1.3 2.4 1.2 

5 2.3 1.3 2.2 1.1 2.3 1.0 2.1 1.1 
6 5.3 3.7 2.2 1.1 4.1 2.5 2.1 1.0 

7 2.7 1.4 2.0 1.0 2.5 1.2 2.0 1.0 

8 2.2 1.0 2.2 1.1 2.0 1.0 2.2 1.1 

9 4.1 2.7 2.2 1.0 3.4 2.1 2.2 1.1 

10 4.3 2.7 2.3 1.3 3.3 2.0 2.3 1.2 

11 2.6 1.4 2.2 1.2 2.3 1.2 2.2 1.2 

12 2.5 1.3 2.3 1.2 2.2 1.2 2.3 1.2 

13 4.2 2.7 2.2 1.1 3.3 2.0 2.2 1.1 

* Includes Background Concentrations 
The S/NAAQS for CO:   1 Hr. Maximum = 

8 Hr. Maximum - 
35 ppm 
9 ppm 

(\\ 
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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. Both agencies have found the analysis 

acceptable (see pages VII-112 and VII-113). 

G.  Noise Levels and Noise Impacts 

1.  Prediction and Analysis Methodology 

The method used to predict the future noise levels in the Maryland Route 36 

study area was developed by the Federal Highway Administration of the U.S. 

Department of Transportation. The FHWA Highway Traffic Noise Prediction Model 

(FHWA Model) incorporates data pertaining to normal traffic volume increases 

over time, utilizes an experimentally and statistically determined reference 

sound level for three classes of vehicles (auto, medium duty trucks, and heavy 

duty trucks) and applies a series of adjustments to each reference level to 

arrive at the predicted sound level. The adjustments include: 1) traffic flow 

corrections, taking into account the number of vehicles, average vehicle speed, 

and specifies a time period of consideration; 2) distance adjustment comparing a 

reference distance and actual distance between receiver and roadway, including 

roadway width and number of traffic lanes; and 3) adjustment for various types 

of physical barriers that would reduce noise transmission from source (roadway) 

to receiver. 

The prediction calculations were performed utilizing a computer program 

adaptation of the FHWA MODEL, STAMINA 2.0/OPTIMA. 

The determination of environmental noise impacts is based on the relationship 

between the predicted noise levels, the established noise abatement criteria, 

and the ambient noise levels in the project area. The applicable standard is the 

Federal Highway Administration's noise abatement criteria/activity relationship 

(see Table 6) published in FHPM 7.7.3. 

When design year Leq noise levels are projected to exceed the abatement 

criteria (Table 6) or increases ambient conditions by more than 10 dBA, noise 

abatement measures (in general, noise barriers) are considered to minimize 

impacts. Consideration is based on the size of the impacted area (number of 

structures, spatial distribution of structures, etc.), the predominant activities 

carried on within the area, the visual impact of the control measure, practicality 

of construction, and economic feasibility. Economic assessment is based on the 
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following assumptions. 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 10 dBA reduction in the noise 

level, as a preliminary design goal during the initial barrier analysis. 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 on current costs experienced by the Maryland 

State Highway Administration and includes the costs of panels, footings, drainage, 

landscaping, and overhead. In addition, the upset limit to determine how 

reasonable a barrier may be is between $35,000 and $40,000 per residence. This 

is an average cost figure based on current and projected barrier costs by the 

Maryland State Highway Administration. 

2.  Impacts and Mitigation 

a. General 

The projected Leq noise levels reflect traffic noise only and do not 

account for noise from other sources such as chirping birds, rustling vegetation, 

factory noises, etc. The ambient Leq noise levels include noise from all 

sources present during monitoring. The tolerance of the ambient noise monitoring 

in combijiation with the tolerance of the noise prediction model may account for 

a deviation of as much as 4 dBA when comparing ambient and predicted Leq noise 

levels. 

b. Selected Alternate 

Noise Sensitive Areas 1, 4-5, and 8-13 are associated with the Selected 

Alternate. The predicted Leq noise levels would vary -10 to +9 dBA from existing 

noise levels (see Table 9). None of the noise sensitive areas would experience 

an increase in noise levels of 10 dBA or more, or an increase in excess of the 

67 dBA noise abatement criteria; therefore, no noise abatement measures are 

recommended. 
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TABLE 9 

Project Noise Levels 

Design Year(2015)Leq 

NSA Description Amb ient Leq No-build Selected Alternate 

1 Residential 65 60 59 

4 Residential 54 48 56 

5 Residential 54 N/A 62 

8 Residential 51 N/A 53 

9 Residential 66 61 50 

10 Residential 66 67 55 

11 School 65 60 53 

12 Residential 54 N/A 60 

13 Residential 73 69 57 
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3.  Construction Impacts 

As with any major construction project, areas around the construction site 

are likely to experience varied periods and degrees of noise impact. Blasting 

may be required due to the nature of the topography. This type of project would 

probably employ the following pieces of equipment that would be likely sources 

of construction noise: 

Bulldozers and Earth Movers 
Graders 
Front End Loaders 
Dump and Other Diesel Trucks 
Compressors 

Generally, construction activity and blasting would occur during normal 

working hours on weekdays. Therefore, a noise intrusion from construction 

activities probably would not occur during critical sleep or outdoor recreation 

periods. 

Maintenance of construction equipment will be regular and> thorough to 

minimize noise emissions because of inefficiently tuned engines, poorly lubricated 

moving parts, poor or ineffective muffling systems, etc. 

H.  Relationships Between Short-term Effects and 

Long-term Productivity and Enhancement 

The Selected Alternate would allow traffic to move efficiently through the 

study area. The proposed improvements should ease traffic congestion and allow 

increased speeds, reducing the amount of air pollutants contributed per vehicle. 

Highway safety would also be improved. 

Long-term adverse effects include increased noise levels. 

Short-term adverse effects include the dust, erosion, and noise associated 

with highway construction, as well as the loss of wildlife habitat. 

I.  Irreversible and Irretrievable 

Commitments of Resources 

The principle irreversible and, for all practical purposes, irretrievable 

commitment of resources would be the land allocated for the highway right-of- 

way, which can be considered as permanently committed to a transportation 

corridor. In addition, construction materials and suitable fill material for 

construction would be irretrievably committed. 
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A.  Comments Received at and Subsequent to the Combined 

Location/Design Hearing and Responses 
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1. Comments Received at the Location/Design Hearing 

A Combined Location/Design Hearing for this project was held on February 

25, 1986. Mr. T. Wallace Beaulieu, District Engineer, State Highway 

Administration, presided. Representatives of the State Highway Administration 

described the project planning process and the alternates under consideration 

and provided an environmental overview of the study area, and right-of-way 

acquisition process and the relocation assistance program. The Draft 

Environmental Impact Statement and a public information display were available 

for review prior to and during the hearing. Approximately 245 people attended. 

Official transcripts were prepared of the Location/Design Public Hearing. 

Copies of the transcripts are available for review at the Maryland State Highway 

Administration. 

The following is a summary of the comments received: 

1. Gary Marshall: Mr. Marshall requested a comparison of the access on the 

east side and west side alignments, particularly at Water Station Run. He felt 

that the east side alignment was more beneficial to the town and to park users. 

SHA Response: Alternates 2 and 2A can be accessed at the termini and at the 

existing Maryland Route 36 near the Buffalo Coal Company tipple. Alternates 1 

and 5 and the Selected Alternate can be accessed at Buskirk Hollow Road and 1/2 

mile south of Seldom Seen Road, at Allegany Street/Jackson Mountain Road, and at 

Water Station Run. Additionally, Alternate 1 and the Selected Alternate may be 

accessed at existing Maryland Route 36 near the Buffalo Coal Company tipple. 

The east side alternates provide better access to town. 

The Selected Alternate is Alternate 5-1, an east side alignment. 

2. Thomas Park: Mr. Park observed that the east side alternates require fewer 

at-grade railroad crossings and take fewer homes. 

SHA Response: The Selected Alternate is Alternate 5-1 an east side alternate. 

It requires no at-grade railroad crossings and 22 residential  relocations. 

3. Edith Smith: Ms. Smith doesn't like the east side alternates because of the 

proposed bridge height, and these alternates would be close to her house; she 

was also concerned about the 10 dBA noise increase. 

SHA Response: None of the noise receptors along the Selected Alternate are 

predicted to experience a noise increase of 10 dBA or more or be in excess of 67 

dBA, which is the FHWA noise abatement criteria. 

The   receptor  at  which   noise  levels   increase  by   10 decibels   is  associated 

with the west side alternates.    The Selected Alternate, an east side alignment, 
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was selected because it was preferred by the majority of citizens and 

environmental agencies, had fewer environmental impacts, and provided better 

access to the town of Lonaconing. 

4. Shirley Ravenscroft: Ms. Ravenscroft stated that construction of the west 

side alternates does not provide access points into town and, if selected, would 

adversely affect businesses in town. She was also concerned about the number of 

relocations required and the number of elderly persons who would be displaced by 

the west side alternates. 

SHA Response: The Selected Alternate is an east side alternate that has access 

points to town at Allegany Street/Jackson Mountain Road and Water Station Road. 

The Selected Alternate requires 22 relocations versus as many as 37 relocations 

required by the west side alternates. 

5. Fred Sloan: Mr. Sloan observed that although Alternate 5 is more expensive 

than the west side Alternates, it requires fewer properties, provides access 

points to town, and better serves future development. He questioned whether 30 

to 35 relocations (required by the west side alternates) can be accomplished in 

town. He favors Alternate 5-1. 

SHA Response: The Selected Alternate is Alternate 5-1. 

6. Leroy Brown: Mr. Brown was concerned about access to Church Hill if Alternate 

2A is selected. 

SHA Response: The Selected Alternate is Alternate 5-1. 

7. James Downes: Mr. Downes feels cost should not be the overriding factor in 

selecting an alternate; he favored an east side alternate. 

SHA Response: Cost was one of many environmental and engineering factors 

considered in deciding that Alternate 5-1 would be the Selected Alternate. 
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND70R COMMENTS 

Contract No. A 690-101-671 
Maryland Route 36 

From 0.5 mile south of Seldom Seen Road   SMO 
to Buskirk Hollow Road ill-W 

LOCATION/DESIGN PUBLIC HEARING 
7:30 p.m., Tuesday, February 25, 1986 

PDMS  No.   013076 

frB2Q 
'W. nine 

NAME Gcsr^ i^L UJ.ISChl 

PmN
ATSE    ADDRESS^ CAurcA        Si PRINT 

CITV/TOWM /.S/jaCONlNtj STATE      MCi/<JIC,ricJ 7IP   CO0£.J2LL2LS- 

l/We wish to comment or Inquire about the following aspects of this project: 

"/V^;     Suild" rovfe      SAoold    t?g    ui-.liz.eJ.  

Ulvth    rouie,   iNUoli/es     Less*    re/oe.uh*f  

n/^   renders ?  

Z, F'nd   / + Act ret- ta GccePt McvcOl 
People    O,J4-   OF -fhp,r /ICMCS. gtid   ct<°s{rQp'*C{ AcAtz.^ 

IN     order       /o    /i/.4/re     a     rodcf     -Per     A fa J-fisc ££ 

•ic     ruN     ort    &   S~fflt.PJ-   .    Ncuer   II.NCJ     ^Ae  

/.t)Pac-h    -thd     JA.s    Ac<.    OA!    tAe   res,JPAJA    -f^iCfh 

O     ACNG     PvsAecf    oo+     o/T    A /3    AoHie ' . 

y 
_> 

0 Maryland Department ofTransportation 
State Highway Administration ^ Z-^J 

Wllfiim K. HtHrnam 
Sacfttanr 
Hal Kiuolt 
Adntnlstntir 

April 2, 1986 

RE:  Contract No. A 690-101-671 
Maryland Route 36 from 
0.5 mile south of Seldom Seen 
Road to Buskirk Hollow Road 
PDMS No. 013076 

Mr. Gary Wilson 
51 Church Street 
Lonaconlng, Maryland  21539 

Dear Mr. Wilson: 

Thank you for your comments regarding the alternates for the 
construction of Maryland Route 36.  Your name is included on the 
project mailing list and you will continue to receive all mate- 
rial that is distributed relative tc project development. 

Your comments will be considered as we continue with the 
Project Development activities. 

Very truly yours , 

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

By: rt/Lr r JrJL~e^ 
Robert  E.   Schneider 
Project Manager 

LHE.RES:tlh 
cc:     Mr.   T.   W.   Beaulieu 

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

I    I Please delete my/our name(s) Irom the Mailing List. 

• Persons who have received a copy of this  brochure through the mall are already 
on the project Mailing List. 

My toliphom numbir Is (•59-1104  
Teletypewriter tor Impaired Hearing or Speech 

383-7555 Baltimore Metro — 56S045t O.C. Metro — 1-800-492-5062 Statewide Toil Free 

P.O Box 717 ( 707 North Caiven St.. Baltimore, Maryland 21203 - 0717 
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0 STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION        BURFAII nc 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS    PROJECT PUMNINC 

Contract No. A 690-101-671      FEB 20  3 36 FH'85 
Maryland Route 36 y   -i^ 

From 0.5 mile south of Seldom Seen Road   0 jO 
to Buskirk Hollow Road fir 

LOCATION/DESIGN PUBLIC HEARING      //T 
7:30 p.m., Tuesday, February 25, 1986 ' 

PDMS No. 013076 

NAME 

ruua   no. 

E^"     ADDRESS     /ff^flr   //.'I/ 

.DATE^L/^lM 

CITY/TOWN At tNtC^lfvTrM) STATE     I'V^A ZIP   COnF   31.5 If n  
l/We wish to comment or Inquire about the following aspects of this proj 

tnf f 1  nil u —   i      i w—uu—LJ^K—^i'»t r  .   ' ^ ^ r flflf I" " "•'f .mi r—i r.»   wi \ in I ti v •!—^ ^  I 't  --h 

U£   cr„p,!-i-£    vlk   rede   i fs C   I'f erpprtr*.   a C&rbP r\Mperh~lc are  

-fL.t    H    nr   /lut^thti    r,«~fc~ tAiktl.   tr.Js   <i.e.iW te  ^Jtctti/— /tn?£_ •_ 

^—    l\tsr,.,    -tic    'i6iu<      /<.    prrO/iUr    alr-r^My   C/jT+- Jltiei^ KIL'A 'K  

("Cr    mf'Tf   rtrttrs^   j>riviiTo f'-tigfi-J   -ri*.-    /g-rc'r^    -("^',71    /n   TKr   ^rffrrimrr.'K 

• i)„-4y<1.//  l.-.r7t~ ~fo   nr;,?   rr.,,   .^p-'^T^n   17 Thr /*•;<;  of tj?pt/>prto( in 

Cor   ^rivtyw/iY  -fi-f   ^ ^.^•/iA/  "Hw't   i.'l// tfiVc  ^ /-    ^r^-^rr   "/»  A<.rlT.r:< _ 

'-*•   J"  ^r /i»,/    ^y.,   r-U,-^   [vl.f~tr J'T',..*  TTT   p<tr,'n   ^r  ^".[^^•f To    a-e"r- 

''    ffK-'i.'«i>  ^"U.T   r .'-r^atfitrn -.Qyi.t   .',fi'n.•..•-f   ^    /g.r.'d^f.- S.U,,,....   A'...,' *-f.'X-l 
1    I Please add my/our namels) to the Milling List.* !•>:,..        " 

r-, „ -  - _   ...   .  '*-   •"-'  

P 

I    I Please delete my/our namels) from the Malllnfl List 

• Persons who have received a copy ol this  brochure through the mail are already 
on the project Mailing List. 

MatylandDepartmentofVansponatton 

SUM HIBUMY AdnHnlsUttlon 

WUkutn K. HtHroino 
Itcnuri 

H(l Klttofl 
MaUUMUr 

April  2,   1986 
RE:     Contract No.  A MO"^"671 

TVTle  south It leldo. Seen 
toL'ti B«.MA Hollow Road 
PDMS  No.   013076 

Mr. J. Gary Marsh, Sr. 
18 Castle Hill       ois^g 
[onaconing. Maryland 21539 

Dear Mr. Marsh: alternates for the 

Your counts will be considered as « continue 
Project Development activities. 

Very truly yours. 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 

Project Manager 

l•:•:^.   «. Beaulieu 

My Utaphone numbir U_£5_=J— rSD(.ecn 

T.I.I»P«"ri'" ">• ",,
c

Pi'M'>?.r-ri,«»«r5062 Sl.iewKH. Toll Free 
383.7555 Balllmo" M"• - 66W)15' °_ s    Birtimore. Mary.ana 21203 • 0717 

P.O. BO» T" ' »0T Nonn C»l»»n SI.. B«mmore. 
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© STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATIONBUREAU 0F 

QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTrt>n,iF(;T PLANNING 

.   Contract  No.   A  690-101-671      ^B •     ° 52 W "66 
Maryland  Route  36 

From  0.5 mile  south  of  Seldom Seen   Road/; /I 
to  Buskirk  Hollow Road " 

LOCATION/DESIGN  PUBLIC  HEARING 
7:30  p.m.,   Tuesday,   February   25,   1986 

PDMS  No.   013076 

L*" 

NAME AJic^aJ  /\    GrvlL.Ur .DATE /7 ^A XL 

^f*T
8E     ADDRESS    ^^      /?^      ^7^  

fiiTY/TQWM   ftltrllnnrJ STATE /> /r/• ZIP nnnF ?/S~33 

I/We wish to comment or Inquire about the lollowlng aspects of this project: 

3* .-?• I'jha      hQ<-     A^c-n      C( n-trocfiL'cJ    -ft..-     rJn 

^ 

^r 

leu eel   • 

I Maryland Department ofTiansportation 
Slate Highway Administration 

WIIHan K. Htanum 
SKntaiy 

Hal Kitsotl 
AdaUbtnUf 

l* 

April   4,   1986 

RE:  Contract No. A 690-101-671 
Maryland Route 36 from 0.5 
mile south of Seldom Seen 
Road to Buskirk Hollow Road 
PDMS No. 013076 

Mr. Michael D. Gallagher 
RD #1 Box 476 
Midland, Maryland 21532 

Dear Mr. Gallagher: 

Thank you for your comments regarding the Maryland Route 36 
project.  Your name is included on the project mailing list and 
you will receive all related material associated with our project 
activities. 

This project is listed in the Allegany County Secondary Highway 
portion of the Development and Evaluation Program of the 1986-1991 
Maryland Department of Transportation's Consolidated Transportation 
Program.  Funding is presently only available for Project Develop- 
ment which is expected to be completed by the end of this year. 

Once an alternate is selected and location and design approvals 
have been received, this project will be eligible to be included 
in future transportation programs for project engineering (design), 
right-of-way acquisition, and construction.  Until funds are pro- 
grammed for the construction phase, we cannot advise you as to when 
the construction phase will begin, who the contractor will be or 
whether the contractor will hire local manpower. 

Very truly yours, 

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

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

I    I Please delete my/our namelsl from the Mailing List. 

•Persons who have received a copy of this  brochure through the mail are already 
on the project Malting List. 

J^. 

LHE:RES:tlh 
cc:     Mr.   T.   W.   Beaulieu 

By:    /£&   f ^L^JL^ 
Robert   E.   Schneider 
Project   Manager 

My taltphone number h    659-1104  
Teletypewriter lor Impaired Hearing or Speech 

3817555 Baltimore Metro — 5650451 DC. Metro — 1-600-492-5062 Statewide Toll Free 

P.O. Box 717 I 707 North Calven SI.. Baltimore. Maryland 21203 • 0717 f^i 
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION        »„„»,„ 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS   PRoJECT PUNMIMC 

Contract No. A 690-101-671 
Maryland Route 36        fa 24    9 53 AH 'fiS 

From 0.5 mi. south of Seldom Seen Road 
to Buskirk Hollow Road 
Alternates Public Meeting 

7:30 p.m., Tuesday, December 4, 1984 yyijL 
I'DMS No. 01307(i /" 

fit&- 

NAME      /flW M"* fr?/7/<s* 4Jfo •DATE// fatrffc 

pmNTSE   *"""•=«« 4* ** /nAtfiZ  fa^Aae- _ 

riTV/Tr>WM  lAtiAA^AlltlHS STATE   /2hL ZIP  CODE Z/Sji? 

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

/ 
/2J?/i<r y&f 

i 
oo 

I     I I am currently on the Mailing List 

Please add my/our name(a) to the Mailing List 

O 



^tante 

,   -Tr..^  iJ'Af^m 

^s^asi! 
iffljlliiii 

^H^^t^yVv..^ 

STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS    yO 

4' 
# 

Contract No. A 690-101-671 
Maryland Route 36 

From 0.5 mile south of Seldom Seen Road 
to Buskirk Hollow Road 

LOCATION/DESIGN PUBLIC HEARING 
7:30 p.m., Tuesday, February 25, 1986 

PDMS  No.   013076 

-*f» 

1     5Si 
NAME Tt7~,^r-(?  ^N; ISOA OATF  a/a.^Z-g* 

PmNT8E    ADDRESS. 77 1 0.)v,.rrK^-V 

CITY/TOWN    U.vVlr(Ny\\i\?.        STATF      Hrt tr .ZIP conp a)-5a<? 

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

'•t.hi,r. ^ r.-x r^C   . oOJ J)I,-. ^hfM,-< 4-.>ri.u. i.-oUf^  ptyfli.j A KI-V^ , V-. UTL, k. ,iri,-f-i 

^ 

L^^^.f'^l^-Vl.'^iUfijL.jyfJfa.  +W Iwrs.-..,  A Par,!. 

^  •   ijh' .rvm^.-'s. •i.->P'i-.t:itfi 

J^'cp\ frrt trc^. 
*- 

^ 

ID Please add-my/oar namels) to the Mailing List.* Mr., 1 
 _ ftj hif--^     ^•^OQ-,rKy-^rinT.t ic^ 
Z3 Please delete my/our nanne(s) from the Mailing List- , Vi    O       O CD 

• Persons who have received a copy of this  brochu 
on the project Mailing List. 

re through th&Anail ar^jlre jgh thfe-tnail ar^lready 

•^ 

O Maryland Department ofTianspoitation 
State Highway Administration 

vj«ao47 
William K. Hillmam 
stcmanr 

Hal Kaiioft 
Admlnbtntv 

RE: 

April 2, 1986 

Contract No. A 690-101-671 
Maryland Route 36 from 
0.5 mile south of Seldom Seen 
Road to Buskirk Hollow Road 
PDMS No. 013076 

Ms. Joyce Wilson 
51 Church Street 
Lonaconing, Maryland 

Dear Ms. Wilson: 

21539 

Thank you for your comments regarding the alternates for the 
construction of Maryland Route 36.  Your name is included on the 
project mailing list and you will continue to receive all mate- 
rial that is distributed relative to project development. 

Your comments will be considered as we continue with the 
Project Development activities. 

Very truly yours , 

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

By: /Ujfl^S^ 
Robert E. Schneider 
Project Manager 

LHE:RES:tlh 
cc:  Mr. T. W. Beaulleu 

My lolephom number li 659-1104 
Teletypewriter tor Impairec Hearing or Speech 

3817S5S Baltimore Metro — 565-0451 DC Metro — 1-800-4925062 Statewide Toll Free 

P.O. Box 717 / 707 North Calven St.. Baltimore. Maryiano 21203 • 0717 

CS*^ 
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

^ 
/» 

\<r cP 

Contract No. A 690-101-671 
Maryland Route 36 

From 0.5 mile south of Seldom Seen Road 
to Busk irk Hollow Road 

LOCATION/DESIGN PUBLIC HEARING 
7:30 p.m., Tuesday, February 25, 1986 

PDUS  No.   013076 

Cr-P> 

-""Is: 
•r--m 
•x- 

NAME HdraXd v- Ort.y    Lea.-i-hernrx^^ -DATE. 2-JUr-^ 

PLEAS 
PRINT 

E    AnnPF^s   Vh^      ^QUtU        /3&yf 

CITY/TOWN^£M££!2l»^ .STATE mg(. .ZIP r.nnr <S I^^C 

l/We wish to comment or Inquire about the following aspects of this project: 

yyjuj  rn&j   s&<«m*m«.*   ,'*•     ^c Sl£C*&7»\**~* ~S 

-M   ^ 
-CU 

^ 

1^¥. ^i t^-k 
T- 

t','/l-fX2-«_ 

j£- O^- ,^ 

z^fea-^.. /*>£jhr>-&+ 

-Aye i"^A~c£e~i. 

cSi^*-* 

i*-&*vC~ jXo r^' ^iLii£~     ^fn^CitZet, • • 

a. 
^Ji*~-c   ^o-t~e~ ~f»~-- •^CM- 

{?£*<*—* 

"^**1   s~<~? ^j^e-a^^rC-y^x-t^C  ^P  yi—i^-t^r. 

jl2".jJe  ^efc^   Z^J^Lc  *~~S ^C+~+   J4J>"4   ^^rr^   . Yhjtpfw^? 

L-<**^- 

4***is*£c 
^««<v<- 

0 

0 MaiytandDepartmentofTransportation 

Suit Highway Adminislraiion 

WUUan K. Hrtnam 
Sacnari 

Hal KMlrit 

IB^- 
April 2, 1986 

RE:  Contract No. A ^V
0!;671 

Maryland Route 36 from 
o!r»lle south of Seldom Seen 
Road to Busklrk Hollow Road 
PDMS No. 013076 

Mr. and Mrs. Harold Leatherman 
Route 36 South. Box 9 
Lonaconing. Maryland 21539 

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Leathennan: ^ 
Thank you for yourca^ent. regarding th. alternate, ^r^^ 

construction of Maryland ^^-J^e to receive all mate- 

Your comments will be considered as we continue with the 

Project Development activities. 

Very truly yours , 

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

y Robert t. Schneldei Robert 
Project Manager 

LHE:RES:tlh 
cc:     Mr.   T.   W.   Beaulieu 

I    I Please add my/out 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. t••."'?-J.. UN i 

My tiliptioni numbir is—659-1104  

T.,e„p.«rt..r .0, 'ZZ>££?3£gS& «*~* Ton F,« 
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•i^) STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS J 

Contract No. A 690-101-671 *- 
Maryland Route 36 

From 0.5 mile south of Seldom Seen Road 
to Buskirk Hollow Road 

LOCATION/DESIGN PUBLIC HEARING 
7:30 p.m., Tuesday, February 25, 1986 

PDMS No. 013076 

NAME CT^'JI-O -3  C-ov; -DATE. •!pS-/*C> 
PLEASE 
PRINT ADDRESS. 

,' 1 
•K • .-• H      i. •/?/ 

CITY/TOWN    Lc-iflCnJlKC;       STATE     ff) , > .ZIP cnnF   c2/t>3(/ 

l/We wish to comment or Inquire about the following aspects of this project: 

A/:.-'     rfr,-   rHtr.J.Oj    hil.    />   b/,C    tntfi.n.-r < Y> /?/in,,-t;^K 
and    Lcy/JTirs- /Oi.^.t.:.- if- ,:,ini h,\ti:.t.:: 

J/     -/7-,-/     V>;,-      j.-FiT   Si?,£     ,•!,,<.    ,...•+     /;-.,,     //„,-/; <wy<-TJ 

"^r     ll.r     vt^.d.-Lti    .-"^   UK/UV* VMJ     L-,I|    Ciw/r      ,>„• 

ivbl/;,;S     bj-.r...    ('Ls,-     rt   iL     /,.-,>-/   .--X   /;.,, 

^z^ '//./; /    y/y AA/   5v.'f   y,, r,-,r-h'     rrx.,, Or^-r   rt^ni 

/      LrHe^    i/    /•//'    A.y   -ft   ;t,ri<.use    ,„    :>.••><./*•/<.-,:  r-f1 6r<< 

•^ 

•Sr>fs,c/cj>   )x,}I<~    /tli„..if •, hi     oi...;,-i   -JV,^  flht-ss 
^ 

I    I Please add my/our name(s) to the Mailing List.* '-' J     (•-   i 11 T^     A      ."'.   AT)   Q-fi"^ 

I    I Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing List. /) i-/ .. 'TP-'- 'f^-' 

• Persons who have received a copy ol this  brochure through^he mail are already' - '" 
on  the  project Mailing  List. ^US/  ^^ 

,^ 

„i 

Q Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

Wltllim X. Hellmjiwi 
SKntini 

Hal Kastotl 
Admlnittratar 

CoOb oO\ April   2,   1986 

RE:  Contract No. A 690-101-671 
Maryland Route 36 from 
0.5 mile south of Seldom Seen 
Road to Buskirk Hollow Road 
PDMS No. 013076 

Mr. Gerald J. Cook 
12 East Florida Way 
Lonaconing, Maryland 21539 

Dear Mr. Cook: 

Thank you for your comments regarding the alternates for the 
construction of Maryland Route 36.  Your name is included on the 
project mailing list and you will continue to receive all mate- 
rial that is distributed relative to project development. 

Your comments will be considered as we continue with the 
Project Development activities. 

Very truly yours, 

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

By: /ZJLr f J-^-s. 
Robert E. Schneider 
Project Manager 

LHE:RES:tlh 
cc:  Mr. T. W. Beaulleu 

My telephone number u   659-1104 
Teletypewriter tor Impaired Hearing or Speech 

363-7555 Baltimore Metio — 56^0451 DC Metro — 1.BIXM92 5062 Statewide Toll Free 

P.O. Box 7t7 / 707 North Calven St.. Baltimore. Maryland 2t203 • 0717 

r'#^:SS5S^?^^S5ra^c»^*^v^^ 
"sP 
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

•*i: 

o> 

Contract No. A 690-101-671 
Maryland Route 36 

From 0.5 mile south of Seldom Seen Road 
to Buskirk Hollow Road 

LOCATION/DESIGN PUBLIC HEARING 
7:30 p.m., Tuesday, February 25, 1986 

PDUS  No.   013076 

NAME 

PLEASE 
PRINT ADDRESS /7    UtZZt &«)  

-DATE   g? " cg^ ~*& 

CITY/TOW 

I/We wish to comm ent or Inquire noi 

.STATE ^hu. .ZIP CODE. A/SS? 
out the following aspects of this project: 

~£LJL*L/S ^OI^^AJL' 

^oL^U./  . /          
jsJJJ. fUjiS. "->; *£•'. A*-fJ ^/^TT ^^^z^ TU^T- 

^^ re ajrus rf~ aJ^A^- Z7A* S?, 
£^2u4k=£=£Z=sZ. 

I—I Pleass add my/our name(s) to the Mailing £^ 
I    I Please delete my/our namelsl from the Mailing List. 

'Persons  who have received a copy of this brochure through the mail are already 
on the project Mailing List. 

P Maryland Department ofTransportation 

Stale Highway Administration 

WMUmK. Hslmtm 

Hal Kaiiofl 

/2tffc.102.1 
April   2,   1986 

RE:  Contract No. A 690-101-671 
Maryland Route 36 from 
0.5 mile south of Seldom Seen 
Road to Busklrk Hollow Road 
PDMS No. 013076 

Mr. and Mrs. James Burt 
17 Dutch Row 
Lonaconlng, Maryland  21539 

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Burt: 

Thank you for your comments regarding the alternates for the 
construction of Maryland Route 36.  Your name Is Included on the 
project mailing list and you will continue to receive all mate- 
rial that is distributed relative to project development. 

Your comments will be considered as we continue with the 
Project Development activities. 

Very truly yours , 

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

Robert E. Schneider 
Project Manager 

LHE:RES:tlh 
cc:  Mr. T. W. Beaulieu 

My tslsphons nunibu i«    659-1104 
Tsletypewriter tor Impaired Hearing or Speech 

383-7555 Baltimote Metro - 5650451 D C. Metro - teOO.492.5062 Statewide Toll Free 

P.O. Box 717 / 707 North Calvert St.. Baltimore. Maryland 21203 - 07t7 
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

Contract No. A 690-101-671 
Maryland Route 36 

From 0.5 mile south of Seldom Seen Road 
to Buskirk Hollow Road ^ i5c'' 

LOCATION/DESIGN PUBLIC HEARING    J^"" 
7:30 p.m., Tuesday, February 25, 1986 

PDBS No. 013076 

# 

NAME iS la.fi nclr ^.    S)oav\ .DATE AII In 

PRINTSE   *PPBPSS   •57   Fr^    ^l- 

CITY/TOWN Lonaaomna .STATE JAiL .ZIP nnnF  ai-539 

l/We wish to comment or Inquire about the following aspects of this project: 

T    an J UQ. ^av/^r     o-f     ih^        ^S^sf      R+    - Alt. 5-. 

tvrany     &<t.nmr   e."i-|-I'Z-<L-Y\S     +o     try      t fa. locato-    i vi  a    ioujn 

thai    has   t'd-rv     ^ui     places    -t-o r^n-4   -   /L.afh yvoy   ro-SuH -^ 

^oul^ hurl kiiiai -fa,uj .husir>a-5Sg-S iiV..   Ka^'^-  

1   ^as4      Kas ae-cas^a-s   +o   +DuiyN    4o    h<t,lp   -j^-   husina-ssas 

5.   nocr^:.     pA^.n-t i'al iox htli^iv^g gift   -TdCLK^^P Jit. 
u^if.K  ujn J ^ ba,  an a.ssgH    fo ^hi- -V-ou^n. 

Maryland Department of Transportation 
Slate Highway Administration 

WlllUm K. Hillnum 
tKfitjcy 

Hal XastoH 
AtfminlitritDr 

Si-OS OOI 

RE: 

April 2, 1986 

Contract No. A 690-101-671 
Maryland Route 36 from 
0.5 mile south of Seldom Seen 
Road to Buskirk Hollow Road 
PDMS No. 013076 

Ms. Eleanor A. Sloan 
37 Front Street 
Lonaconing, Maryland 21539 

Dear Ms. Sloan: 

Thank you for your comments regarding the alternates for the 
construction of Maryland Route 36.  Your name is included on the 
project mailing list and you will continue to receive all mate- 
rial that is distributed relative tc project development. 

Your comments will be considered as we continue with the 
Project Development activities. 

Very truly yours , 

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

LHE:RES:tlh 
cc:  Mr. T. W. Beaulieu 

Robert E. Schneider 
Project Manager 

-r*- 
rp"! Please add my/our name(s) to the Mailing List.* 

I     I Please delete my/out namels) from the Mailing List. 

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

My talsphont numb«r li     659-1104 
Teletypewriter for Impaired Hearing or Speech 

383-7555 Baltimore Metro — 5654451 0 C Metro — 1-8OO-492-5062 Statewide Toll Free 

P.O. Box 7171 707 North Calvert Si., Baltimore, Maryland 21203 - 0717 

• i.mw' PH> laftU'W'M*'. LLIUM. t n.wiw jViiitj j» U.IWI .  •»iiMiiiiii—m m^>m i • i fiij. vmm '. * l--.1 ni'ii* i-ni'm  'in ^u-   .iwu frmranMMBi 
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

NAME 

Contract No. A 690-101-671 
Maryland Route 36 

From 0.5 mile south of Seldom Seen Road 
to Buskirk Hollow Road 

LOCATION/DESIGN PUBLIC HEARING 
7:30 p.m., Tuesday, February 25, 1986 

PDUS No. 013076 

rM 
A" 

PLEASE 
PRINT ADDRESS. 3 7 FfecoT     S I 

CITY/TOWN hOt-'Ac -O- _STATE. flld .ZIP CODE^a. /,o? 
dQWe wish to comment or inquire about the following aspects of this project: 

"CU 

jfciX. £ 4L..G u^f    5> 
;.- • P t 

^ c 
^ 

C*- *-*,» i ^.^*i 

"TL ^- c -. c • -^ 

^'•---• WJ % 
Xi!. '^ 

-t<> .JL 

-.A Hrx.^ o. ('•-, A •V,. 51-TQ*- 

-y, "t.^-. -!' -fc...... u^-Uji!. .JV^A^-V*^^ t->•>• -c^.,. 
,,^.     X:. 

JL 
4 ILL. Tr 'y^^aj 

ft" _X^XX^- 
•4 % 

^ 
^u  ...cX. 

._ ...c <A.-^- 
c^-A ^ 

S.- 
-v  

j. 

^e,^  
C_Jt*iv'i-'i»><-<*-' ^^.JtJ? 

X^       ^ • -I c   j   t ^.-(V--^-^ ..x 
^^ XJL., 

\>-i l^u^'W        .(."V 
v 

^.,/£.^ 
^K .     N.'<. AM ..OV-^---'. V- - v-. C»—•^•i r-t,7tc 

-   a- ^ .......i? . j^^-^.^j. *-, rrv ^i. ^ iC^W^5-l 

4f^ 
JL; t 

^   ^   /  - V.^re. 

ffZSr-PteH&e add my/our name(s) to the Mailing List.* 

-Q.L /F * 'TV        G fj> B 
T-/#t/f 

CD Please delete my/our name(s) from the Milling List. (~^\JL-*—    C    &   1J•*£• 

^Persons who have received a copy ol this  brochure through the mall are already 
on the project Mailing List. MAvc.-c ._;.. 

o Maryland'Departmentol'Transportation 
Slate Highway Adrmnistration 

WiUan K. HiHnum 
tacndnr 

Hal Kaisotl 
MaUstritar 

Mli,AO^ 

RE: 

April 2, 1986 

Contract No. A 690-101-671 
Maryland Route 36 from 
0.5 mile south of Seldom Seen 
Road to Buskirk Hollow Road 
PDMS No. 013076 

Mr. Aden Miller 
37 Front Street 
Lonaconlng, Maryland  21539 

Dear Mr. Miller: 

Thank you for your comments regarding the alternates for the 
construction of Maryland Route 36.  Your name Is included on the 
project mailing list and you will continue to receive all mate- 
rial that is distributed relative to project development. 

Your comments will be considered as we continue with the 
Project Development activities. 

Very truly yours , 

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

Bv:  /cisCi^sf / irJC^&-t~6-' 
Robert   E.   Schneider 
Project  Manager 

LHE:RES:tlh 
cc:     Mr.   T.   W.   Beaulieu 

My itiopiioiu numbar U 659-1104  
Taletypewrtler tor Impaired Hearing or Speech 

383-7555 Baltimore Metro - 5650451 DC. Metro - 1.80O492-S062 Statewide Toll Free 

P.O. Bo» 717 / 707 North Calven St.. Baltimora. Maryland 21203 • 0717 
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION      , 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS     ^   ^ 

Contract No. A 690-101-671  l 

Maryland Route 36 
From 0.5 mile south of Seldom Seen Road 

to Buskirk Hollow Road 
LOCATION/DESIGN PUBLIC HEARING 

7:30 p.m., Tuesday, February 25, 1986 
PDMS No. 013076 

NAME   J?g^v>e {• rr\;llp<. 

PmNTSE    kODHESS^2^-M£S±_jS1^2jJ_^h- 

HATP     3-fa-ff/^ 

CITY/TOWN ^OAaranlnc .STATE. J*2J_ .ZIP CODE<£ZQ-2- 

•b wish to comment or Inquire about the following aspects of this project: 

X  Per/     7%e     ^f fftH    £'* ij  t*      -tke     fc" ^ 

nevo 
Miij-   Only ti*.ir\$ mMc/i     n+er/(>4    -j- £« £// c     /tt 

Dai s ^ ** 

tVhy    hone     A   nfce. nf^t Goac/ L£. ii LL 

ne j-   QCC rSS'kff ^a r/ou)fJT0ui/O OJZ c v<.-J-t 

off      St-tch      a    /oxJr/y        ffj-totA/rr f -OS- ALL 

Tig n CffS i. &f fmy t •* 

ffl <H *•    -J tOU!^±_ u.r>. 
Ji^f^flr^c-f.-— J4-     c^n'-f    cfts-f -Hv^t wv.u.txK mog.e. 

H- 
•^o/g.     oi^-c    sije    ooeg    ^Ao^-fft. 

r^gl Please add my/OBr name* to the Mailing List.* 

i    i Please delete my/our namelsl trom the Mailing List. <V:rtJi.,;JG LiST 

• Persons who have received a copy of this brochure, through the mall are already 
on the project Mailing List. 

Maryland Department of TransportaVon 

State Highway Administration 

Willam K. Hillmam 
Sicrttinr 

Hal KiJiott 
Adniitlstrttor 

fNAlL^OA 

RE: 

April   2,   1986 

Contract   No.   A  690-101-671 
Maryland  Route   36   from 
0.S  mile  south  of  Seldom  Seen 
Road   to   Buskirk  Hollow  Road 
PDMS   No.   013076 

Ms.   Bonnie Miller 
24 West  Main  Street 
Lonaconing,  Maryland     21539 

Dear Ms.   Miller: 

Thank you for your comments regarding the alternates for the 
construction of Maryland Route 36.  Your name is included on the 
project mailing list and you will continue to receive all mate- 
rial that is distributed relative to project development. 

Your comments will be considered as we continue with the 
Project Development activities. 

Very truly yours, 

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

By: /(£s£^f-   fJ&^&KJ-tl^ 
Robert E. Schneider 
Project Manager 

LHE:RES:tlh 
cc:  Mr. T. W. Beaulieu 

My Ulephone numbsr ii    659-1104 
Teletypewriter for Impaired Hearing or Speech 

3817555 Baltimore Metro — 565-0451 DC. Metro — 1-600-4924062 Statewide Toll Free 

P.O. Boa 717 t 707 North Calvert St.. Baltimore. Maryland 21203 - 0717 

'-"'.''''.'- - -  .',.    -I'V. .>,^-5>:!'T*sisS,* i..^,;',"*"'• ?^'*,^**S'.S"ij-.v 

•sspinzis?.' ^^-^^W&.t^^*>«*'-rf5!^..*^sia 

vmrnrnw-%\9\**m* \ , »•   I     i, J«III»J 
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

C? 
Contract No. A 690-101-671 

,,,..,-,,, • Maryland Route 36 
tj>s/*co#"'<i'"d-7'-Si      From  0.5 mile south of Seldom Seen Road 

to Buskirk Hollow Road 
LOCATION/DESIGN PUBLIC HEARING 

7:30 p.m., Tuesday, February 25, 1986 
PDMS No. 013076 

ifZuE     £vs=/?Eri r. X PIKER DAT 

pmMTSE    »nDRFSS      d  CASTLE    l-H^t-  

CO 

in 

so o 

r- Cl 

J^JAJI^ 
PRINT 

r-iTY/TOWKiZo/Vdc^AVq-      STATPAVQ- -ZIP COOF a/iray 
IAW« wish to comment f-lnq»tm about the following aspects of this project: 

K.pp..ai.*3£. 
JUutJ a^/rci.4. 

'F&\  piAjifin add rnvtour  nam 'OS Please add my( ne(«) to fte Mailing List.»      {O^jl/?/„.^     'Jf "Z?     . /P.) 

I    I Please delete my/our nam 

• Persons who have received a copy o 
on the project Mailing List. 

</) to  fte" Mailing  List.*    Jl&J$rffi^- 

..., trom  the M.UIng  LIsT      /^L^/UfA 

f this  brochure through the mail sr^/al 

^£r->-n*— 

Ire a d y 

MAIUNG (.IS! 

1.. 

(^ 

J 

o Maryland Department of Transportation 
Stale Highway Administration 

WlQum K. Htflmatn 
Sacnuiv 

Hi! Kasioff 

9f p\ cP'- 
April 2, 1986 

RE:  Contract No. A 690-101-671 
Maryland Route 36 from 
0.5 mile south of Seldom Seen 
Road to Buskirk Hollow Road 
PDMS No. 013076 

Mr. Everett I. Splker 
2 Castle Hill 
Lonaconing, Maryland  21539 

Dear Mr. Spiker: 

Thank you for your comments regarding the alternates for the 
construction of Maryland Route 36.  Your name is included on the 
project mailing list and you will continue to receive all mate- 
rial that is distributed relative to project development. 

Your comments will be considered as we continue with the 
Project Development activities. 

Very truly yours, 

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

By : /TAS&^T £ ^y^/£~t^&~. 
Robert   E.Schneider 
Project  Manager 

LHE:RES:tlh 
cc:     Mr.   T.   W.   Beaulieu 

My itltphane numbir it p59-1104 
Telelypewrller lor tmpftirod Hearing or Speech 

383-7555 Belllmore Metro — 565^51 D.C. Metro — 1-800-492 5062 Sutewlde Toll Free 
P.O. Box 7)7 1707 Nonh Celvert St.. Baltimore. Marylano 21203 • 0717 
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OH COMMENTS .1 

I 
I—» 

v-1' 
V 

Contract   No.   A 690-101-671 
Maryland  Route   36 

From 0.5 mile  south of  Seldom Seen   Road 
to  Buskirk Hollow Road 

LOCATION/DESIGN  PUBLIC  HEARING 
7:30  p.m.,   Tuesday,   February   25,   1986 

PDMS  No.   013076 

^^^    MfpandDepartment ofTfansponation William K. HtNminn 

o ^^^f^B         st'te Highway Administrallon 

June 16,   1986 

Hll Klttotl 
»d»lntttnl« 

NAME / /////?/•      W, //, rtsn? nirc /ft^tf.?. /tr/. 

PLEASE 
PRINT ADDRESS. /j^oLrt ttc 

CITY/TOWN h)n'Ae.0///rr4&f ATE   /ftD 7IP  CODE.C 

I/We wish to comment or Inquire about the tollowlna aspects of this project: 

tL^LJi 

U- 
€i«-   (ltJ<(A't 

M AAfi //^-ff^-^-^-f '• 

f o/.<r'7 (AJL(~•.££SJ- GAMUIZJ t P^o^M JL^/  ^./f   \ 

-v^i j^"L£" w^i' Tuirt/ Au''H> *.•**"*•*</"£*%•• -; r&*' e^//
/  

&>«'{ F-fatv* eJsrt^ -ft #f .AAf/a  It-to,/ >/<?>.^CM</^C^.^eT,A.tfn^ 

^JXAJU.   »J/AA, 

QZJ Please add 

I    I Please del 

y^istj* 
d my/ou, name.s) ,o .he MaiUng Lis..»      rfjfcjjj ^W//,'*^/ 

ete my/our name(s) from the Mailing List.  ' 

• Persons who have received a copy ol this brochure through the mail are already 
on the pro|ect Mailing List. J-;,•"* '^i.ij u\ 

MAILING US»  . 

RE: Contract No. A 690-101-671 N 
Maryland Route 36 from 
0.5 mile south of Seldom Seen 
Road to Buskirk Hollow Road 
PDMS No. 013076 

Us. Lillian Williams 
12 Robin Street 
Lonaconing, Uaryland 21539 

Dear Ms. lilliams: 

Thank you for your comments regarding the relocation of 
Maryland Route 36, In the area of your residence. 

Your comments are being considered as we continue our ef- 
forts to refine the new alignment of Maryland Route 36 to mini- 
mize impacts to local residents, and the Lonaconing community. 

Tour name has been placed on the project mailing list and 
you will receive all material that Is distributed relative to 
project development. 

Your comments and interest In this project are appreciated. 

Very truly yours, 

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

Robert  E.   Schneider 
Project  Manager 

LHE:RE8:tlb 
cc:    Mr.   T.   W.   Beaulieu 

My taliphoni oumbtt li   659-1104  
Talfltypewnur for Impaired Haarlng or Speech 

383-7555 Baltimore Metro - 5650451 DC. hfetro — 1-800-492 5062 Statewide Toll Free 

P.O Box 7)7 / 707 Nortri Cal«an St.. Baltimore. Maryland 21203 • 0717 

. - • • \     . ,•* 

g^j^jf*gg^^^g^ 
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t) STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

'.^ 
Contract  No.   A  690-101-671 \C 

Maryland Route  36 v 

From 0.5 mile  south of  Seldom Seen   Road 
to Buskirk  Hollow Road 

LOCATION/DESIGN  PUBLIC HEARING 
7:30  p.m.,   Tuesday,   February  25,   1986 

PDMS No.   013076 

c3 

2 

NAME 7jJ,M^~   #-&/<nr**„^ n»TP 3 ff/ft 
PLEASE 
PRINT 

>nnBPW,      ^P^c^l-^SLK     ^J^- 

riTY/TnwN^r<5>^<grrvV^|TATE 1^??^7 ZIP CODFi/S/^ 3/ 

I/We wish to comment or Inquire about the following aspect* of this project: 

• 
i—» 
CO 

Maryland Department ofTransportaVon 
Slate Highway Administration 

Wllliim X. HtUnuin 
StcnuiY 

Hil Kitsofl 
UaMttntv 

vtosvio^ 
April   2,   1986 

RE:  Contract No. A 690-101-671 
Maryland Route 36 from 
0.5 mile south of Seldom Seen 
Road to Buskirk Hollow Road 
PDMS No. 013076 

Mr. William H. Worgan 
8 Rockville Street 
Lonaconlng, Maryland  21539 

Dear Mr. Worgan: 

Thank you for your comments regarding the alternates for the 
construction of Maryland Route 36.  Your name is included on the 
project mailing list and you will continue to receive all mate- 
rial that is distributed relative to project development. 

Your comments will be considered as we continue with the 
Project Development activities. 

Very truly yours , 

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

By:   /J^/L.T'f^^c^C^ 
Robert   E.   Schneider 
Project  Manager 

LHE:RES:tlh 
cc-     Mr.   T.   W. Beaulieu 

r2§ Please add my/our name(s) to the Mailing List.* 

I     I Please delete my/our name(s) (torn the Mailing List. 

'Parsons who have received a copy of this brochure through the mail are already 
on the project Mailing List. 

My ts!»ph:ni number is 659-1 i 04 
TelBlypawnter tor ImpairaO Hearing or Speecn 

383-7565 Baltimore Metro — 56HM51 0.0. Metro — VB00-492-5062 Stateoise Toll Free 

P.O. Box 717 / 707 Nortn Calvert St.. Baltimore. Maryiano 21203 -0717 
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

sfi ,*-* 
"P 

Contract No. A 690-101-671 
Maryland Route 36 

From 0.5 mile south of Seldom Seen Road 
to Buskirk Hollow Road 

LOCATION/DESIGN PUBLIC HEARING 
7:30 p.m., Tuesday, February 25, 1986 

13076 

PLEASE 
PRINT 

ypp.        c>PDUSr*,3- o:i3076 

NAME      ^LO^Cfl/ (S •C/Yrj.jZbfi J -DATE 3/uJPt 

CITY/TOWN 1,0 Yl A-0-4 Y\ I VJfj   STATE   \f\4• ZIP  CODE_2^0_£. 

I/We wish to comment or Inquire about the following aspects of this protect: 

iJfe.    r<?ttme     Voa-^     f^QK   'f?r/*if     7tt 

o PI ft fr      Horv^eLS PhUne .  

Bx <M£ QU   ffofi-J Tff-k? * "T- n*</ 
"   Tu vvi.^f 

^v 

p Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

WllUam K. Hiftmim 
SKntinr 

Hal Kaiiaff 
AdnlnbtntM 

SMiT^A-S"" 

April 2, 1986 

RE:  Contract No. A 690-101-671 
Maryland Route 36 from 
0.5 mile south of Seldom Seen 
Road to Buskirk Hollow Road 
PDMS No. 013076 

Mr. John Smith 
12 Detmold Street 
Lonaconing, Maryland  21539 

Dear Mr. Smith: 

Thank you for your comments regarding the alternates for the 
construction of Maryland Route 36.  Your name is included on the 
project mailing list and you will continue to receive all mate- 
rial that is distributed relative to project development. 

Your comments will be considered as we continue with the 
Project Development activities. 

Very truly yours , 

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

KRCRIVRn 
_iMR_ jaaa. 

PUKWSC t HMiAiv mssm 

LHE:RES:tlh 
cc:     Mr.   T.   W.   Beaulieu 

By: /££/ e J^JL^L 
Robert   E.   Schneider 
Project  Manager 

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

I     I Please delate my/our namelsl from the Mailing List. 

• Persons who have received a copy ol this  brochure through the mail are already 
on  the project  Mailing  List. 

My Mephona number \t    659-1104 
Teletypewriter for Impaired Hearing or Speech 

3837555 Baltimore Metro — 56S<<M51 DC. Metro — 1-S0O-492-5O62 Statewide Toll Free 

P.O. Box 717 / 707 North Calvert St.. Baltimore, Maryland 21203 - 0717 
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

Contract   No.   A  690-101-671 
Maryland  Route  36 

From 0.5 mile  south of  Seldom Seen   Road 
to  Buskirk Hollow Road 

LOCATION/DESIGN  PUBLIC  HEARING 
7:30  p.m.,   Tuesday,   February  25,   1986 

PDMS  No.   013076 

57 

NAME V/Y I U t. /1\ *I   //  ^3A? / -r /-) 

PLEASE 
PRINT ADDRESS. */ f  ^T/-/ VA. c /-/  Sr /i e. e- f 

DATE V^/g ^ 

CITY/ ,/ /TnwM^-^^^Cf^/^-6  STATE    /"/P, A/. .ZIP CODE 2.) 

1/We wish to comment or Inquire about the following aspects of this project: 

/r^ ;/ c T-e-/..  i Lr AJ n c c *«' ^-• <?     (^k e4 »- <- y 

•£, r~' v / C /•' re i? /I      /i- •r£- i i e. i-i c a /^ A.. /i   £<?- //».. 

U    7'te-    £• f>$ r ^r fc (c* £<>   /I       /fe 
& /r.cr 

&E fl E:juJ>U+-r 

7- f-.   y*»«*  Mr- C< 
JLl. T//- * 

-R r A/      -T7v ^ u t.. T.    fa c  r   TitL.   S~u B r^c re *> /e>   7 iS S-.  

t1, •,«- kr-,i <•   c/e-ssr-r. 

/^ / /s.' e- /l> 

r^» A.'      STh ^ X^ /LAJT-       '/ "   S' 

RECEI\TJ:D 
MAR  13 1986 

mum, o;ficE or 

I—| pieass add my/our namets) to the Mailing List.* 

I—| please delete my/our namelt) from the Mailing List. 

• Persons who hav8 recsivsd a copy of this  brochure through the mail are already 
on the project Mailing List. 

Matyiand Department ofTransportation 

Slate Highway Adminislration 

WiUlam K. Hriimm 
Sacntaiy 

Hll Ktttoff 

^tVNwJOS A 

RE: 

April 2, 1986 

Contract No. A 690-101-671 
Maryland Route 36 from 
0.5 mile south of Seldom Seen 
Road to Buskirk Hollow Road 
PDMS No. 013076 

Mr. William V. Smith 
49 Church Street 
Lonaconlng, Maryland 

Dear Mr. Smith: 

21539 

Thank you for your comments regarding the alternates for the 
construction of Maryland Route 36.  Your name is Included on the 
project mailing list and you will continue to receive all mate- 
rial that is distributed relative to project development. 

Your comments will be considered as we continue with the 
Project Development activities. 

Very truly yours , 

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

By: /?A£j~f ^a*6^~£~- 
Robert E. Schneider 
Project Manager 

LHE:RES:tlh 
cc:  Mr. T. W. Beaulieu 

My tBltptiorw numli«r ii    659-1104  
Teletypewriter lor Impaired Hearing or Speech 

383 7555 Baltimore Metro — 5650451 DC Metro — 1-«0(M92 5062 Stalewide Toll Free 

P.O. Box 717 / 707 North Calvert Si , Baltimore. Marylanfl 21203 - 0717 
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

6* Contract  No.   A 690-101-671 
Maryland  Route   36 ^ 

From  0.5 mile  south  of  Seldom Seen   Road 
to  Busk irk  Hollow  Road 

LOCATION/DESIGN  PUBLIC  HEARING 
7:30  p.m.,   Tuesday,   February  25,   1986 

PDMS  No.   013076 

CO^' 
CfO^ 

NAME 

PLEASE     .„„„,-„.. 
PRINT ADDRESS 

OATF    ^-/g) 

CITY/TOWN  /^///? afr?7/'^f'    STATE    /Tlf/ . 7IP CODE 

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

/j+t- s^,. 

<-    Pfr>t?e^a/' S-c-^FP   fife*-   O*?.,*^ ti^f /*     a<&~r£^.   ,.    /^ 

-^- 

ff/^ ti& r-i^e^- en  ^W/~ r^ 

T?Fr:RTVF.n 
MtP  V9  ;aaK 

 tlnfilj;. Ij.-IIU b.'  
HAHiiim t muMiiiA::> OCIVEHISF 

ft>'l$<^^ ^4^/ ^Z, 

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

I     I Please delete my/our naine(s) Irom the Mailing List. 

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

Maryland Department of Transportation 

Stale Hiflhway Administraiion 

Wlttiam K. HiUmam 
stcntanr 
Hal Kassoff 
Admlnlttntir 

./ goWff < 
(y 

RE: 

April 2, 1986 

Contract No. A 690-101-671 
Maryland Route 36 from 
0.5 mile south of Seldom Seen 
Road to Busklrk Hollow Road 
PDMS No. 013076 

Mr. William George, Sr. 
27 Church Street 
Lonaconlng, Maryland 21539 

Dear Mr. George: 

Thank you for your comments regarding the alternates for the 
construction of Maryland Route 36.  Your name is included on the 
project mailing list and you will continue to receive all mate- 
rial that is distributed relative to project development. 

Your comments will be considered as we continue with the 
Project Development activities. 

Very truly yours , 

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

Bv: /CASC-L-J     <- -r^vV^*^'-'  
Robert E. Schneider 
Project Manager 

LHE:RES:tlh 
cc: . Mr. T. W. Beaulieu 

My telephons numbM is 659-1104  
Teletypewhtei tor Impaired Hearing or Speech 

38J7555 Baltimore Metro - 66WM51 PC  Metro - 1 800-492 5062 Statewide Toll Free 

P.O. Bo* 71? I 707 North Calvert SI.. Baltimore. Marylano 21203   0717 
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

I? Contract No. A 690-101-671 
Maryland Route 36 

From 0.5 mile south of Seldom Seen Road 
to Buskirk Hollow Road 

LOCATION/DESIGN PUBLIC HEARING 
7:30 p.m., Tuesday, February 25, 1986 

PDMS  No.   013076 

•     2 
_      t-IP 

PLEASE 
PRINT 

NAME    M &'  -Te. Si Z , f   /'     lA/A.Tssr, ASS 

AnnRFRS    /^ 9,.?     P.A l;J-^^n/i/l       />•( 

.DATE   -g/y^ft,- 

CITY/TOWN   CteSApTav'/v      STATE      /H// .ZIP CODE.7/.f^-? 

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

.>,^<*£-   a-^z M,~.. ^ "*t •f-x-* 

I ,  , X. —*  

-^ 
^ 

^i '" /•--<••   --^- SsrJ*.'- 

S   // • -^•t-Qe 

~S-.rl^.*-„J_ 

'r.~.U„:,.. yX-r^  -^ A^A^J M^^ a^aa^^  /£ 
f 7; ^ 

^j^ ,r-a-^   ^.i-ac^' 

•-^- • •-"' g-^    ^-^^ j£jt 2^: Alii^ 
^ 

-lii 

/?M y ^L 
^^•.Z   n . .      SZ*, „-^ ;   -^"'fl  •'' -^-^'u'<-<-    -//"S ^t   stV*t'£t' 

/'^-rt>r^i~ "A       %,.^ smtf ,£x*S.    ~>>i**ySs*s    /s^.s*—^-i^'   ?/«• 
J/      ,7 ^ 

-/U-t-xJ'.' ~^i.^e. 

'- ^^a^t-ts     & 

Maryland' Department ofTransportation 

Stall Hiflhway Adrnmisualion 

WUUan K. HtKiuni 
tKntMf 

Hal Katldt 

VfJHi303o 

RE: 

April 2, 1986 

Contract No. A 690-101-671 
Maryland Route 36 from 
0.5 mile south of Seldom Seen 
Road to Buskirk Hollow Road 
PDMS No. 013076 

Mrs. Jessie Whiteman 
14913 California Avenue 
Cresaptown, Maryland 21502 

Dear Mrs. Whiteman: 

Thank vou for your comments regarding the alternates for the 
construction of dryland Route 36.  Your name is Included on the 
proie« maUing list and you will continue to receive all mate- 
rial that is distributed relative to project development. 

Your comments will be considered as we continue with the 
Project Development activities. 

Very truly yours , 

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

By: 
Robert   E.   Schneider 
Project  Manager 

LHE:RES:tlh 
cc:     Mr.  T.   W.   Beaulieu 

£53 Please add my/our namels) to the Mailing List.* !/.-• 

I     I Please delele my/oui  namels) Irom  the  Mailing  List. 

• Persons who have received a copy ot this  brochure through the mail are already 
on the project Mailing List. 

My lelsptiom numtxr It—659-1104  
T«lel»pewrtte. lor Impaitad Haarlng or Speach 

383-7555 Bali,mo• Malro - 56S0451 O.C. M...O - 1-BOO-<92 5062 S..t.wid. Ton Frea 

P.O. Bo» 717 / 707 North Calvan SI.. Bammora. Maryland 21203 - 0717 
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

6 0^ 
^ 

Contract No. A 690-101-671 
Maryland Route 36 

From 0.5 mile south of Seldom Seen Road 
to Buskirk Hollow Road 

LOCATION/DESIGN PUBLIC HEARING 
7:30 p.m., Tuesday, February 25, 1986 

PDMS No. 013076 

rj   i— r- c 

NAME James P.  Gowans .DATE Marc&S,  1886 
en        r-i  

PLEASE 
PRINT ADDRESS. 

23 Church Street 

CITY/TOWN. Lonaconing, .STATE. Maryland 
.ZIP CODE. 

21539 

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

I prefer the Alternate 5 route primarily or the Alternate 1 route secondarily for the 

following reasons: 

1. Less loss of private homes and the need to relocate our citizens. 

2. Loss of only one business in these routes. 

3. Better accessibility for Lonaconing residents at Jackson Mountain and 

 Water Station Run.  

4. These routes are more direct. 

Personally I have waited for 45 years for the construction of a decent, safe roadway 

for our use.    It is tragic that we started relocation of Route 36 in Westernport in the 

sixties and here we are twenty years later with the completion not even in the planning 

stages as yet.     I would like to see the completion of this road in my lifetime so maybe 

niy children and grandchildren might experience some of the benefits of a good road system. 

Maryfand Department of Transportation 
Slate Highway Admin i si rat ion 

William K. Hall mam 
Sttntinr 

Hal Kassoft 
AdalnUtralor 

4.OVJJ001 

April 2, 1986 

RE:  Contract No. A 690-101-671 
Maryland Route 36 from 
0.5 mile south of Seldom Seen 
Road to Buskirk Hollow Road 
PDMS No. 013076 

Mr. James P. Gowans 
23 Church Street 
Lonaconing, Maryland  21539 

Dear Mr. Gowans: 

Thank you for your comments regarding the alternates for the 
construction of Maryland Route 36.  Your name is included on the 
project mailing list and you will continue to receive all mate- 
rial that is distributed relative to project development. 

Your comments will be considered as we continue with the 
Project Development activities. 

Very truly yours, 

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

By:     /££?   Z^jLrjL. 
Robert   E.   Schneider 
Project  Manager 

LHE:RES:tlh 
cc:     Mr.   T.   W.   Beaulieu 

I    I Please add my/our nama(s) to the Mailing List.* 
:i--^i:,-.,. 

r~~1 Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing List. 

• Persons who have received a copy ol this brochure through the mall are already 
on the project Mailing List. 

My ttlaphonB number it     659-1104 
Telelypewntei lor Impaired Hearing or Speech 

3B3-7555 Baltimore Metro — 56M>45! DC. Metro — 1-800-49?5062 Slatewlde Toll Free 

P.O Bon 717 / 707 Norm Calvert St.. £altimore. Maryiano 21203 - 0717 



-«-—     . T. 
•> 4jttii^<i«<ji»n -mj^>fc 

-.. ^ ,   :;y>    * - 

"i: 

STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

/* 
^ 

6 
0 /^ 
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Contract No. A 690-101-671 
Uaryland Route 36 

From 0.5 mile south of Seldom Seen Road 
to Buskirk Hollow Road 

LOCATION/DESIGN PUBLIC HEARING 
7:30 p.m., Tuesday, February 25, 1986 

PDMS  No.   013076 

xfc 

NAME       ll-l^ifi L W /7£/«L OATE^i ̂  fc 

CITY/TOWM   JOHAC-QM.'r*^       STATF        A?// ZIP   COnP^S   vJ 7 

I/We wish to comment or Inquire about the following aapectsol thla project: 

-&u -f^r Ete ' J^       oT LS £>vv^/y J ^.'vJ 

-?- w c       rjoAft       A c^^SL I » T<1* /a^r^/ ~r •Jj 

-/ i2^£v, Z^.      y-r^xLfc      Jr£/v£f;-r      TJ     •/•£      fr!£o/>&l.     •—*• 

^ ^- 
br-f-hi*..     Ttifi   /v^J  Jb^ ?^//0w5-   ?<£-  ^fS s— 

3&. ^i t±iz. 

Maryland'DepartmentofTmsportatwn 
Slat* Hignway Admimttration 

Wlfflim K. HiSnum 
tacntaqr 

Hll Klltotl 

r/11L^Oi2. 

April   2,   1986 

RE:     Contract   No.   A 690-101-671 
Maryland  Route  36  from 
0.5 mile  south of  Seldom  Seen 
Road  to  Buskirk Hollow Road 
PDMS  No.   013076 

Mr. Glen Miller 
24 West Main Street 
Lonaconing, Maryland  21539 

Dear Mr. Miller: 

Thank you for your comments regarding the alternates for the 
construction of Maryland Route 36.  Your name is included on the 
project mailing list and you will continue to receive all mate- 
rial that is distributed relative to project development. 

Your comments will be considered as we continue with the 
Project Development activities. 

Very truly yours, 

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

ML 
ihh.    co*/    yf- ?- •^£S yot,     y-'v/P   TV* zif- j£4s. 

hte £r&Xje& 

-^  fir/e    brM*.    Vt/fcy M.-y, {<«,/.    D*^i  ike -ZTHT? Lfc   U;li:Hr~ 
3KJ?£S? ~7VJ     ftOuTt    i^.T   be    t-txd^yXZ^    7^4W   -^^"T" i_ 
^ Please add my/our name(s) to the Mailing List.* 

1     1 Please delete my/our nsme(s) from the Mailing List. 

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

LHE:RES:tlh 
cc:     Mr.   T.   W.   Beaulieu 

By: /<C-faL^y      £   s? cs£t~cc^&-K_ 
Robert  E.   Schneider 
Project Manager 

my tiiiphom ituratnr is 659-1104 
Talelypawriter lor Impairad Haarino or Speech 

310-7555 Beltlmor. M.1,0 - 565-0451 DC M.tro - 1«)(M92.5062 Slalawld. Toll F,.. 
P.O. Bo« 7)7 ( 707 Nonti Cal««n St., Balllmora. Marylano 21203 • 0717 

•Wt^'.-*. 

-.-IK '•> :^ir^^: 'T^*^!' 5 :"'\ •f'L^Kh•^kt/^>C<rW&Sii-*'--I'- -isfei' xWi£$& y ?-':" • -svKa; '• 
i*i^S3K*»IS»*W4*«-*»tiaS^S«»3®«<4^^ 

k'^i". 
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS ^ 

HI" 
Contract No. A 690-101-671 

Maryland Route 36 
From 0.5 mile south of Seldom Seen Road 

to Buskirk Hollow Road 
LOCATION/DESIGN PUBLIC HEARING 

7:30 p.m., Tuesday, February 25, 1986 
PDMS No. 013076 

s o 

NAME GALE KAMP -DATE. sfVo/t6C 

PmNTSE    ADDRESS. R-t.   I.  Box 96 

5> 

CITY/TOWN    Lonaconing STATE   Uaiyland Z|p CODE—Iim. 

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

Tlte c-itizejUt o& Lonaconing and iu/iAounding aAem 

and ell pextom, that ttae Roati 36 have, long needed 

a betttA hiakoau.     Looking at ntt nrtcnnntpA npri 

and tabsLng alt infaimatlon into coniideMitLon.   I 

think thz bejit po&iiblz hinhmaij tfi buitd -U ov&iatl 

Att&inate. 5. 

Q 
Maiyland Department ofTransportaaon 

Slate Highway Adminialtaiion 

WUIam K. HiUmann 
SKnWI 

Hal Kioofl 
MnlnUtnUl 

W^oo^ 
April   2,   1986 

RE:  Contract No. A 690-101-671 
Maryland Route 36 from 
0 5 mile south of Seldom Seen 
Riad to Buskirk Hollow Road 
PDMS No. 013076 

21539 

Ms.  Gale Kamp 
Route  1 ,  Box 96 
Lonaconing,  Maryland 

Dear Ms. Kamp: 
•    Thank you for your comments regardin, the alternates fo^ 

construction of Maryland Route 36-  *°^   receive aU mate- 

Kl'S"1!^."!^ relative ^-i-cc development. 

Your comments will be considered as we continue with the 

Project Development activities. 

Very truly yours , 

Jr. Louis  H.   Ege, 

rrSleL^erelo^ent Division 

By:. 
Robert  t. 
Project Manager 

Schneider 

LHE:RES:tlh 
Cc:     Mr.   T.  W.   Beaulieu 

fK':: t'-. • rVl Please add my/our namelsl to the Mailing List.* 

I     I Please delete my/our namels) from the Mailing List. 

• Persons who have received a copy ol this brochure through the mall are already 
on the project Mailing List. 

My talephom number It.   P59   11 
.T.i.iyp.wrtter lo. Impaired H«ringm Sp.«* ToH f<w 
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

^ 
») 

(5° A 

Contract No. A 690-101-671 
Maryland Route 36 

From 0.5 mile south of Seldom Seen Road 
to Buskirk Hollow Road 

LOCATION/DESIGN PUBLIC HEARING 
7:30 p.m., Tuesday, February 25, 1986 

PDMS  No.   013076 

33 
o 

r- e 

NAME     

PmNATSE     ADDRESS. 

TTRRy I.  80WMAW,  BUSIMESS REPRESEOTATIUE DATg iffhlti 

OpeAtLtcng EngiweJU,  Lotxil No.  37,  401 PccoXu* St. 

CITY/TOWN    CaivbeAland RTATP   UaAutand ZIP CODE_iIMl_ 

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

 Aa Bai-imii Repieaentatiue joi the. Opefratoiq tngimtAA  

 oh local Mo.  37, mfioae mcmbeli opeAate heavtl Muipnttnt  

i 
ro 

VM   highuny onnsttinntJnvi,    T umnfrl   nhr,   tn  jn  /IM   t,o*n*A nk 

6tating tixaX the, but Aoute. doi thii above.-t>taX£ji i»ioie.cX 

ii At.te.inate  5.     I  liave looked at alt the altexnatri mirf 

coniideicutLoiu, and teel that Ktee/wate 5 -CA the be.it choice. 

Q Mary/and Department of Transportation 
Stale Highway Admtnlitralion 

WMum K. Hilnum 
SacratafV 

Hil Kaitofl 
ktmutnnm 

gO^ 
TO^J 

April   2,   1986 

RE:  Contract No. A 690-101-671 
Maryland Route 36 from 
0.5 mile south of Seldom Seen 
Road to Buskirk Hollow Road 
PDMS No. 013076 

Mr. Terry L. Bowman, Business Representative , 
Operating Engineers, Local No. 37 
401 Decatur Street 
Cumberland, Maryland  21502 

Dear Mr. Bowman: 

Thank you for your comments regarding the alternates for the 
construction of Maryland Route 36.  Your name Is Included on the 
project mailing list and you will continue to receive all mate- 
rial that is distributed relative to project development. 

Your comments will be considered as we continue with the 
Project Development activities. 

Very truly yours, 

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

Bv:    /UScf,   JL4L^ 
Robert   E.   Schneider 
Project  Manager 

LHE:RES:tlh 
cc:     Mr.   T.   W.   Beaulieu 

CEJ Please add my/our namels) to the Mailing List.* 

I    I Please delete my/our namels) from the Mailing List. 

• Persons who hays received a copy of this  brochure through the mail are already 
on the project Mailing List. 

M» tiltpheru number it    659-1104  
Teletypewriter for Impaired Hearing or Speech 

383-75S5 Baltimore Metro - 56WM51 D.C Metro — t.800.492-5062 StatewlOe Toll Free 

P.O. Box 7)7 I 707 North Calvert St.. Baltimore. Maryland 21203 • 0717 

ja5Bg;^«i**isa«Aa».i-BsaM»'gs.:ro 

VLmunmimimmmiwm.u******?*- ••*>• &•**?>* x*" ^ ^**1' Wl^W»-*^'^«^VCl"ll .MTtygl^ * —H U'fH**1^ 

* 
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

f^ 
tf*' 

e3» 
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Contract No. A 690-101-671 
Maryland Route 36 

From 0.5 mile south of Seldom Seen Road 
to Buskirk Hollow Road S  3 

LOCATION/DESIGN PUBLIC HEARING ^  =* 
7:30 p.m., Tuesday, February 25, 1986        en      C> 

PDMS No. 013076 

NAME     PtNB-^n  n-A/n PeRyt   Fr,LA> ntTP .-j-y-^fy 

PLEASE 
PRINT AP""FSS  -^^  /^   MB-/A/ 

/ CITY/TOWN lfiA/A-C/>l//A'£- STATE     /4^ .ZIP CODE.. 

•f/We wish lo comment or Inquire about the following aspect* of this protect: 

&i>    l/r^r 
yf/ti &«£<& fr<2L /?«<«/, 

#5' j£ ^hjft^:. j£££i: 1Vr-^w  -7-f,/rti ChASsMS* l»^h 

/^Li. ^ JL{/&S7 ^^f^f  ^ 

UM^f'At    rJ^jyZj/. 
'4    Q/U/l/f&nM*fpl — 

^^S^^J^S^^^^^iL^^^^^^^-^-^vi^^ 

o Maryland Department ofTmsportation 

Elate Highwiy Adminislralion 

Wlfflim K. HiDiuna 
SKfiunr 

Hal KiltoH 
»iJ»lixUInlli 

fOU'O oo't 

RE: 

April 2, 1986 

Contract No. A 690-101-671 
Maryland Route 36 from 
0.5 mile south of Seldom Seen 
Road to Buskirk Hollow Road 
PDMS No. 013076 

Mr. and Mrs. Donald Folk 
22 West Main Street 
Lonaconing, Maryland  215JV 

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Folk: 
Thank you for y-r comments regarding the alternate^ fo^the 

construction of Maryland tou^JJ'^^'E receive all mate- 

S^rS-rii «.«Ib«Sd relative to project development. 

Your comments will be considered as we continue with the 
Project Development activities. 

Very truly yours , 

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

Robert E. Schneider 
Project Manager 

LHE:RES:tlh 
cc:     Mr.   T.   W.   Beaulieu 

•!•••        »LI   • 

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

I     I Please delete my/our name(t) from the Mailing Lid. 

•Persons who have received a copy ot this  brochure through the mail are already 
on the project Mailing List. 

My teltphom numbsr it—659-1103  

383-7555 BHIImwa M»lro - 565^451 PC. M«uo      i-»<~- 
CO. Bo« Tl? I 707 North Cl«.rt SI.. Ballimo... ManM"* 2'203 • 07,7 
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

Contract No. A 690-101-671 
Maryland Route 36 

From 0.5 mile south of Seldom Seen Road 
to Buskirk Hollow Road 

LOCATION/DESIGN PUBLIC HEARING 
7:30 p.m., Tuesday, February 25, 1986 

PDMS  No.   013076 

NAME y>.'i v y>3ia . fc-.•   yciiw^iz-,. 
PLEASE 
PRINT ADDRESS. 

1        P   ' : " >' 
-DATE 

CITY/TOWN yCfiT^L C^U,: 
^ 

.STATE. y^L .ZIP CODE. £I53C) 

l/We wish to comment or Inquire about the following aspects ol this project: 

H-'c    fevtr   ft,.,   VAST   <r/Sr irt o f g *   tf <=• >1 h t r  

 <.ct.l .  

RECEIVED 
MAR 13 1986 

mHiiH i Piaamn uuitrpir 

Maryfand Department ofVansportat/on 
SUla Highway Adminislfation 

60^ 

WIUUB K. Hilnuoi 
Itcntiri 

HH KitIsH 
MaWttnUr 

RE: 

April 2, 1986 

Contract No. A 690-101-671 
Maryland Route 36 from 
0.5 mile south of Seldom Seen 
Road to Buskirk Hollow Road 
PDMS No. 013076 

Mr. and Mrs. Steve Lancaster 
3 B. Seldom Seen Road 
Lonaconing, Maryland 21539 

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Lancaster: 

Thank you for your comments regarding the alternates for the 
construction of Maryland Route 36.  Your name is included on the 
project mailing list and you will continue to receive all mate- 
rial that is distributed relative to project development. 

Your comments will be considered as we continue with the 
Project Development activities. 

Very truly yours, 

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

Robert E. Schneider 
Project Manager 

LHE:RES:tlh 
cc:  Mr. T. W. Beaulieu 

I    I Please add my/our namels) to the Mailing List.* 

I     I Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing List. M/.n.il^. L,c- 

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

My WaphOM numbir it     fiS9-1104  
Tttetypowriter lor Impaired Hamrtng or Speech 

3aj-7555 Baltimore Melro — 56S0451 DC. Melio — 1«XM92-5062 Slalewida Toll Free 

P.O. Bo« 717 / 707 North Calven Si, Balnmore. Marylana 21203 • 0717 

* - n. !••"- .V .^.s ••.:-^ .:},.v-vV-i-wf" ..-•:. 
r,^ _>iMs^^i«*^Bb(»*,Wii*-««*«!»S 

_._. .  -•> V)**-?"-- • ,• -^1 ••^••'-   ••   -T   'II7I.ITI    mVii ?• • ii'H in iimum     •» r MI • inn i 11    'ii1 i   i n 1—"r* 
•fMmm^flia6^i^JiKUiv'MS^^^»Sm^*aS-'»ia»*' av^>wg^"'-tf 'J* i^j^^^tiirT^-ig^ygg 
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

VP' ̂  
^ 

NAME 

Contract No. A 690-101-671 
Maryland Route 36 

From 0.5 mile south of Seldom Seen Road 
to Buskirk Hollow Road 

LOCATION/DESIGN PUBLIC HEARING 
7:30 p.m., Tuesday, February 25, 1986 

p PDHS No. 013076 . , 

PLEASE     «_„„,.„«. 
PRINT ADDRESS. 

T 

CITY/TOWN 

•39 c^L^^J? .^£F->  
\'J4^-<i^-&^U*r    STATE ^^-<^/. ZIP COOP ^2/^\3>y 

'''O ] 

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

-<A^gv-^-7r~ .A 

-^^P .^ -1--Z.   .'.«     I ^ 
"::>-> • T^V-t-'-^cT J. -^^ -«i2- 

RECEI\nED 
MAR id mas 

DIRECTOR. OFFICE OF 
PLAMilliC & WttlHIiHriy EKIIIEEniNC 

O Maryland Department of Tiansportatmn 

State Highway AOnHnlsttatlon 

WllHam K. HiRnuni 
SKntuy 

Hal Kauoft 
AduMnUtnMc 

ViV^ 
^O^' 

RE: 

April 2, 1986 

Contract No. A 690-101-671 
Maryland Route 36 from 
0.5 mile south of Seldom Seen 
Road to Buskirk Hollow Road 
PDMS No. 013076 

Mr. William Wilson 
39 Church Street 
Lonaconing, Maryland  21539 

Dear Mr. Wilson: 

Thank you for your com-ent. regarding the .Xternate. for the 

construction of Maryland Route 36.  £«"••£ ^ceiSe all mate- 
^{"tLrU^s^tUre^rriafi^ro-^recrderelopment. 

Your comments will be considered as we continue with the 
Project Development activities. 

Very truly yours, 

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

By 
Robert   E.   Schneider 
Project Manager 

LHE:RES:tlh 
cc:     Mr.   T.   W.   Beaulieu 

I    I Please add my/our namels) to the Mailing List.* tNTERET: ';>.• 

I    I Please delete my/our name(s) trom the Mailing List. 
M-Wl,1. 

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

-,.      '••.:>''?.,;   'i-^i-VS^lSrV^^i^ii^i 

My teltptiona numtiar Is. 659-1104 
Teletypewritot tor Impaired Heating ot Speech 

38*7555 Mllmon Metro"-56^451 D.C. Metro - 1-80^925062 SU.ewKe Toh Free 

P.O. Boi 717 / 707 North CaJvert Si., Baltimore. Maryland 21203 • on/ 
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

Contract No. A 690-101-671       Jl 
Maryland Route 36 ^ 

From 0.5 mile south of Seldom Seen Road 
to Buskirk Hollow Road 

LOCATION/DESIGN PUBLIC HEARING 
7:30 p.m., Tuesday, February 25, 1986 

PDMS No. 013076 
D 

^' 

NAME IX 3 \/    Vviar'V\ 'I /V ) V)^ -DATE. / f/sZ 

CO o 

/Mr/ CITY/TOWN ^- '' ^ d 0 •' ^1 I V) i,    STATE 

I/We wish to comment or Inquire about the following aspects of this proiect: 

-ZIP CODEjL2_£_i£fL 

_£ -"5 w 

/?/.  ^  .. 
^ 

•+ h   Q tf+f- ff-l-h    f 
^± 

RECEiVKD 
M.« iS 198S 

Q MarylandDepartmentofTransportaUon 
SUle Highway Administration 

WUHiwK. HMmam 

Hal Killed 

^' 
^^0°' 

RE: 

Mr. Raymond Nines 
24 Church Street 
Lonaconing. Maryland 21539 

Dear Mr. Nines: 

April 2, 1986 

Contract No. A 690-101-671 
Maryland Route 36 from 
0.5 nile south of Seldom Seen 
Road to Buskirk Hollow Road 
PDMS No. 013076 

Thank you for your comments regarding the alternates for the 
construction of Maryland Route 36.  Your name is included on the 
proiect mailing list and you will continue to receive all mate- 
rial that is distributed relative to project development. 

Your comments will be considered as we continue with the 
Project Development activities. 

Very truly yours , 

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

Bv:  /2Xy TX.J^usC 
Robert E. Schneider 
Project Manager 

LHE:RES:tlh 
cc:  Mr. T. W. Beaulieu 

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

1    I Please delete my/our name(s) trom the Mailing List. 

• Persons  who have received a copy ol this  brochure through the mail are already 
en the project Mailing List. 

M« tilaphoni mimtitr It 659-1104  
Tatetyp«writ0r for Imptirad Hearing or Spaech 

383-7555 Baltimore Metro - SeMKSt D.C. Metro - t«)0-<92-5062 Statewide Toll Free 
P.O. Bo« 717 / 707 North Calvert St.. Baltimore. Maryland 21203 - 0717 
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

Contract No. A 690-101-671 
Maryland Route 36 

From 0.5 mile south of Seldom Seen Road 
to Busklrk Hollow Road 

LOCATION/DESIGN PUBLIC HEARING 
7:30 p.m., Tuesday, February 25, 1986 

PDMS  No.   013076 

A> f 

NAME fhiAAJ-b*^i-> 1 
PLEASE 
PRINT ADDRESS. f0&*2t</ 

•^•yywu**-   1 -DATE. 3'if'S6 

CITY/TOWN ^&71/vgy-»T^ STATS .ZIP can* fl'-TJ? 

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

r/'Qc /'^   yJ at  »- JJn ^r a s T       x. i d&       r o M^*/*e -s        op     ^tf^cr- 

Q Maryfand Department of Transportation 
Sut6 Highway Administration 

WttHam K. HMnam 
Stcntaiy 

Hat Kaiiofl 

-pM H^0^- 

RE: 

April   2,   1986 

Contract No. A 690-101-671 
Maryland Route 36 from 
0.5 mile south of Seldom Seen 
Road to Buskirk Hollow Road 
PDMS No. 013076 

Mr. Jimmy Harrison 
P.O. Box 234 
Lonaconing, Maryland 

Dear Mr. Harrison: 

21539 

Thank you for your comments regarding the alternates for the 
construction of Maryland Route 36.  Your name Is included on the 
project mailing list and you will continue to receive all mate- 
rial that is distributed relative to project development. 

Your comments will be considered as we continue with the 
Project Development activities. 

Very truly yours , 

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

RECEIVED 
MAR  13 198fi 

mum. omct or 
MMMM i mUHIIUIV HEIHEERIKB LHE:RES:tlh 

cc:     Mr.   T.   W.   Beaulieu 

By:    /llj f^,jL~jL. 
Robert  E.   Schneider 
Project Manager 

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

I    I Please delete my/our named) from the Mailing List. 

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

My telephone number It     659-1104 
Teletypewriter for Impaired HearinQ or Speech 

383-7555 Baltimore Metro — 56W>45! DC. Metro — 1-800-492 5062 Statewide Toll Free 
P.O. Box 717 / 707 North Calvert St.. Baltimore. Maryland 21203   0717 
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

Contract  No.   A  690-101-671 
Maryland Route  36 

From 0.5 mile  south of  Seldom Seen   Road 
to Buskirk  Hollow  Road 

LOCATION/DESIGN  PUBLIC  HEARING 
7:30 p.m.,   Tuesday,   February  25,   1986 

PDHS  No.   013076 

.tf" 
J* f 

NAME 

PLEASE 
PRINT ADDRESS 

CITY/TOWN 

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

U- c.      /£" A- f i.' r       7 h *. A s h   <;  / J*     r » o r^-s t_£—c /f /. p t- 

RECEIVED 
MAR  J.S i^ 

'MtnU. Km tf 
'^UtoiK/iffm 

^,/ 

Q Maryland Department ofTransportaUon 
State Highway AdministratioA 

WHam K. HtHnuta 
Sacnerr 

HalKniiff 

coo 60' ̂
 

April 2, 1986 

RE:  Contract No. A 690-101-671 
Maryland Route 36 from 
0.5 mile south of Seldom Seen 
Road to Buskirk Hollow Road 
PDMS No. 013076 

Mr. Gary Joe Coger 
P.O. Box 234 
Lonaconing, Maryland 21534 

Dear Mr. Coger: 

Thank you for your comments regarding the alternates for the 
construction of Maryland Route 36.  Your name is included on the 
project mailing list and you will continue to receive all mate- 
rial that is distributed relative to project development. 

Your comments will be considered as we continue with the 
Project Development activities. 

Very truly yours , 

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

By:   /gC<£~/ <^.JrL>^Li^&i, 
Robert   E.   Schneider 
Project Manager 

LHE:RES:tlh 
cc:     Mr.   T.   W.   Beaulleu 

I—| pisasa add my/our nama(s) to the Mailing List.* 

I—I piaass deists my/our name(a) from ths Mailing List. 

•Persons who have received a copy ol this brochure through ths mail are already 
on the project Mailing List. 

My taiaptioni number ls_ 
Taletypewrller for Impairsd HBarlng or Speech 

383-7555 Baltimore Metro — 56WM51 DC. Metro — 1-80<M925062 Statewide Toll Free 

P.O. Bo* 7171707 North Calven St.. Baltimore. Maryland 21203 - 0717 
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

^£ 

HO 

NAME 

Contract No. A 690-101-671      [, 
Maryland Route 36 

From 0.5 mile south of Seldom Seen Road 
to Buskirk Hollow Road 

LOCATION/DESIGN PUBLIC HEARING 
7:30 p.m., Tuesday, February 25, 1986 

PDMS No. 013076 
- • •           ^             j" 

—.—- /'/?< i K'<><<-•  ,/y,-;M<--^ nATPy^,. Yi^ 

PmNTSE     ADDRFSS  /3/J    XUi^nl^L,^..   V-^.L 
l/7 . 

CITY/TOW^'AD^C^V.^^. STATg     yA/'  - 7IP  conp  cJ/S'31/ 

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

ig&SfoSaihS&^&ffi- 

£ c-i.   I  . 

O Maryland Depanment of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

Wlltum K. HsKiiunn 
SKrattry 

Hal Katsoff 
Matoittntor 

L^ROO'g 

RE: 

April 2, 1986 

Contract No. A 690-101-671 
Maryland Route 36 from 
0.5 mile south of Seldom Seen 
Road to Buskirk Hollow Road 
PDMS No. 013076 

Mr. and Mrs. Roger Lambert 
13 B. Seldom Seen Road 
Lonaconing, Maryland 21539 

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Lambert: 

I 

Thank you for your comments regarding the alternates for the 
construction of Maryland Route 36.  Your name is included on the 
project mailing list and you will continue to receive all mate- 
rial that is distributed relative to project development. 

Your comments will be considered as we continue with the 
Project Development activities. 

Very truly yours, 

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

RECEIVED 
MAR  13 1986 

DiRfcrna mm nr 
fuiiNiiiE i tmmm wmm 

LHE:RES:tlh 
cc:  Mr. T. W. Beaulieu 

By:    /US   CJrJL^ 
Robert   E.   Schneider 
Project Manager 

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 Mailing List. 

M» Ulephone numbs; li       659-1104 
Taletypewrtler lor Impaired HearlnQ or Speech 

383-7555 Baltimore Metro — 56W451 DC. Metro — 1-80O-492-5062 Statewide Toll Free 

P.O. BOK 717 t 707 North Calven St.. Baltimore. Maryland 21203 - 0717 
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

^ 

^ 

Contract No. A 690-101-671 
Maryland Route 36 

From 0.5 mile south of Seldom Seen Road 
to Buskirk Hollow Road 

LOCATION/DESIGN PUBLIC HEARING 
7:30 p.m., Tuesday, February 25, 1986 

PDMS No. 013076 

NAME ^jVi-L^ ¥" &1. .DATE. 

CITY/TOWN r-/-CrrU^lL^-i1^~-~f      STATg VJ^-ri 

¥^/ Sr^.. 

.ZIP CODE: o?/3~3 9 

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

-Li f F'it>'T~—J A e VAST     Z I rl e      r""~l'e-*       e ^      c-tTi.^r' 

I 

4i" 

RECEUTED 
•w i^ mb 

.,,      IIHCIM. BffiH of 

i    i  Pleas* add my/our namels) to the Mailing List.* 

i    i Please delete my/our namels) from the Mailing List. 

• Persons  who have received a copy of this brochure through the mall are already 
on the project Mailing List. 

<£! o MaiylandDepartment ofTransportation 
' SUte Highway Administration 

WMUn K. Hslium 

Hal Kaissff 

YPJ iStt* 

RE: 

April 2, 1986 

Contract No. A 690-101-671 
Maryland Route 36 from 
0.5 mile south of Seldom Seen 
Road to Buskirk Hollow Road 
PDMS No. 013076 

Ms. Shirley Fremen 
Route 36, Box 8 
Lonaconing, Maryland 

Dear Ms. Fremen: 

21539 

Thank you for your comments regarding the alternates for the 
construction of Maryland Route 36.  Your name is included on the 
project mailing list and you will continue to receive all mate- 
rial that is distributed relative to project development. 

Your comments will be considered as we continue with the 
Project Development activities. 

Very truly yours, 

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

BV; /U*rJlJL*JL 
Robert   E.   Schneider 
Project Manager 

LHE:RES:tlh 
cc:     Mr.   T.   W.   Beaulleu 

"*«;, 
'.Spr t.3rf: af-iBSVif •>."." 

•..."•:>-: i-,C-' 

"ifX:"..-. , 

My ttlfphont nurabsr It. 
Talalypewriter tor Impairad Haaring or Spaech 

383-7555 Baltimore Matro — 5654451 D.C. Matro — 1400-492-5062 Statawlde Toll Fraa 
P.O. Boi 717 / 707 Nonn Calvart Si. Balllmora. Maryland 21203 - 0717 
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

Contract No. A 690-101-671 
Maryland Route 36 

From 0.5 mile south of Seldom Seen Road 
to Buskirk Hollow Road 

LOCATION/DESIGN PUBLIC HEARING 
7:30 p.m., Tuesday, February 25, 1986 

PDMS  No.   013076 

¥ ^ 

NAME     -yV">. '*- ••-<:•' .^V J&.//> IsL DATF     ^/z^/S, 

PRfNTE     ADDRESS    /   .-/^ /VAc,,   ^(r«- ^   yT^ A. 

CITY/TOWN •S{%>c«*i ^f- .STATE ?.'M. 

•V-' 

.ZIP CQnF^?/.g"--^ 

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

© Maryland Department of Transportation 
Slate Highway Administration 

<ST^ o£& 

RE: 

Ms. Florence M. Stafford 
1 Seldom Seen Road 
Lonaconing, Maryland  21539 

Dear Ms. Stafford: 

WUIlim K. HtUnum 
Stcmanr 
Hal Kniofl 
AdnMstntar 

April 2, 1986 

Contract No. A 690-101-671 
Maryland Route 36 from 
0.5 mile south of Seldom Seen 
Road to Buskirk Hollow Road 
PDMS No. 013076 

en 

Thank you for your comments regarding the alternates for the 
construction of Maryland Route 36.  Your name is included on the 
project mailing list and you will continue to receive all mate- 
rial that is distributed relative to project development. 

Your comments will be considered as we continue with the 
Project Development activities. 

Very truly yours , 

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

RECEIVED 
MAR ! 3 1986 

purim nrri'i ct 
PUNK i PttllMllim ENEINKIIINB 

LHE:RES:tlh 
cc:     Mr.   T.   W.   Beaulieu 

Robert   E.   Schneider 
Project Manager 

i     i Please add my/our namelsl to the Mailing List.* 

CZU Please delate my/our name(s) Irom the Mailing List. 

•Parsons who have received a copy of this  brochure through the mail are already 
on the project Mailing List. 

rj.r'-'-^-.-rVr • ^-jg*?-*^ 

My telaphona numbit li    659-1104 
Teletypewriter lor Impaired Hearing or Speech 

383-7555 Biltimore Metro — 5654451 O.C. Metro — ieoo-492-50e2 Statewide Toll Free 

P.O. Box 7171 707 North Calven St., Baltimore, Maryland 21203 • 0717 
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

Contract No. A 690-101-671 
Maryland Route 36 

From 0.5 mile south of Seldom Seen Road 
to Buskirk Hollow Road 

LOCATION/DESIGN PUBLIC HEARING 
7:30 p.m., Tuesday, February 25, 1986 

PDMS  Np.   013076 

NAME 

PLEASE 
PRINT 

/ 
JL 

^ fUMS   NO. 

.DATE 

ADDRESS. /*    KlfM/M   V>/'.i/       /?»/?/• 

^ 

IVAVJ, J iWt, 

cnwnav(^/A//U'/r/iCC       STATE    ffO .ZIP CODE. •^/^ 

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

C A   r-T     ^ ijz        r r.uTr*       o F-     e , t /-, * f 

KF,r,EIVED 
MAfl 13 1900 

 mmi nwii Of  
HMmin} mmm xnmm 

d Maryland Department ofTransponamn 
State Highway Administration 

Wldan K. HMinini 

Hal Kiiuft 
MaiaknUf 

^oo L &>^ 

RE: 

21539 

April 2, 1986 

Contract No. A 690-101-671 
Maryland Route 36 from 
0.5 mile south of Seldom Seen 
Road to Buskirk Hollow Road 
PDMS No. 013076 

Ms. Lee Ann Foote 
6 Seldom Seen Road 
Lonaconlng, Maryland 

Dear Ms. Foote: 

Thank you for your comments regarding the alternates for the 
construction of Maryland Route 36.  Your name is included on the 
project mailing list and you will continue to receive all mate- 
rial that is distributed relative to project development. 

Your comments will be considered as we continue with the 
Project Development activities. 

Very truly yours , 

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

Robert E. Schneider Robert 
Project Manager 

LHE:RES:tlh 
cc:  Mr. T. W. Beaulieu 

I     I Please add my/our namcls) to the Mailing List.* 

I     I Please delate my/our namelsl from the Mailing List. 

• Persons who have received a copy o! this brochure through the mail are already 
on the project Mailing List. 

My ttliphont numbir li 659-1104  
TelstypBwritor tor Impaired Hearing or Speech 

383-7555 Baltimore Metro - 56MM51 DC. Metro - l-B0(M92-5062 Statewide Toll Free 

P.O. Box 717 / 707 Nonh Calvert St.. Baltimore. Maryland 2tZ03 - 0717 
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

.10 

Contract No. A 690-101-671 
Maryland Route 36 

From 0.5 mile south of Seldom Seen Road 
to Buskirk Hollow Road 

LOCATION/DESIGN PUBLIC HEARING 
7:30 p.m., Tuesday, February 25, 1986 

PDMS No. 013076 

^ 
£0" 

NAME f'.   >;T   C   /, V, -.ffi "*TP   -i-k-fr 

PmNTSE   ADDRPSS     ^   Jfyr-.t    St't.     .•:,' 

.STATE. /11/7 .ZIP COOEJLLLH. CITY/TOWN   Ll-'/Cr 

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

^< -^ T/.<- g^-^-r ST,/. ^^ ^f r £2_£ C /T/rrr 

^U_ 

Q Mary/and Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

WHIIan K. HtHnunn 
Sicrftaiy 

Hal Kattofl 

8/qpRDI^ 

RE: 

April 2, 1986 

Contract No. A 690-101-671 
Maryland Route 36 from 
0.5 mile south of Seldom Seen 
Road to Buskirk Hollow Road 
PDMS No. 013076 

Mr. Robert Barnard 
4 Seldom Seen Road 
Lonaconing, Maryland 

Dear Mr. Barnard: 

21539 

Thank you for your comments regarding the alternates for the 
construction of Maryland Route 36.  Your name is Included on the 
project mailing list and you will continue to receive all mate- 
rial that is distributed relative to project development. 

Your comments will be considered as we continue with the 
Project Development activities. 

Very truly yours, 

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

RECir^^n 
l»Si) 

 UMiJi. lirrilt W  
puiiiims k mmw umumt 

LHE:RES:tlh 
cc:     Mr.   T.   W.   Beaulieu 

By- /&£/ CJZJUJ^ 
Robert   E.   Schneider 
Project  Manager 

I    I Please add my/our name(s) to the Mailing List.* r?:K 

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. 

M» tslaphont number li    659-1104 
Teletypewriter for Impaired Hearing or Speech 

383-7555 Baltlmofe Metro — 5654451 DC Metro — 1-80O.492-5062 Slatewlde Toll Free 

P.O. BOK 717 ; 707 North Calvert St., Baltimore. Maryland 21203 • 0717 
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

Contract  No.   A 690-101-671 <*) 
Maryland  Route   36 -5' 

From 0.5 mile  south  of  Seldom Seen  Road 
to  Buskirk Hollow Road 

LOCATION/DESIGN  PUBLIC HEARING 
7:30  p.m.,   Tuesday,   February  25,   1986 

PDUS  No.   013076 

))> 03' 

NAME 

PLEASE     ._„„,.,.,« 
PRINT        ADDRESS 

.DATE Vi'^   -KJIfc 

CITY/TOWN ^Jnti ^ .STATE. DM. .ZIP CODE_^£li^_ 
I/We wish to comment or Inquire about the following aspects of this project: 

<    < r   t   

•i-   •* 

Q Maryfand Department of Transportation 
Stale Highway Administration 

WUbm K. Hilmam 
(vmarr 

Hal Kiisot! 

z>m\eo'S£> 
April   2,   1986 

RE:  Contract No. A 690-101-671 
Maryland Route 36 from 
0.5 mile south of Seldom Seen 
Road to Buskirk Hollow Road 
PDMS No. 013076 

Mr. and Mrs. Edgar Smith, Jr. 
5 Seldom Seen Road 
Lonaconing, Maryland  21539 

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Smith: 

Thank you for your comments regarding the alternates for the 
construction of Maryland Route 36.  Your'name is included on the 
project mailing list and you will continue to receive all mate- 
rial that is distributed relative to project development. 

Your comments will be considered as we continue with the 
Project Development activities. 

Very truly yours, 

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

RECEIVED 
MAR  i;j ]386 

..MCTM. o,.-fl,-i n 
mroumiji,^^.^ 

LHE:RES:tlh 
cc:     Mr.   T.   U.   Beaulleu 

Bv: /^V fgjg^e^ 
Robert E. Schneider 
Project Manager 

I    I Pleas* add my/our nam»ls) to the Mailing List.* 

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

•Persons who have received a copy c! Shis  brochure through the mail are already 
on the project Mailing List. 

.„L 

My trftphone numbtr \\    659-13 04 
Teletypewriter tor impaired Having or Speech 

383-7555 Baltimore Metro — 56&-0451 D C. Metro — 1-B00-492-5O62 Statewide Toll Free 

P.O. Box 717 / 707 North Catvart St.. Ballimore. Maryland 21203 - 0717 

'*-i'!«£i3&1,*.-Ss>*Sfeg :Masi»***H,i«t^,'»-«w5***«*S)^.iV^^ 
Hf-i-j*" ,:-.^.'-..  '-i'*-;*-,. 
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS ANO/OR COMMENTS 

Contract No. A 690-101-671 
Maryland Route 36 

From 0.5 mile south of Seldom Seen Road 
to Busklrk Hollow Road 

LOCATION/DESIGN PUBLIC HEARING 
7:30 p.m., Tuesday, February 25, 1986 

PDMS  No.   013076 

*""*' 6 

NAME    /y/'-S,   /ttsfim,  /)• /CfnC'l-'e. RATP   ~3-c^-^^ 

PRINT 

L CITY/TOWN J^O^ULLOU )t"Q .STATE ML .ZIP conp^ / S 3? 

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

^^ /  

Q Maiyland Department of Transportation 
Slate Highway Admin i si ration . 

frfc^MOC^ 

Mrs. Naomi Grove 
7 Seldom Seen Road 
Lonaconlng, Maryland 

Dear Mrs. Grove: 

RE: 

21539 

Wllllim K. Hillmam 
SKnttrf 

Hal Kiisotl 
AdnloUMW 

April   2,   1986 

Contract No. A 690-101-671 
Maryland Route 36 from 
0.5 mile south of Seldom Seen 
Road to Busklrk Hollow Road 
PDMS No. 013076 

I 
CO 
to 

Thank you for your comments regarding the alternates for the 
construction of Maryland Route 36.  Your name is included on the 
project mailing list and you will continue to receive all mate- 
rial that is distributed relative to project development. 

Your comments will be considered as we continue with the 
Project Development activities. 

Very truly yours , 

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

RECEIVED 
1MB 13 1986 

—UlhtUJi Urfitt DF  LHE:RES:tlh 
cc:     Mr.   T.   W.   Beaulieu 

BV: /ZLrcy^JL 
Robert   E.   Schneider 
Project  Manager 

I    I Please add my/our name(s) to the Mailing List.* VAIUU" t-w> 

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

• Persons who have received a copy ol this  brochure through the mail are already 
on the project Mailing List. 

-U-. 
ggg^B^E*jr r^f^irr i? 

?SS5^«jPj«:-'.-i.-. 
aMiitjaaijMBMaassMftaiSiiBitf:^!^^ 

My tslephons numbsr li      659-1104 
Teletypewriter for Impaired Hearing or Speech 

383-7555 Ballimore Metro - 5654451 DC. Metro — 1-80CM925062 Statewide Toll Free 

P.O. Box 717/707 North Calvert St.. Baltimore, Maryland 21203   0717 

'*tr.U ''•.•»••<-ft:. 
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

Contract No. A 690-101-671 
Maryland Route 36 

From 0.5 mile south of Seldom Seen Road 
to Buskirk Hollow Road 

LOCATION/DESIGN PUBLIC HEARING 
7:30 p.m., Tuesday, February 25, 1986 

PDMS No. 013076 

6^ 
•A 

PR?N/
E
 ADDRESS 

NAME       hue • L T*--^! S^h-0*-\ JL. X^-^-e— HATC 3'3-S'^ 

CITY/TOW t^ f .STATE. Jk^ .ZIP rnnp "2-/^3^ 

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

«•• F * v <• r    Tli *    <J A <=. r    s / rf*-    f ,-. <• T"e- s / The  h* 

^    / 

1" 
.4 

P Maryland Department ofTransportation 
Slat* Higftwiy Administration 

WiMiaK. Hmmtn 

Hit Kisstf 

oo^ 6^X51 

April   2,   1986 

RE:  Contract No. A 690-101-671 
Maryland Route 36 from 
0.S mile south of Seldom Seen 
Road to Buskirk Hollow Road 
PDMS No. 013076 

Mr. and Mrs. George Gowans 
9 Seldom Seen Road 
Lonaconing, Maryland 21539 ' 

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Gowans: 

Thank you for your comments regarding the alternates for the 
construction of Maryland Route 36.  Your name is included on the 
project mailing list and you will continue to receive all mate- 
rial that is distributed relative to project development. 

Your comments will be considered as we continue with the 
Project Development activities. 

Very truly yours , 

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

RECEIVED 
BV: /l&r r.&jL^i- 

Robert   E.   Schneider 
Project Manager 

:.ln.\    L >.•    iaOO 

BISKISJ. 0.:flCE Of 

LHE:RES:tlh 
cc:     Mr.  T.   W.   Beaulieu 

I    I Plea]* add my/our namals) to the Mailing List.* 

I    I Please delete my/our namels) from the Mailing List. 

• Persons  who have received a copy of this brochure through the mail ars already 
on the project Mailing List.  J 

My tiliptioni nurnbir it    659-1104  
T«i*t«pewntsr !cr linpaSrsd ttssring or Speech 

383-755S Baltimore Metro — 56S0451 D.C. Metro — 1-B0O-492-5062 Statewide Toll Free 

P.O. Bo« 717 I 707 North Calve.t St.. Baltimore, Marytano 21203 • 0717 

*:r C'-^i-i-V-'iii * 
• TeHr '—'  
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

& Contract No. A 690-101-671 
Maryland Route 36 

From 0.5 mile south of Seldom Seen Road 
to Buskirk Hollow Road 

LOCATION/DESIGN PUBLIC HEARING 
7:30 p.m., Tuesday, February 25, 1986 

PDMS No. 013076 

DU>- 

--.'' 

^ 

NAME Sandra K. Gowans nATF   March 5, 1986 

PmN^8    ADDRESS. 23 Church Street 

CITY/TOWN     Lonaconing, STATE    Maryland 7ip conr   21S39 

I/Wo wish to comment or Inquire about the following aspects of this project: 

My first preference is Alternate 5 with my second choice being Alternate 1 for the 

following reasons: 

1.    Better access to our comnunity. 

2. Less loss of private homes and businesses. 

3. More direct routes. 

4. Less relocation of our citizens. 

I have lived in Lonaconing since I was six years old. I am now thirty-four. I have 

had the opportunity to leave but I have always chosen to stay because Coney is a 

cheerful, warm community; a great place to raise a family. 

If a route is chosen that denies our comnunity direct access, our town will cease to be- 

Please give our community a fighting chance by choosing a route more advantageous to all. 

RECEIVED -X<& -rytg.   jfp&l. y-u<?st-a ^^y 

MAR 13 1986 YJ/**,* ^. /^ 

tianic; ofFiti ci 
PUKKINE S PmiUim* [NOINHRINE 

&• 

O Maiyland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

Wllllim K. Hillmtm 
Stcritlfy 

Hal KatsoH 
Mmlnistraur 

£jO\rJS oOl 

RE: 

April 2, 1986 

Contract No. A 690-101-671 
Maryland Route 36 from 
0.5 mile south of Seldom Seen 
Road to Buskirk Hollow Road 
PDMS No. 013076 

Ms. Sandra K. Gowans , 
23 Church Street 
Lonaconing, Maryland 2J539 

Dear Ms. Gowans: 

Thank you for your comments regarding the alternates for tht 
construction of Maryland Route 36.  Your name is included on the 
project mailing list and you will continue to receive all mate- 
rial that is distributed relative to project development. 

Your comments will be considered as we continue with the 
Project Development activities. 

Very truly yours , 

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

Robert E. Schneider 
Project Manager 

LHE:RES:tlh 
cc:  Mr. T. W. Beaulieu 

»    ' Please add my/our namels) to the Mailing List.* 

d] Please delete my/our nemels) from the Mailing List. 

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

] r.\j. BOX IM I 707 North Calvei 

»^^4gw-:'«9<E«s^^iitea*«ai^ 

My lilaphons numbar ii    659-1104 
Telatypewriter lor Impairwt Haarlng or Spe«ch 

383-7555 Baltimore Metro - 56WM51 DC. Metro - 1-800-492-5062 Statewide Toll Free 

P.O. Box 7171 707 North Calvert St., Baltimore. Maryland 21203 • 0717 
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

a G' -.0 >1 Contract No. A 690-101-671 
Maryland Route 36 If 

From 0.5 mile south of Seldom Seen Road  _ 1 r 
to Buskirk Hollow Road 'fr 

LOCATION/DESIGN PUBLIC HEARING 
7:30 p.m., Tuesday, February 25, 1986 

O, PDKS No. 013076 

•'fa •*/??&   7?,.//     drJA*/?*   n4TCJ-^-J^ 

PLEASE     .^„,..   /j^     fAfVfA     *&'•  

NAME 

'PRINT""   ADDRESS 

CITY/TOWN. AthtCfMA ', RTATP      /^ • .ZIP ftnnp.-3/*f'•.ft? 

I/We wish to comment or Inquire about the tollowin g aspects of this project: 

•,.,;/   ^^-A.    /^   ^ O" —• r*     tf-W /  ^ Ssfs*st&£, 

//I -:.l^' ̂ ;./' n-7~ '>&/£'» 
A f-<<~*7c.V'   +   it *••/:* -Jy}'"/ . /^ A*- -c.       J ,y 

(^   '"/A.-<.*    •:£•<        ? -•:  .   1 //   >. s?->s-2, -   /*< ,,- ^ ^ 
v  ~i 

^ -^ J ' 
//h'. .^. -/; ••; ':>..<s7'^ 

V 

RECEIVED 
MAR 1 3 BBS 

OIKCIIH. OrFICtlB 
PLANKING & PKlLiMlUm LMUIHtCHIW 

/ 
/ 

i ^f Please aao my/our namets) to the Mailing List.* M 

1     1 Please delate my/our namals) f rom the Mailing List. 

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

0 
Maiyland Department ofTmsportation 

Slala Hlol""* Adminlitntion 

WUUam K. Hrinum 
Sacnanr 

Hal Kisssfl 
Marialitnur 

g^NB^01 

April 2, 1986 

RE:  Contract No. A 690-101-671 
Maryland Route 36 from 
0.1  mile south of Seldom Seen 
^ad to Buskirk Hollow Road 
POMS No. 013076 

Bill Bennet 

21539 

Mr. and Mrs 
12 Church Street 
Lonaconlng. Maryland 

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Bennett: ^ 

Thank you for your -"^"^ur"?^*6 iflncluded on'the 
construction of **ryi•i  ^f^??'continue to receive all mate- 
?Sl-S.ri"a.»T£.Sd relative to project development. 

Your comments will be considered as we continue with the 
Project Development activities. 

Very truly yours, 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 

^rect^erelopment Division 

Robert E. Schneider 
Project Manager 

LHE:RES:tlh 
cc:  Mr. T. W. Beaulieu 

My ttHphont numbir it—6sq~n"f^ ~ 

^rS^STEm^SMSSS. Bum*. To,. F... 

i'^&.rM.^.?/^iCfe^i31'Wi|^^#*$^TS 

*> 
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

Contract No. A 690-101-671 
Maryland Route 36 

From 0.5 mile south of Seldom Seen Road 
to Buskirk Hollow Road 

LOCATION/DESIGN PUBLIC HEARING 
7:30 p.m., Tuesday, February 25, 1986 

PDMS  No.   013076 

I_D me 
-»m 

co      -05: 
r" c- *   io 

—*       * -n 

NAME '•«•<<<»   «roCT. HATF    Harch  11.   T)Rfi 

PLEASE 
PRINT ADDRESS    Douelas   Avenue  Ext. 

CITY/TOWN      Lonaconing STATE   Haryland ZIP  CODE_2iil2_ 

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

 1    am   an    OWnP.r    nf    property    nn   Bt.     ftS?    and    T    an    <n    favnr    nf    pnrHtig    fhp    prnpn^crt 

new Rt. 36 on the west side. There are many coal reserve;, heii.g develonfrt c.u  

both sides of Rt. 657 and the truck traffic Is going to he greatly increased both 

through coal and timber.  With Alt. 2 or 2A snvlnp approximatplv t7.000.000 tn 

114,000,000, maybe a ramp could be engineered and constructed to connect AIt. 2 

or 2A to Rt. 6^7.  

V 

Q Maryland Department ofTransportatm 
State Highway Administration 

WUHam K. Hiflmam 
tKntanr 

Hil KnsoH 

April 2, 1986 

RE:  Contract No. A 690-101-671 
Maryland Route 36 from 
0.5 mile south of Seldom Seen 
Road to Buskirk Hollow Road 
PDMS No. 013076 

Ms. Leslie Green 
Douglas Avenue Extended 
Lonaconing, Maryland  21539 

Dear Ms. Green: 

Thank you for your comments regarding the alternates for the 
construction of Maryland Route 36.  Your name is included on the 
project mailing list and you will continue to receive all mate- 
rial that is distributed relative to project development. . 

Your comments will be considered as we continue with the 
Project Development activities. 

Very truly yours , 

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

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

1    1 Please delete my/our namels) from the Mailing List. 

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

LHE:RES:tlh 
cc:     Mr.   T.   W.   Beaulieu 

By: (21jr r SJ^^. 
Robert E. Schneider 
Project Manager 

My telapltoM numbi, It    659-1104 
Teletypewriter for Impaired Haaring or Speech 

383-7555 Baltlmors Metro - 56MX51 DC. Metro — 1-60CM92 5062 Statewide Toll Free 

P.O. Box 717 / 707 Nonh Calved St.. Baltimore. Maryland 21203   0717 

1 
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

Contract  No.   A  690-101-671 
Maryland Route   36 

From 0.5 mile  south of  Seldom Seen   Road 
to  Buskirk  Hollow Road 

LOCATION/DESIGN  PUBLIC  HEARING 
7:30 p.m.,   Tuesday,   February  25,   1986 

PDUS  No.   013076 

CO s<= 
CD 

2=° 

NAME Tim  Hnsa HATP    HaTrh   n,   iq«f, 

PLEASE 
PRINT        ADDRESS—918 Chpsl-mif mrier Rnrnl *«<" 1 

CITY/TOWN    Hnrf.nt„wn .STATE  Ufit  VlTatnia—ZIP  CODE 36505 

I/We wish to comment or Inquire about the lollowlng aspects of this project: 

 T an. nn otmpr nt the end of Seldom Seen Road and I am In favor of putting the 

prnpnspd new Rt. 36 on the west side.  We are currently Involved In the Christmas 

tree business, mineral development, coal reserve development, and timber cutting.  

mth    fhp    frnrfc    n-»ff<r    hning    a    main    roacnn    f nr    rhc    Ti»lnr«Hnn    nf   B t . ^ft,     ttlP    ahOVP  

mpnrTonen i teiris will greatly Increase this truck traffic.  A west side alternate will 

help or eliminatp fMs truck traffic.  

0 Matyland Department ofTransportation 
Stale Highway Administration 

WmamK. HMnam 

Hil Kmotf 
UaWstrauc 

April   2,   1986 

RE:     Contract   No.   A 690-101-671 
Maryland  Route 36  from 
0.5 mile  south  of  Seldom Seen 
Road  to  Buskirk Hollow Road 
PDMS  No.   013076 

Mr. Jim Ross 
918 Chestnut Ridge Road 
Suite 3 
Morgantown, West Virginia  2650S 

Dear Mr. Ross: 

Thank you for your comments regarding the alternates for the 
construction of Maryland Route 36.  Your name Is included on the 
project mailing list and you will continue to receive all mate- 
rial that is distributed relative to project development. 

Your comments will be considered as we continue with the 
Project Development activities. 

Very truly yours, 

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

By:   /^Q^f     C.   'pe^*-c**>&*. 
Robert   E.   Schneider 
Project  Manager 

LHE:RES:tlh 
cc:     Mr.   T.   W.   Beaulieu 

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

I    I Please delate my/our named) from the Mailing List. 

•Perions who have received a copy ol this brochure through the mail are already 
on the project Mailing List: 

My Ultphoni numbir It    659-1104 
Tetetypewriur for impairad Hearing or Sptaeh 

363-7555 Baltimore Metro — S6S4451 O.C. Matro — 1-80O-482-SO62 Slittwlde Toll Fraa 

P.O. Bo« 717 / 707 North Calrart St.. Baltimore. Maryland 21203 • 0717 

,».. /-•.^. *•••.. 
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

Contract  No.   A  690-101-671 
Maryland  Route   36 

From 0.5 mile  south  of  Seldom Seen   Road 
to  Buskirk  Hollow Road 

LOCATION/DESIGN  PUBLIC  HEARING 
7:30 p.m.,   Tuesday,   February   25,   1986 

PDMS  No.   013076 

ST 3B 

2;c 

-ti»- 

•x. 
a 

NAME Bill  DeVore Jenkins  Development Company    nATF     March  13,   1986 

PLEASE 
PRINT ADDRFSR      P-0.   Box  228 

CITY/TOWN   Frostburg STATF   Maryland .ZIP CODEil52i_ 

I/We wish to comment or Inquire about the lollowlng aspects o( this protect: 

 Our company Is currently developing a rail siding near Barton.  Most of the 

coal reserves that will be processed and transported through our siding will come 

from Klondike, Detmold Hill, Laurel Run, and other areas west of Lonaconing.  We  

feel Routes 2 or 2A will help provide a more direct access route to our rail facilities 
I 

t—t      from the active and proposed mines on the west side of the Georges Creek Basin. 

Th»»^ •.,t..« H/M.IH -l./i Itppp this heavy trnrk trafflr from hflvlnp tn cross old 

Route aft and Pntprjug fha rnngacforf H^T.fnt^ area of I.onaconinp to gain access to 

 Route 2 or 2A mav also make ante   reserved arfgg.;< hi.. hy cHmlnAMng thg. need 

tn r-rnss over old nndpr-sl gprf hridgpg <n thp Cpnrges CrcfV    nrpa   

o Maryland Department of Transportation 
Slate Highway Administration 

Wllllim K, HtOmjim 

Hat Kntofl 

April 2, 1986 

RE:  Contract No. A 690-101-671 
Maryland Route 36 from 
0.5 mile south of Seldom Seen 
Road to Buskirk Hollow Road 
PDMS No. 013076 

Mr. Bill DeVore 
P.O. Box 228 
Frostburg, Maryland 21532 

Dear Mr. DeVore: 

Thank you for your comments regarding the alternates for the 
construction of Maryland Route 36.  Your name is included on the 
project mailing list and you will continue to receive all mate- 
rial that is distributed relative to project development. 

Your comments will be considered as we continue with the 
Project Development activities. 

Very truly yours , 

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

LHE:RES:tlh 
cc:     Mr.   T.   W.   Beaulieu 

By:     /LU ^£jL~/~. 
Robert   E.   Schneider 
Project  Manager 

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

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

•Person* who have received a copy ol this brochure through the mail are already 
on the project Mailing List. 

My tatophoiia numbar ii    659-1104 
Teletypewriter lor Impaired Hearing or Speech 

383-7555 Baltimore Metro - 565-0451 DC. Metro — 1-800-4925062 Statewide Toll Free 

P.O. Bo* 717/707 North Calvert St.. Baltimore. Maryland 21203 - 0717 

•^•v; s^-^v' 
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

Contract No. A 690-101-671 
Maryland Route 36 

From 0.5 mile south of Seldom Seen Road 
to Buskirk Hollow Road 

LOCATION/DESIGN PUBLIC HEARING 
7:30 p.m., Tuesday, February 25, 1986 

PDUS No. 013076 

% 

r-> 
•X- -t» 
•x- 

NAME       C.enTfp   Ynim? DATF   March  13.   1986 

PLEASE 
PRINT ADDRCRS     «7S   «..fHnEl,.m   **<„* 

Maryland Department of Trdnsportatwn 
Slate Highway Administration 

April 3, 1986 

RE:  Contract No. A 690-101-671 
Maryland Route 36 from 0.5 
mile south of Seldom Seen 
Road to Buskirk Hollow Road 
PDMS No. 013076 

WUHJUK. Hillmam 

Hal Kmofl 

CITY/TOWN   r„mwi.,„H STATE M.^yi.^ ZIP CODE_21ii2__ 

I/We wish to commant or Inqulra about the following aspect* of this project: 

. As a property ouner on thy wpst siHp nf Rf  16, UP ni-P nnHfylnf ynn thjit ue are 

in favor of Alt. 2 or 2A.  Our property is Dow being permitted for > coal gltte which 

will greatly Increase the truck traffic in Lonaconing.  Truck traffic was a major  

consideration for the relocation of Rt. 36.  With the potential savlnes which the west 

t—i , 
i—l    rmirr offers. nosFihlv » ramn could be built connecting Rt. 657 with Alt. 2 or 2A. 
I 
J=»           ^ — ___  

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

CD Pleass delete my/our namele) from the Mailing List. 

• Persons who have received s copy of this brochure through the mail are already 
on the project Mailing List. 

X 

Mr. George Young 
825 Buckingham Drive 
Cumberland, Maryland 21532 

Dear Mr. Young: 

Thank you for your comments regarding the proposed alternates 
for the Maryland Route 36 project.  Your name is included on the 
project mailing list and you will continue to receive the materials 
that are distributed relative to project development activities. 

You have suggested that we consider a connection from Douglas 
Avenue to either Alternate 2 or 2A.  Prior to the public hearing, 
we investigated the feasibility of this connection and found that 
it was impracticable.  We found that a connection at this point 
would have caused a serious impact to the residential developement 
that exists along Douglas Avenue causing more families to be relocated 
and further adding to the number of displacements associated with 
the west side alternates.  The fact that Douglas Avenue is also 
included within the Lonaconing Historic District makes this issue 
even more difficult to justify from the aspect of added social and 
economic impacts. 

If I can be of further assistance, please feel free to contact 

Very truly yours, 

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

LHE:RES:tlh 
cc:  Mr. T. W. Beaulieu 

Ms. C. D. Simpson Bv: /tUi.y/' ^%s&n^~&r- 
Robert E. Schneider 
Project Manager 

My taliphoni mimbir Is 659-1104  
Teletypewriter lor Impaired Hearing or Speech 

383-7555 Baltimore Metro — 565-0451 DC. Metro — 1-800-492-5062 Statewide Toll Free 
P.O. Box 717 / 707 North Celvert St., Baltimore. Maryland 21203 - 0717 

Ssvif: xJ££>.&A--Viy^y--••'"•.•,••• '•i'?-ri\~ 
I'^.'S, .'••'y i?.ft-v \{'k*.&s-'':$iti^&'?'-&*i£f}^''$*~V* 

^Tf^jVBff/W'i'.SIJIlgggi'jjigw 
~*A~». XI'J: _.' , '^.-•^-•fit'fH^ 

;^jfc-i*»*MS^.i*£W«lwys*i* j4»nu»!iso^-i~-*>^-:»iL:v!--^^i»-. 

iBSs-as 

•^ 



jSSMiSwSsr 

i 

•;..,- ^IM^^^Wf'ffi?!^5 '^r^'. ^ 

\r\S) o\J> 

STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

Contract No. A 690-101-671 
Maryland Route 36 

From 0.5 mile south of Seldom Seen Road 
to Buskirk Hollow Road 

LOCATION/DESIGN PUBLIC HEARING 
7:30 p.m., Tuesday, February 25, 1986 

PDMS No. 013076 

s 3 o 

-' tn 
-o J» 

NAME rra<g   Unrkman Kr.nntT    Tfial    rnmpany .DATE Harrh  n,   IIHft 

PmNTSE     ADDRFSS    P-0-   Box  lie, 

CITY/TOWN    Frostburg. RTATF   Maryland .ZIP CODEiil2i_ 

I/We wish to comment or Inquire about the lollowing aspects of this project: 

 As manager of Forestry and Reclamation, I hereby notify you that we are In 

 favor of Alt. 2 or 2A.  We currently own a house and farm in that area, which 

would be involved in the right-of-way; and we feel it will help nnevjate coal 

truck traffic from tho existing Rt. -Kh   and Tlnngln.; »„<.r.i.«.  

 Our company also owns vast coal reserves northwest of Lonaconine: and it is 

our opinion that the western route will be best for the development of these 

reserves.  

ift 

Q Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

Wimim K. Hritmann 
Stcntiiy 

Nil Kaiiofl 

^> 
0^ 

RE: 

April   2,   1986 

Contract No. A 690-101-671 
Maryland Route 36 from 
0.5 mile south of Seldom Seen 
Road to Buskirk Hollow Road 
PDMS No. 013076 

Mr. Craig Workman 
Koontz Coal Company 
P.O. Box 228 
Frostburg, Maryland 

Dear Mr. Workman: 

21532 

Thank you for your comments regarding the alternates for the 
construction of Maryland Route 36.  Your name is Included on the 
project mailing list and you will continue to receive all mate- 
rial that is distributed relative to project development. 

Your comments will be considered as we continue with the 
Project Development activities. 

Very truly yours, 

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

By: _j2JaJ^&jL~g^ 
Robert   E.   Schneider 
Project  Manager 

LHE:RES:tlh 
cc:     Mr.   T.   W.   Beaulieu 

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

I    1 Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing List. 

• Persons who have received a copy of this brochure through the mall are already 
on the project Mailing List. 

My Mephont numtw it    659-1104 
Teletypewriter lor Impaired Hearing or Speech 

383-7555 Baltimore Metro — 5654451 DC. Metro — 1-800-492-M62 Statewide Toll Free 
PO Box 717 I 707 Nortn Calvert St.. Baltimore, Maryland 21203 • 0717 
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS CO 
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PLEASE 
PRINT 

Contract No. A 690-101-671 
Maryland Route 36 

From 0.5 mile south of Seldom Seen Road 
to Buskirk Hollow Road 

LOCATION/DESIGN PUBLIC HEARING 
7:30 p.m., Tuesday, February 25, 1986 

PDMS No. 013076 

NAME        .Tames .1.  J. oberhaus        Maryland Fuel Company nATF   March 13.  1986 

ADDRESS P n    R• ??«  

CITY/TOWN     Frostbure STATF     H.rylanH .ZIP CODE. 

I/We wish to comment or Inquire about the following aspects ot this project: 

 As President of the Maryland Fuel Company, the relocation of Rt. 36 Is an extremely 

Important issue.  We are definitely In favor of putting the new road on the west side 

(Alt. 2 or 2A) for the following reasons: __„.  

 1.       Thpr?   art.   mtlUnTK:   nf    l-nns   nf   r»i->«.»f«M»   •..l       uhirh   arp   nnu   hp<nr    rtfirplnpprt   nn 

 the west side of Rt. 36.  A major benefit to relocating Rt. 36 is the elimination 

of truck 
A 

'ic   from ronl and Hmhpr.  Thp mA^nrity of the unminpH rnnl ^Psprvfc, 

Hmh.r        .nrv.lli-n.^    .IHlti;,.    «Te    On    the    WPSt    KJAP. Plltring    thf    TOPlA    fin    thp    Pfltt 

 could actually.make the situation worse.  

2.  Positive economic Impact will be the greatest with a western route because of 

 planned multi-million dollar Investments in coal mining operations.  Buffalo 

 Coal Company's expanded railroad siding, Christmas tree operations, timber  

 cutting, and possible housing subdivisions after mining.  This will result in 

 many new lobs, increased tax revenue for the state, and a positive benefit- for— 

 local businesses.  Alt. 2 or 2A also saves the state and its tax pavers  

 appr'viH""tpiy I7,nnntnnn tn  iia.nnn.nnn.  

 3.     Maryland Fuel  Company owns approximately  307. of   the proposed right-of-way  to be 

, acnuired  in Alt.   2  or  2A and will not oppose acquisition. ^  

 When you consider all  factors  such as:     cost of  construction and  potential  economic 

benefits   tn   thp   state  as  upll   n*   thp   local   area,   we  fpel   that   the  western  alienment makes 
I—I Please add my/our namels) to the Mailing List.*      sense both shor^ ter»1 4 lone teTm- 

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

• Persons who have received a copy ot this  brochure through the mail are already 
on the project Mailing List. 

.     ^ 

o Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

WSm K. Hrtnum 
Sacmif 

Hit Kitiin 

April   2,   1986 

RE:     Contract   No.   A 690-101-671 
Maryland  Route 36  from 
0.5 mile  south  of  Seldom Seen 
Road  to  Buskirk Hollow Road 
PDMS  No.   013076 

Mr.   James  J.   Oberhaus ' 
Maryland  Fuel  Company 
P.O.   Box  228 
Frostburg, Maryland  21532 

Dear Mr. Oberhaus: 

Thank you for your comments regarding the alternates for the 
construction of Maryland Route 36.  Your name is included on the 
project mailing list and you will continue to receive all mate- 
rial that is distributed relative to project development. 

Your comments will be considered as we continue with the 
Project Development activities. 

Very truly yours, 

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

By: /iJ^jT  /T^C-a^c^C- 
Robert E. Schneider 
Project Manager 

LHE:RES:tlh 
cc:  Mr. T. W. Beaulleu 

Mv ttliphcns Buraber b    659-1104 
Teletypewriter lor Impaired Hearing or Speech 

381-7555 Baltimore Metro — 565-0451 DC. Metro — 1-800-4925062 Statewide Toll Free 
P.O. Bo* 717 / 707 North Catvert St.. Baltimore. Maryland 21203 - 0717 
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 
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Contract No. A 690-101-671 
Maryland Route 36 _ 

From 0.5 mile south of Seldom Seen Road       S  a:"" 
to Buskirk Hollow'Road -  5 

LOCATION/DESIGN PUBLIC HEARING en  a 

7:30 p.m., Tuesday, February 25, 1986 
PDMS No. 013076 

NAME   MesTPi'cJx/HtWr /r'/slW/W/tsl/   HATP3-/£-S/6 

PLEASE     .„„„r„„ 
PRINT ADDRESS. ~7?0     te*L & C 

CITY/TOWN EdirOPt-tidK    STATE(    fl > ZIP cnnF9.?Sa3 
l/We wish to comment or Inquire about the following aspects of this project: 

/c7.? ^f <= -/-A*--f-/,j/t<:  rAj^seW M^ A 
ho iASe £L4/ /)fl ^.^ /.f. ff-i-e.      JL*-/   V* 

*-ue   <^ 

t ^L ft-// 

l^-j-he   h'fty /r? fe *-s <°     /r 7^    a. <;      /rZi/r> **? 

0/9-  -764- V2.</3 

FOR  MD ROUTE 36 TRANSCRIPT 
A7AVO^;I 

T 

p^jg^a^^^ifei^a^iffl^^ 

@ 

Matytand Department ofTianspoitatwn 
State Highway Administration 

WUlUm K. Hillmim 
(•cntuy 

Hil K»nofl 

RE: 

April 10, 1986 

Contract No. A 690-101-671 
Maryland Route 36 from 
0.5 mile south of Seldom Seen 
Road to Buskirk Hollow Road 
PDMS No. 013076 

Mrs. Richard Klnnaman 
P.O. Box 66 
Edwards, California  93523 

Dear Mrs. Kinnaman: 

Thank you for your recent inquiry regarding the Maryland 
Route 36 project. 

In response to your question, we have reviewed our right- 
of-way plans and found that our present alignments do not affect 
your property on Douglas Avenue.  To keep you abreast of further 
developments, your name has been added to the project mailine 
list. 

Thank you again for your interest in the project. 

Very truly yours, 

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

By: /Z/^f- ^^^C^^U^ 
Robert E. Schneider 
Project Manager 

LHE:RES:tlh 
cc:  Mr. T. W. Beaulieu 

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

I     I Please delete my/our namela) from the Mailing List. 

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

My tilsphona numbar li   659-1104 
Taletypowriter tor Impalrad Hearing or Speech 

383-7555 Baltimore Metro - 565*451 DC. Metro - 1-S00-4B2S062 Statewide Toll Free 
P.O. Boi 7tr / 707 North Calvert St.. Baltimore, Maryland 21203 - 0717 
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

Contract No. A 690-101-671 
Maryland Route 36 

From 0.5 mile south of Seldom Seen Road 
to Busklrk Hollow Road 

LOCATION/DESIGN PUBLIC HEARING 
7:30 p.m., Tuesday, February 25, 1986 

PDMS  No.   013076 

QJ/Zliarrx    f\ /cftmon J  DATE 

PLEASE 
PRINT ADDRESS. /     O/uLrlesfacor,     (tocJ- 

CITY/TOWN Lamacminj STATP rfl<i>*HlanJ    7ip conp   2sS39 

l/WS wish to comment or Inquire about the following aspects ol this project: 

fHD . f^f^fr     It.     ai-     L-crya-^tm,^.*      f^ou-lJ    he -Hie    hf//er- 

<C 'Ze/tC-J-r^        /Pr/m+nL.      hf-ea-^Sfi     nr     •H**    O-ccecs   roAd^  

flrvypSfJ    n4-    /4//fj*ny    Z-trrff  £i«c/  kJa.4*^- Sfa-fc*   /fL/, 

yjlf 
Mary/and Department of Transportation 
Slale Highway Administralron 

WUIiam K. HaHmim 
Siaitaiy 

Hal Kiisslf 
Admliilttmir 

April 22, 1986 

RE:  Contract No. A 690-101-671 
Maryland Route 36 from 0.5 
mile south of Seldom Seen 
Road to Buskirk Hollow Road 
PDMS No. 013076 

Mr. William Richmond 
1 Charlestown Road 
Lonaconing, Maryland  21539 

Dear Mr. Richmond: 

Thank you for your comments regarding the alternates for 
the construction of Maryland Route 36.  Your name is included 
on the project mailing list and you will continue to receive 
all material that is distributed relative to project develop- 
ments. 

Your comments will be considered as we continue with the 
Project Development activities. 

Very truly yours, 

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

Robert   E.Schneider 
Project  Manager 

LHE:RES:tlh 
cc:     Mr.   T.   W.   Beaulieu 

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

CD Plsase delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing Lilt. 

• Persons who have received a copy of this  brochure through the mall ere already 
on the project Mailing List: 

• "'<*i£.V*V*--|^ StE JL._ 

My ttliphom number Is  659-1104 
Teieiy'pewritar lor Impaired Hearing or Speech 

383-7555 Ballimor* Metro — SG50451 DC. Metro — 1400.4925062 Statewide Toll Free 

P.O. Box 7171 707 North Calved St, Baltimore. Maryland 21203 • 0717 
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

Contract No. A 690-101-671 
Maryland Route 36 

From 0.5 mile south of Seldom Seen Road 
to Buskirk Hollow Road 

LOCATION/DESIGN PUBLIC HEARING 
7:30 p.m., Tuesday, February 25, 1986 

PDMS No. 013076 

?/* 
tl*0 < 

NAME 4kfeVAA&   ft /fo/vk .DATE 'i~X-4i 
PLEASE 
PRINT ADDRESS. \t)0    \t)   A^.n   'S-K-, 

CITY/TO WN ImJAai/iM^- .STATE. MflSW .ZIP CODE Zl&to 
l/We wish to comment or Inquire about the following aapecta of this protect: 

P^^/ilrl.f^   li/ntn^. ! 1 __^— L_ 
J(4P    r,.AV,iKAArt^     Ln-b   fe   jjfi^—^l/,  

-V,.>« MQ 
C+ntL 

IRECEIX^ED 

^^^^m^m-^m^m^i itii&i'&M* ixi^Mk^iM 

MAR 1S» W* 

cittciais. KFIK of 

1—| pioasa add my/our nsmels) lo the Mailing Li»t.» EN'L-:: 

I—| pieass delete my/our namels) from the Mailing List. 

• Persons who have received a copy ol this brochure through the mail are already 
on the project Mailing List. 

o Maryland'Departmentol'Transportation 
Slate Highway Administration 

>o<r 
pp^N 

WltlUm K. Hillmam 
SKretirf 

Hal KmoH 

21539 

April 2, 1986 

RE:  Contract No. A 690-101-671 
Maryland Route 36 from 
0.5 mile south of Seldom Seen 
Road to Buskirk Hollow Road 
PDMS No. 013076 

Mr. Thomas Park 
100 West Main Street 
Lonaconlng, Maryland 

Dear Mr. Park: 

Thank you for your comments regarding the alternates for the 
construction of Maryland Route 36.  Your name is included on the 
project mailing list and you will continue to receive all mate- 
rial that is distributed relative to project development. 

Your comments will be considered as we continue with the 
Project Development activities. 

Very truly yours , 

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

Bv: /Z£Sf^^&~-&~ Robert   E.   Schneider 
Project  Manager 

LHE:RES:tlh 
cc:     Mr.   T.   W. Beaulleu 

My HHphont number l»     659-1104 

AfM^-J^^^i^WB^^t^^^fT^^^^I^. 

Teletypewriter lor Impaired HearinQ or Speech 
3837555 Baltimore Metro — 5650451 DC. Metro — 1-800<92 5062 Statewide Toll Free 

P.O. Bo* 717 / 707 North CaUen St., Baltimore. Maryland 21203 - 0717 
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/ BUREAU OF  MAYOR AND TOWN COUNCIL 
PROJECT PLANNING t. o. 10x239 

LONACONING, MARYLAND 21539 

Wfllun R. Notaa, Sfrect CmMrttiowf 
Jok*   E.  Korencroft, FIMK* Coamnionci 
Charin F. SJoo«, Jr., Lighl & Wottr 

taktA A. tnik, acffc-Tranafw 
WIfaa tttd4( Town AttWHf 

@ 

Maryfand Department of Transportation 
Stale Highway Administration 

MAR 18 1966 

WUHim K. HiRmni 
SKnttiy 

Hil Katsoff 
UmUmum 

March 1+,   1936 

1 
en 
no 

Mr.   Louis   H.   Ege  Jr.,   Acting Chief 
Bureau  Of  Project   Planning 
State  Highway Adai   nistration 
707  North  Calvert  Street,   Room 310 
Baltimore,  Maryland 21202 

Dear Mr.   Egle 

The purpose of this letter is to reaffirm the Town of 
Lonaconing's position on the building of Maryland Route 36 
in the Lonaconing area. 

It ia our since-e wish that every consideration be given 
to Alternate 5 at a projected cost of $32,530,000. 

n'e feel there are many advantages to building on the east 
side of the George's Creek Valley.  We have stated these reasons 
in numerous meetings over the past several years. 

We wish to express our thanks to all the State Highway 
Administration personel with whom we have been involved during 
the planning of this project.  We feel we have been well informed 
and our concerns have been given every consideration to date. 

Sincerely, 

Town Of Lonaconing 

Joseph J. Krumpach 
Mayor 

JJK/rb 

cc: Kr. Wallace Beaulieu 

The Honorable Joseph J. Krumpach 
Mayor, Town of Lonaconing 
7 Jackson Street 
P.O. Box 239 
Lonaconing, Maryland  21539 

Dear Mayor Krumpach: 

1 am responding to your March 4, 1986 letter to Mr. Louis H. 
Ege, of my staff. Your support of the Maryland Route 36 project, 
and specifically Alternate 5, is appreciated. 

We are currently forming a Value Engineering Team to investi- 
gate possibilities to reduce the cost of Alternate 5 without com- 
promising safety and still meet the objectives of the study.  We 
are committed to developing a first class facility that can serve 
the Town of Lonaconing and Allegany County for many years. 

The findings of the Value Engineering study will not be com- 
plete until late summer.  We will advise you of the results of the 
study and project developments as soon as they are available. 

Sincerely, 

ORIGINAL SIGNED BY- 
HAL KASS0FF 
Hal  Kassoff 
Administrator 

HK:tn 

cc:  Mr. Neil J. Pedersen 
^Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Mr. Theodore W. Beaulieu 

My tttiphont numbtr It        659-1111 
TelolypewrlUr lot Impaired Hairing or SpaacK 

383-7555 B.lllmor. Metro - 565^M51 O.C. Metro - 1-80CM92-5062 Statewide Toll Free 

P.O. Box 717 / 707 North Calyen St., Baltimore. Maryland 21203 • 0717 

•'>•-.•- * r 

_,,.• -i...r..v»'4'•.•-•. . ,.?••- ' 

..--.; t,,.:.wftiu,: iviftri+rfrmini 'imi^mnsumMsa^t^fai^jj^fiA^yf^^ ^& e.ia>ti 

ttftoBSCTStiHlN^ 

mm   «IP i imiani 



WaWri^^r^^ 
^M^z®5^!&i^^:M&M3»ii^^ ivJM 

i 
en 

&^Ent£^\ . 

STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS '•> 
 -? 

Contract No. A 690-101-671   ifi 
Maryland Route 36       ' 

From 0.5 mile south of Seldom Seen Road 
to Buskirk Hollow Road 

LOCATION/DESIGN PUBLIC HEARING 
7:30 p.m., Tuesday, February 25, 1986 

PDMS  No.   013076 

NAME 
The Rev.  Leslie B. Kiles.Jr. ,K.D. .DATE 

c- (X» 
£<= O 3> 
-(fll 

<A> -o^ 
r-c 

% ^o 
=s z 

•x. 
CO <r> 

Feb.  25 ,1986 

PLEASE 
PRINT ADDRESS. 10 St.  Peter's Place 

ttlTV/TOWN   LonaconinE .STATE Kd. .ZIP r.nnp 21539 

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

wisb to offer the following conments regarding the above contract; bypass of 

Lonaconing-. "ijhile conments expressed favorable to the east side bypass list (l) 

less home displacement (2) access to Lonaconing via Allegany St. and (?) better access 

to Dan's Kt. State Park - there are other factors to consider. Access to the State Park 

ir not vital to the comunity growth &t  the park is mostly used by locals: access to 

Lonaconing via Allegany St. is poor duo to that street being very narrow and with sharp 

corners to get to t-iain St. 

Factors favoring the West bypass are as follows: this route is better suited for getting 

the coal hauling out of town (east route will not acconplish this). The coal industry is 

lareely on the west side, giving access to the coal which is the onl y industry in the 

area. Recently the Buffalo Coal Co. has greatly expanded their tipple on the west side. 

AISD the snow melt is quicker on the west route making malntanence easier and more  

economical. Finally the 12 million dollar less costly route is certainly a factor to 

onsidered in these times. Relocation of deposed homes can easily be accomplished 

existing side roads, and the west route could open up that side of the hill to  

construction as well as aid the coal industry. 

I appreciate your consideration 

^I^.^^lOc^WiV 

QJT'PleBse add my/our namels) to the Mailing List.* 

I—| Please delete my/our name(») from the Maillnu List. 

• Persons who have received a copy of this brochure through the mall are already 
on the project Mailing List. P.TPCL- ..-!» 

Maiyland Department of Transportation 
Stale Highway Administration 

$6*1 

William K. Heltmarm 
Stcritary 

Hal Kassoft 
Adnlntitrttu 

UAYJ V.OQ3 

April   2,   1986 

RE:  Contract No. A 690-101-671 
Maryland Route 36 from 
0.5 mile south of Seldom Seen 
Road to Buskirk Hollow Road 
PDMS No. 013076 

The Reverend Leslie R. Miles, Jr., M.D. 
10 St. Peter's Place 
Lonaconing, Maryland 21539 

Dear Reverend Miles: 

Thank you for your comments regarding the alternates for the 
construction of Maryland Route 36.  Your name is included on the 
project mailing list and you will continue to receive all mate- 
rial that is distributed relative to project development. 

Your comments will be considered as we continue with the 
Project Development activities. 

Very truly yours , 

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

By: /c~t~jf <   s4c!-*4y^B&-* 
Robert E. Schneider 
Project Manager 

LHE:RES:tlh 
cc:  Mr. T. W. Beaulieu 

My tilsptiom number It 659-1104 
Teletypewriter lot Impairec Hearing or Speech 

383-7555 Baltimore Metro — 565^)451 DC. Metro — 1 800.492 5062 Statewide Toll Free 

P.O. Bo* 717 I 707 North Calvert St.. Baltimore. Maryiana 21203 • 0717 



•--^'^ggg^^ i^BWW^ JPiWHWf asm 

-fc. 

STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 
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^ 

I)1 Contract  No.   A 690-101-671 
Maryland  Route  36 

From  0.5 mile  south of  Seldom Seen   Road 
to  Buskirk Hollow Road 

LOCATION/DESIGN  PUBLIC  HEARING 
7:30  p.m.,   Tuesday,   February  25,   1986 

PDMS  No.   013076 

NAME Mil;*- x O«J.. -DATE^ 

MUH^     ADDRESS_±L_£-d_^i_ 

fi/l »€ 

CITY/TOWN ^<>-aco».^c  STATg     M V ZIP  CODE^A£l2_ 

t/We wish to comment or Inquire about the following aspect* of this project: 

-fln-tk       -tl. . c n ff r w J_ •-^M, l/ff Tio^. A iC-i   36 ii/. 
ik. k-^,»A ,c.g. ( .       /l Tf        ^^e       rgf..^-^ L^ Vpok-r 

tkdi ftofrtTu t-'O^ld        l>~ token _Li^ • U    (,c 

•—I "fflV 71,.,/       ^o—es.        IT g^       ^0-t      J.Vfe-fly      g-r^cc-trff "7<„^      <rag4ry^    Uern, 

^     U„fIC     ^^J   'A     /l- 
'•¥• "'*'-) ^'',| frov'.rl* -Ike be^-f nCce-'JS       ^3 

LigrSlo^        c.-^        /4//gca-y       SY. "Tka. s4rr*~is 

<>• f e ^ a <• rr. u >        c» . ^f" L7</,, 

4       -t° rl,^ -/, 

-FZf- tL at s Tre cT^i 

-§ ^o^ ro^- 

^U  £u»<Ld oi-t'y*        ctveo. 

J-4 Of-gg/t-J ^ _C^ 
/or 

^ f  Yf^r^^   pPC 

^f '"       \>*(!     a^rl     ^^rcue    c-'o^ • /^^-^.ff -."*r 

o v f c\ . /"!• i« n    jpTyggX 

(-/c 

-/^ u 
^'•,c \C.]plc.j*~   L •ypt' / r*      /t. 

d] Please add my/our name(s) to Ihe Mailing List.* ^ v '  :-":l iw ^-.^ 
C3 Please delete my/out name(s) f»om the Mailing List   I  *-   Jf , T 
  I L-S^ I       • !>    »"'      choice   I 

*x Ti 

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

Dt-^ 
KJO^ 

William K. Hillmtm 
SKnteT 

Hal Katiolt 
•dBimnnMr 

en 
on 

April   2,   1986 

RE:  Contract No. A 690-101-671 
Maryland Route 36 from 
0.5 mile south of Seldom Seen 
Road to Buskirk Hollow Road 
PDMS No. 013076 

Mr. William Devlin 
12 Front Street 
Lonaconing, Maryland  21539 

Dear Mr. Devlin: 

Thank you for your comments regarding the alternates for the 
construction of Maryland Route 36.  Your name is Included on the 
project mailing list and you will continue to receive all mate- 
rial that is distributed relative to project development. 

Your comments will be considered as we continue with the 
Project Development activities. 

Very truly yours , 

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

BV: /?jLr f. JZ^~f~. 
Robert E. Schneider 
Project Manager 

LHE:RES:tlh 
cc:  Mr. T. W. Beaulieu 

My taltptione number It    659-1104 
Telelypewnlei for Impaired HaarinQ or Speech 

383-7555 Ballimore Metro — 565-0451 DC. Metro — 1 •800-492 5062 Statewide Toll Free 

P.O. Boi 7t7 / 707 North Calvert St.. Baltimore. Maryland 21203 • 0717 
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William K. Htllmam 
Sicfitaqr 

Hal Kasiofl 
Adimnbtnttr 

IA/<-' TtV ^' 

December 18, 1985 

RE:  Contract No. A 690-101-671 N 
Maryland Route 36 at Lonaconlng 
From 0.5 mile south of Seldom 
Seen Road to Buskirk Hollow Road 
PDMS No. 013076 

Mr. W. D. Wattenschaldt 
6 Brunswick Court 
Bel Air, Cumberland, Maryland 

Dear Mr. Wattenschaidt: 

21502 

Thank you for your letter of December 5, 1985 regarding the 
Maryland Route 36 project at Lonaconlng. 

In response to public input received at the Public Meeting on 
December 4, 1984, and as mentioned in your earlier correspondence, 
we have investigated several alignments away from town on Dans 
Mountain east of Lonaconlng.  These alignments were developed uti- 
lizing current design geometries.  Excessive volumes of excavation 
were encountered with these alignments which necessitated several 
modifications.  One of these alignments now appears realistic and 
will be one of the east side alternates presented at the Public 
Hearing scheduled for late February, 1986.  Two of the alternates 
on the west side of Lonaconlng presented at the December 4, 1984 
Public Meeting have been modified and will also be discussed at the 
Public Hearing in February. 

I have asked that our mailing list be updated reflecting your 
new Brunswick Court address, therefore, you will receive direct 
notice of the Public Hearing as well as all future public notices. 

Thank you for your continued inte in this project. 

LHE: 
cc: 

CTouis  H.   Ege,   Jr. 
Bureau  of Project 

tlh 
Mr. N. J. Pedersen w/attachment 
Mr. T. W. Beaulieu 
Mr. R. E. Schneiders' 
Ms. C. D. Simpson w/attachment 

My tilephone number li     659-1130 
Teletypewriter tor Impaired HearlnQ or Speech 

383.7555 Baltimore Metro - 565445! DC. Metro — VBOO-492.S062 Statewide Toll Free 

P.O. Box 717/707 North Calvert St.. Baltimore. Maryland 21203-0717 



BUFFALO COAL COMPANY. INC. 
Miners o/ Bflumjnouj Coo/ 

BAYARD. WEST VIRGINIA 26707 

would   like   to   field   review   tne   sits   olease  contact   we   at 
(331)    463-5496   or   Don   Sr.yder   at    (301)    669-3;73. 

Very  truly  yours. 

I 

oo 

Karch 17, 1986 

Mr. Robert E. Schneider 
Project Manager 
State Highway Administration 
P.O.    Box   717 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Maryland  Sl£03 

RE: Route  36,   Seldom  Seen   Road   to  Gilrnore 
No.    0-690-181-671   N 

Dear Mr. Schneiders 

As a major industrial member of the Georges Creek 
community, we would like to take this opportunity to comment 
further on  some of our concerns about tne Route 36 project. 
In previous correspondence and meetings we have indicated 
preference for alternates ana accesses which would benefit 
industry and the community as a whole.  However, 
irregardless of which alternate is chosen, we feel one of 
the major concerns for this project should be to reroute 
coal truck traffic away from Lonaconing and densely 
populated areas along existing Route 36.  Our tipple, which 
is located just north of Lonaconing, serves as a gathering 
point for coal from our active mine sites and to a larger 
degree from other coal companies in the Georges Creek area. 
Most of the coal shipped to this site is by coal trucks 
owned by independent haulers who are paid or a basis of tons 
hauled.  These individuals will 'inevitably use the shortest 
available route to reach the tipple.  Thus, if access to the 
new highway is not provided to the tipple this will mean 
that coal trucks will continue to use the public streets of 
Lonaconing. 

Recently, we became aware that a draft environmental 
impact statement has been prepared for this project.  If 
possible we would like to obtain a copy of this document. 

We look forward to continuing discussions of this 
•reject. It is our hope that these comments may be of 
assistance in your evaluation.  If you have any questions or 

.armen D^ASigr 
Vice President 

CD/cn 

Enclosures 

Mr. William  Walsh 
Mr. Donald   Snyder 

M,. /Vr  f»<£rfe* 
fir. 7" <*>    f> tsr/Hr^ 

/% L   Fie. 
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0 Maryland Department ofTransportavon 
SUtl Htghway Administration 

April   15,   1986 

William K. Hillnunn 
Sacnunr 

Hil Kitiofl 
MaMitiiUf 

RE:  Contract No. A 690-101-671 N 
Maryland Route 36 at Lonaconing 
from 0.5 mile south of Seldom 
Seen Road to Buskirk Hollow Road 
PDMS No. 013076 

Mr. Camen P. DelSignore 
Vice President 
Buffalo Coal Company, Inc. 
P.O. Box 282 
Bayard, West Virginia  26707 

Dear Mr. DelSignore: 

Tbank you for your recent correspondence providing us with 
your comments regarding the coal truck traffic routes to your 
loading tipple.  Presently, our Project Development Team is con- 
tinuing to examine the alternates presented at the Location/Design 
Public Hearing held this past February.  Along with the refinements 
which are being made, we will evaluate all comments received at and 
following the Public Hearing before the Team recommends an alter- 
nate for the construction of Maryland Route 36 on new location to 
the State Highway Administrator. 

Enclosed for your use is a copy of the project's Draft Environ- 
mental Impact Statement as requested.  If you have any further 
questions or concerns, do not hesitate to contact me. 

Very truly yours, 

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

By: /ZAJ r X^,;^. 
Robert E. Schneider 
Project Manager 

LHE:RES:tlh 
Attachment 
cc:  Mr. N. J. Pedersen w/attachment 

Mr.-T. W. Beaulieu w/attachment 
Mr. S. L. Helwig w/attachment 
Ms. C. D. Simpson w/attachment./ 

My tnliphoni number It. 659-1104 
Taletypewrlter for tmpalrad Hearing or Spaach 

383-7555 Baltimore Metro - 565-0451 DC. Metro — 1-800-492 5062 Statewide Toll Free 

P.O. Box 717 / 707 North Calven St.. Baltimore, Maryland 21203 - 0717 



STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

>) 

Contract No. A 690-101-671 
Maryland Route 36 

From 0.5 mile south of Seldom Seen Road 
to Buskirk Hollow Road 

LOCATION/DESIGN PUBLIC HEARING 
7:30 p.m., Tuesday, February 25, 1986 

PDUS No. 013076 

NAME      Hart Klein -DATE  Hnrch 11.  ISflft 

pRf^E     ADORFSS   P.O.   Box 87 

CITY/TOWN   rrosrWg •STATE    Harylinrt -ZIP CODE_21ili_ 

I/We wish to comment or Inquire about the following aspect* of this project: 

_ W« own procertv near Laurel Run nn rhp v,e«t   «IH0 of Bf Ifc *T,A  „. g•,^^oT•^ 

Alt. 2A or 2 because It Is less expensive and will be a way to nlli-vlati- any tmrli 

trafflr. that unnlrt b^ rnming off t-h. t,..:f c<J, There «TP apyprnl surface in<np 

areas now belne developed that will <nrTca.!e tb. tr,.rl, f^.ff^ t,oft, vi >h ,^y.<,r 

and coal.  

O 

K)QS    -rro^lrd    CUJ-        /Ou_-/ Le^, Cl <i^J<=>-S 

"b <Ll'\Jfr P ^ i-l-o ~ttia-,c S^H •.•!*, Tl-O ip-kLO^roOi^a 

GAAjfi-Vs 

I    I Plsass add my/our namels) to ths Mailing List.* 

CD Pleass dalate my/our namels) from the Mailing List. 

• Parsons who have received a copy oi this  brochure through the mall are already 
on the project Mailing List.       ,• , 

i 
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

Contract No. A 690-101-671     {" 
Maryland Route 36 

From 0.5 mile south of Seldom Seen Road 
to Buskirk Hollow Road 

LOCATION/DESIGN PUBLIC HEARING 
7:30 p.m., Tuesday, February 25, 1986 

PDMS  No.   013076 

NAME Richard E. Pijikham fl •-»' •QCJ- .DATE 

&• :*> 
3 So. rn c- 

Oft 

03 ?S 
*4i T" O *^ 
*-SI •x. =* I- 

CO <r> 
en 

2/26/86 

Antrak Director TSC Ser. 
om*TSE    AnnRFRS    National RR Passenger Corp. 

1617 J.F.K. Blvd. PRINT 

r.iTV/TOWN     Phila. .STATE. PA .ZIP CODE—laiox. 

I/We wish to comment or Inquire about the tollowlng aspects of this project: 

NAME 

PLEASE 
PRINT 

STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

Contract No. A 690-101-671 
Maryland Route 36 

From 0.5 mile south of Seldom Seen Road 
to Buskirk Hollow Road 

LOCATION/DESIGN PUBLIC HEARING 
7:30 p.m., Tuesday, February 25, 1986 

_PDMS No.   013076 

."tv*-***- 6 4'"J«vv   Co. 

5        o 
OJ      me •^        0,0 

—< rn 
CO       -o^ 
jr r"<= 

DATE 2.Ajr/gt> 
ADDRESS ^Ota     T:awt^.T»4       %Tlt€tT~ 

CM>^1>A<-U-»4TATF   /W D. CITY/TOWN. .ZIP CODE. 

l/We wish to comment or inquire about the tollowlng aspects of this project: 

I—1 please add my/our name(s) to the Mailing List.* 

V$~\ Please  delete my/our name(s) from  the Mailing  List. 

• Persons who have received a copy  ol this  brochure through the mail are already 
on the project Mailing List. 

CB PI 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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B.  Agency Comments and Coordination 

In addition to correspondence with appropriate resource agencies, this 

project has been coordinated with representatives of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 

Service, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the Environmental Protection Agency, and 

the Maryland Department of Natural Resources - Water Resources Administration at 

a State Highway Administration Quarterly Interagency Review meeting on July 19, 

1984. A field review was held with the Department of Natural Resources and U.S. 

Fish and Wildlife Service in October 1986, to obtain further input regarding 

wetland impacts. 

The following are the agency comments on the Draft Environmental Impact 

Statement and State Highway Administration responses. 
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U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 

Philadelphia Regional Office, Region III 
Liberty Square Building 
105 South Seventh Street 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19106-3392 

14 MAR 1S86 

Mr.   Louis   H.   Ege,   Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Project Development Division (Room 310) 
State Highway Administration 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, MD  21202 

Dear Mr. Ege: 

We have had an opport 
DEIS/Section 4(f) evaluati 
south of Seldom Seen Road 
County.  As a point of inf 
1984 HUD Small Cities gran 
dollars for the proposed r 
units.  Figures 10 and 13 
Jackson Street to Big Vein 
through the rehabiliation 
may, therefore, undo the b 
investment.  Other comment 

unity to complete our review of the 
on for Maryland Route 36 from 0.5 miles 
to Buskirk Hollow Road in Allegany 
ormation, Lonaconing, as a Fiscal Year 
tee, was awarded five hundred thousand 
ehabilitation of 56 substandard housing 
of the DEIS show a proposed bridge from 
Hill Street, crossing above and 

project area.  The alternates involved 
enefits obtained from the CDBG 
s include the following: 

1. In dealing with Section 4(f) on p. IV-39, the document 
incorrectly relates this section to public parkland of 
national, state or local significance and historic sites 
considered eligible for, or on the National Register of 
Historic Places.  The law contains no such qualifications 
and, in fact, its applicability is not limited to public 
parks and historic sites.  This correction should be made 
in the Final EIS. 

2. Without question, any of the build alternatives would 
contribute to an improved traffic situation.  Build 
alternatives, however, would also require an investment 
of 28 to 38 million dollars.. This raises the question of 
whether an alternate focusing on selective improvements 
in specific problem areas along the existing Route 36 
might not also achieve less traffic congestion at a 
greatly reduced cost.  There appears to be a good case 
for this, for even the no-build alternate would not lead 
to a situation whereby air quality or noise standards 
(except for possibly one or two locations) even 
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approached being exceeded or cause.the Level of Service 
for Route 36 to be severely affected.  At worst, it would 
be, according to the EIS, L/S"Btt.  We strongly recommend 
therefore, that the feasibility of a limited build or 
improvement alternate be seriously examined in addition 
to those discussed in the DEIS. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.  We would 
appreciate receiving a copy of the Final EIS when it is 
completed. 

Sincerely, 

Lawrence Levine 
Regional Environmental Officer 
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SHA Responses to the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development: 

1. The Selected Alternate will require 9 to 13 residences in the vicinity of 

Jackson Run. Since decent safe and sanitary replacement housing will be 

provided, the benefits of the CDBG to the residents will not be lost but 

shifted to a new site. A shift in the alignment of the Selected Alternate 

would entail greater environmental impacts including more residential 

displacements and the west side alignments would entail Section 4(f) 

impacts in addition to a larger number of residential displacements. 

2. Section 4(f) also applies to recreation areas and wildlife and waterfowl 

refuges. No land covered by Section 4(f) will be required by this project. 

3. The safety deficiencies of the existing Maryland Route 36 alignment could 

not be remedied for a reasonable cost and this alternate was not considered 

for that reason. Such an alternate requires the acquisition of historic 

property and constitutes a 4(f) involvement. 
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United States Department of the Interior 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

'    WASHINGTON, D.C.   20240 

[§6 ER 86/lie 
i 
i 

APR 3    1986 

Emil Elinsky 
Division Administrator 
Federal Highway Administration 
711 West 40th Street 
Suite 220 
Baltimore, Maryland 21211 

Dear Mr. Elinsky: 

co 

o 
m 

o<-a 

— -am 

••j- rn "H 

CO 

This is in response to the request for the Department of the Interior's 
comments on the draft environmental/Section 4(f) statement for SR-36 
(Seldom Seen Road to Buskirk Hollow Road), Allegany County, Maryland. 

SECTION 4(f) STATEMENT COMMENTS 

Cultural Resources 

Of the four build alternatives discussed, two alternatives, Alternates 
2 and 2A, traverse the Lonaconing National Register Historic District 
and will create a situation in which Section 4(f) is applicable.  The 
adverse impacts from Alternates 2 and 2A, as indicated on pages 17-40 
and -41, are substantial; whereas Alternates 1 and 5 will avoid the 
district entirely. Additionally, Alternate 5 impacts the least amount 
of wetland and floodplain,acreage.  Pursuant to the first proviso of 
Section 4(f), our evaluation concludes that Alternate 5 is a feasible 
and prudent alternative to the use of lands in the historic district. 
Accordingly, we recommend the selection of Alternate 5. 

Although the statement indicates that construction will not impact any 
known archeological sites, the discovery of any unknown sites should 
be brought to the attention of the State Historic Preservation Officer 
and an opportunity provided for his examination.  A letter documenting 
concurrence with the project planning for this aspect of cultural 
resources management should be incorporated into the final document. 

VII-66 
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Mr.  Emil Elinsky 

ENVIRONMENTAL STATEMENT COMMENTS 

Mineral fiesources r 
Mineralsl found in Allegany County include high silica sandstone, 
suitableJ for glass and ferrosilicon manufacture; coal and good quality 
clay associated with the coal; and crushed stone from limestone and 
dolomite. At present, only crushed stone and coal are being produced. 

The subject document discusses coal (pages 1-2, III-l, -5, -6, -9, 
-11, -12, -13, IV-6, -7, -8, -10, -15), recognizing the coal industry 
as important to the area (pages 1-2, IV-10) and mentioning the county 
policy encouraging coal production (pages IV-9 and -10).  The document 
states that the project would benefit the coal industry but also recog- 
nizes that all proposed alternatives would have adverse impacts (pages 
IV-7, -8, and -9) on some coal producers.  The opinion presented is that 
the worst cases would be those wherein present active mining operations 
would be affected. We believe that cases wherein coal reserves are pre- 
empted from future use also should be avoided where possible. We add 
that close coordination with the mine operators could develop mitigating 
measures such as.mining of coal, reserves prior to road construction, or 
road alignment through mined out areas.. 

If other mineral resources are present and are affected either favor- 
ably or adversely, future versions of the document should describe 
the deposits, discuss the impacts, and develop appropriate mitigating 
measures.  If no other mineral resources are present, future versions 
of the document should so indicate. 

Fish and Wildlife Resources 

The document is adequate with regard to fish and wildlife resources; 
however,', we request tjhat the following specific comments be addressed. 

Section III. A.3.C., Floodplains - The final environmental document 
should include a description of the floodplains to be impacted by the 
proposed build alternatives. 

Section IV.E.3., Effects on Wetlands - The second sentence in this 
section concerning wetland replacement should be revised to indicate 
that any unavoidable wetland loss will be replaced at a site able to 
support wetland plants. 

Section IV.E.6., Effects on Wildlife - In addition to fencing, minimal 
clearing within the right-of-way should also be included into the final 
plan's design. Although this project alone may not affect what is con- : 
sidered a loss or alteration of a significant amount of habitat, the con- 
tinuing pressure to develop and alter existing optimum wildlife habitat 
in western Maryland will eventually result in cumulative adverse effects 
to various populations that are presently considered abundant in this 
region. 

•*&.< 
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Mr. Emil Elinsky 3 

FISH AND WILDLIFE COORDINATION ACT COMMENTS 

The Fiatt. and Wildlife Service's position on a Department of the Army 
permit' Application for the project as proposed would be to recommend 
selectiqn of Alternate 5, as it includes the least amount of wetland and 
floodpla'in acreage; construction of bridges that span all trout waters; 
construction of a bridge that spans George's Creek; incorporation of 
an applicable time-of-year restriction for any instream work that may 
be necessary, in order to protect spawning fish in any of the waterways 
to be crossed; and incorporation of a strict and efficient sediment and 
erosion control plan and implementation of on-site stormwater runoff 
control measures as discussed in the draft statement and approved by 
the Department of Natural Resources, into the issued Corps permit. 

SUMMARY COMMENTS 

The Department of the Interior recommends selection of Alternate 5 
since it avoids Section 4(f) resources.. We object at this time to 
Section 4(f) approval of either Alternate 2 or 2A. 

As this Department has a continuing interest in this project, we are 
willing to cooperate and coordinate with you on a technical assistance 
basis in further project evaluation and assessment.  For matters 
pertaining to recreational and cultural matters, please contact the 
Regional Director, National Park Service, Mid-Atlantic Region, 143 South 
Third Street, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19106 (telephone FTS 597-7013, 
commercial 215/597-7013). For matters pertaining to fish and wildlife 
resources, please contact the Field Supervisor, Fish and Wildlife 
Service, 1825-B Virginia Street, Annapolis, Maryland 21401 (telephone 
FTS 922-2007, commercial 301/269-5448).  Questions on mineral resources 
should be directed to the Chief, Intermountain Field Operations Center, 
Bureau of Mines, P.O. Box 25086, Building 20, Denver Federal Center, 
Denver, Colorado 80225 (telephone FTS 776-0263, commercial 
301/236-0263).     f 

Sincerely, 

^^Bruce Blanchard, Director 
Environmental Project Review 

4)\ i-l 
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Mr. Emil Elinsky 

cc: 
Louis H.tEge, Jr., Acting Chief 
Bureau ok  Project Planning 
/State Hi|hway Administration 
707 Nortli Calvert Street, Room 310 
Baltimorik, Maryland 20202 

J. Rodney Little 
Maryland Historical Trust 
John Shaw House 
21 State Circle 
Annapolis, Maryland 21401 
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SHA Responses to the Department of the Interior: 

1. Alternate 5-1 is the Selected Alternate and avoids any property acquisition 

from the Lonaconing Historic District. 

2. The SHPO has determined that additional archeological investigations are 

not warranted for this project (see page VII-118). It is SHA policy to 

stop construction activities in the vicinity of the uncovering of 

archeological sites. Both the Maryland Historical Trust and the Maryland 

Geological Survey will be notified if unknown archeological resources are 

discovered. 

3. No economically significant mineral resources, other than coal, will be 

affected by this project. Coal mining operators have been coordinated with 

throughout the study. 

4. This has been included in the Final Environmental Impact Statement on page 

IV-12. 

5. This has been included in the FEIS on page IV-13. 

6. Roadside grading has been reduced from that which is normally used on a 

highway of this type (see Figure 7). Since the project is located in 

mountainous terrain, the topography is not conducive to high levels of 

development. 

7. Alternate 5-1 is the Selected Alternate. The design plans will incorporate 

a sediment and erosion control plan and a stormwater management plan. No 

gamefish exist in any of the streams crossed by the project. 

8. The Selected Alternate is Alternate 5-1 which avoids Section 4(f) resources. 



REPLY TO ATTENTION OF: 

Planning Division 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
BALTIMORE   DISTRICT.  CORPS  OF   ENGINEERS 

P.O. BOX 1715 

BALTIMORE. MARYLAND 2 1 203 

10  March  1986 
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^ ^ <•-% 
Mr.   Louis  H.   Ege,   Jr. 
Deputy Director —' - o 
Bureau of Project Planning 
State Highway Administration 
707 North Calvert Street 
Room 310 
Baltimore, Maryland  21202 

Dear Mr. Ege: 

Reference Neil Pedersen's letter of 24 January 1986 
regarding the review of the construction of a two lane highway 
from 0.5 miles south of Seldom Seen Road to Buskirk Hollow Road 
in Allegany County, Maryland.  The comments provided below 
address the proposed work as it relates to the Corps of 
Engineers' areas of concern, to include flood control hazard 
potentials, permit requirements under Section 404 of the Clean 
Water Act, and other direct and indirect impacts on Corps of 
Engineers' existing and/or proposed projects. 

There are no existing Corps of Engineers' projects in the 
proposed construction area, however, the Corps has initiated a 
study of streambank stabilization and/or flood control along 
isolated sections of Georges Creek in Allegany County.  Some of 
the Corps'study area is located in Lonaconing, Maryland, 
therefore, continued coordination between the Corps of Engineers 
and the Maryland State Highway Administration may be necessary. 

According to page IV-22 of the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEIS), all of the proposed Build Alternatives will 
require encroachments on the 100-year flood plain of several 
major streams.  The DEIS should include documentation of the 
effects on the flood plain and compliance with federal, state and 
local flood plain management regulations, as appropriate. 

Federal and federally assisted activities must comply with 
Executive Order 11988, Flood Plain Management, dated 24 May 
1977.  The objectives of the Order are to avoid the adverse 
effects of occupying and modifying the flood plain and to avoid 
direct and indirect support of development in the flood plain. 
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The Order requires that activities not be located in the flood 
plain unless it is the only practicable alternative.  Activities 
which must be located in the flood plain must incorporate 
measures to:  (1) reduce the hazard and risk associated with 
floods; (2) minimize the adverse effects on human health, safety, 
and welfare; and (3) restore and preserve the natural and 
beneficial values of the flood plain. 

As indicated in the DEIS, a Department of the Army Section 
404 permit is required for filling associated with channel work, 
and filling of adjacent wetlands.  If you require more 
information with regard to specific permit requirements, please 
contact Mr. Frank Bonomo of the Regulatory Branch, Corps of 
Engineers, Baltimore District at (301) 962-3 477. 

If there are any questions on these comments, please feel 
free to call me or have a member of your staff call my action 
officer, Mr. Larry Lower at (301) 962-4710. 

t 

Sincerely, 

James F. Johnson 
Chief, Planning Division 
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SHA Responses to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

1. Continued coordination with the Corps will be undertaken during the design 

and construction of this project. 

2. Floodplain encroachments have been reviewed in accordance with Executive 

Order 11988. See Section IV-E-4. 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION III 

841 Chestnut Building 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19107 

tIPP 
Louis H.  Ege,  Jr. 
Deuty Director 
Project Development Division (RM 310) 
State Highway Administration 
707 N.   Calvert  Street 
Baltimore,  MD 21202 

TO O 
m 

CXT' o<"o 
—:m 73 
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CO ^Oc_ 
ro -l-am 
<x. o 3: o 
—a -m-H ~-— 

CO •H 
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Re:    MD Rt  36 DEIS 
D-FHW-D40217-MD 

Dear Mr.   Ege: 

In accordance with the authority delegated to EPA under Section 309 
of the Clean Air Act and the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), 
EPA has reviewed the DEIS for the above referenced project and has assigned 
it a rating of EC-2.  A copy of EPA's reference categories, defining this 
rating, is enclosed for your information. This rating reflects our 
concern over several issues which we feel require additional clarification 
before an accurate assessment of the environmental impacts of this proj ect 
can be made.  Our primary interest lies in the area of ground water 
protection and the potential impacts of the project on drinking water 
quality and quantity. 

Due to the topography and geology associated with the project site, 
the potential for ground water impacts is substantial.  Consequently, 
the disturbance of existing springs as the result of highway cut and fill 
and the additional runoff created by the paved surface could detract from 
ground water quality.  Furthermore, the failure of springs and the 
diminished yield of wells during periods of drought, as referenced in 
Section III.A.3.b. could be magnified by the presence of the highway. 

Considering the importance of these impacts, EPA feels that the 
ground water issues should be discussed in greater depth in the final 
document.  In particular, Section IV.E.2.b. states that a preconstruction 
survey will be conducted to assess the impacts of the highway on all 
wells in the vicinity of the selected alternate.   It continues by noting 
that replacement wells or compensation will be provided to property 
owners as necessary.  While this may mitigate for damages incurred, it 
is entirely possible that the selection of a different alternate would 
minimize the damages without the need for mitigation.   In order to make 
such a selection, the impacts of the project would have to be, and should 
be, factored into the decision making process.  This is clearly not the 
plan discussed in the DEIS since only the preconstruction survey is being 
considered. 
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EPA recommends that the FEIS address this issue by discussing the 
following: 

0the number of wells expected to be impacted by each of the alternates 

"whether the wells affected are public or private water supplies 

"the existing quality and production capacity of the wells in the 
project area 

"the anticipated degree of impact on ground  water quality and quantity 
as a result of the project 

""the effect of ground water impacts on future growth 

"the potential infiltration of various chemicals,  including deicing 
compounds, herbicides, petrochemical and heavy metal pollutants, etc. 

By evaluating these criteria prior to establishing a preferred 
alternate, the ground water impacts could play a role in the selection 
process,  thereby allowing for the costs of mitigation to be considered in 
the total project costs. 

The following  comments are listed  by page and  section number and 
reflect EPA's additional concerns. 

figure 7 In addition to  the alternates presented  at  the alternates 
public meeting,  as  shown on figure 7,  EPA suggests  that a 
similar map be prepared  to reflect the alternates actually 
under consideration,  which would  include alternate 5. 

III. 5 
(III.A.4.b.) There is no mention of the flora and fauna in the waters 

of the area and the potential impact of the project on 
these.  Reference should be made to the appendicies of 
the document which lists the biota found in the aquatic 
habitat.  The impacts, as referenced on page IV.18, should 
be defined in greater detail by relating the impacts to 
the various species affected. 

IV.15       The special provisions planned for handling acid forming 
(IV.E.l.)   strata should be defined In the FEIS. 

IV.16       The standard methods under consideration for the protection 
(IV.E.l.)   of the highway from rock slides should be detailed or, if 

preferred, the source of the specifications referenced. 
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IV.17      EPA wishes to be advised of the development of more 
(IV.E.2.a.)  specific sedimentation and erosion control measures as 

they are developed during the final design stages of 
the project. 

IV.19 EPA recommends the use of bridges instead of culverts or 
(IV.E.2.a.)     pipes for stream crossings wherever possible.     In cases 

where this is not feasible, we support the use of 
bottomless culverts or countersunk pipes  to  preserve a 
natural  stream bottom,  as suggested in the  DEIS. 

IV.21 Although the amount of wetland  area to be disturbed by 
(IV.E.2.b)       any of the alignments is minimal,  EPA recommends that 

they be mitigated on a 1:1 basis. 

IV.27 Since the backround  concentrations utilized  in the air 
(IV.F.l.a.)     study are estimated,  the rationale behind  the assumed 

levels should be stated. 

IV.37 Consideration should be given to  imposing time of day 
(IV.G. 3.) restrictions on construction activities, including the 

maintenance of heavy equipment on site. 

We  thank you for giving us  the opportunity to  participate in the 
NEPA coordination  process  and look forward  to working with you to  see 
this project  to  a successful  and  environmentally sound  completion. 
To minimize controversy over the FEIS we suggest that  any changes  planned 
for  the final document be sent  to EPA for review in a prefinal  form so 
that any questions that arise can be resolved prior to distribution of 
the FEIS.     Should you have any questions,  feel  free to contact 
Jeffrey Alper at 215/597-7817. 

Sincerely, 

10 

Richard V.   Pepino 
Chief,  NEPA Compliance Section 
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POLICY AND  PROCEDURES 1640 

JLlVJ/b. 

SUMMARY OF RATING DEFINITIONS 
AND FOLLOW-UP ACTION* 

Environmental Impact of che Action 

LO—Lack of Objections 
The EPA review has not Identified any potential environmental Impacts 
requiring substantive changes to the proposal.  The review may have disclosed 
opportunities for application of mitigation measures that could be 
accomplished with no more than minor changes to the proposal. 

EC—Environmental Concerns 
The EPA review has identified environmental Impacts that should be avoided in 
order to fully protect the environment.  Corrective measures may require 
changes to the preferred alternative or application of mitigation measures 
that can reduce the environmental impact.  EPA would like to work with the 
lead agency to reduce these Impacts. 

EO—Environmental Objections 
The EPA review has identified aigniftcsnt environmental impacts tiiac must be 
avoided in order to provide adequate protection for the environment. Corrective 
measures may require substantial changes to the preferred alterna tive or 
consideration of some other project alternative (including the no action 
alternative or a new alternative).   EPA intends to work with the lead 
agency to reduce these Impacts. 

EU—Environmentally Unsatisfactory 
The EPA review has identified adverse environmental Imlfacts chat are of 
sufficient magnitude that they are unsatisfactory from che standpoint of 
public health or welfare or environmental quality.  EPA intends to work with 
che lead agency to reduce chese impacts.  If the potential unsatis:,ictory 
impacts are not corrected at the final EIS stage, this proposal will be 
recommended for referral to the CEQ. 

Adequacy of the Impact Statement 

Category I—Adequate 
EPA believes the draft EIS adequately sets forth the environmental impact(s) 
of che preferred alternative and those of the alternatives reasonably avail 
able to the project or action.  No further analysis or data collection Is 
necessary, but the reviewer may suggest the addition of clarifying language or 
information. 

Category 2—Insufficient Information 
The draft EIS does not contain sufficient information for EPA to fully assess 
environmental Impacts that should be avoided In order to fully protect the 
environment, or the EPA reviewer has Identified new reasonably available 
alternatives that are within the spectrum of alternatives analyzed in the 
draft EIS, which could reduce the environmental Impacts of the action.  The 
identified additional information, data, analyses, or discussion should be 
Included in che final EIS. 

Category 3—Inadequate 
EPA does not believe that che draft EIS adequately assesses potenclally 
significant environmental impacts of Che action, or the EPA reviewer has 
identified new, reasonably available alcernacives '.hat  are outside of che 
spectrum of alternatives analyzed In che draft EIS, which should be analysed 
in order to reduce the potentially significant environmental Impacts.  EPA 
believes that the Identified additional information, data, analyses, or 
discussions are of such a magnitude that they should have full public review 
at a draft stage.  EPA does not believe chat the draft EIS is adequate for the 
purposes of che NEPA and/or Section 309 review, and thus should be formally 
revised and made available for public comment In a supplemental or revised 
draft EIS.  On the basis of che potential significant impact! involved, this 
proposal could be a candidate for referral to the CEQ.     ' 

•From EPA Manual 1640 Policy and Procedures for the Review of Federal Actions 
Impacting che Environment. 
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SHA Responses to the Environmental Protection Agency: 

1. It is not within the resources of SHA to do the surveys suggested for each 

alternate under consideration. Experience has shown that groundwater 

impacts do not extend more than 200 feet from a highway project. No wells 

are known to exist within this distance of the alignment of the Selected 

Alternate but the preconstruction survey will be conducted to be certain 

this is the case. Lonaconing is served by a public water system which 

receives water from reservoirs on Dans Mountain. No impact to this system 

is anticipated. The existence of a prudent and feasible avoidance alternate 

precludes the selection of an alternate having Section 4(f) encroachments. 

2. This has been included as Figure 6. 

3. Appendices and appropriate references regarding aquatic habitat have been 

included as requested. See Sections IV-E and VIII. 

4. A soils report will be prepared during final design that will include 

recommendations for dealing with exposed pyritic rock strata. Until the 

report is available, the scope of potential impact will not be known and 

appropriate mitigation measures cannot be specified. 

5. The standard methods are to bench and to provide a safe landing area (see 

Figure 7). These methods and additional methods are specific in SHA's 

Highway Development Manual. 

6. Sediment and Erosion Control measures will be provided during design. They 

will be discussed with EPA and other interested agencies at an Interagency 

Environmental Quarterly Review when the project is in final design. 

7. The type of structure used at each stream crossing will be based on the 

soil report and hydraulic analyses. Where feasible, efforts will be made 

to retain natural bottoms. 

8. The amount and. location of replacement wetlands will be coordinated with 

the appropriate review agencies. Wetlands will be replaced on a 1:1 basis. 

9. The background concentrations were estimated based on this region's being 

in attainment. 

10. Construction activities are anticipated to occur during normal working 

hours. Construction machinery will be maintained in good working condition. 
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3RREY C.  BROWN.  M.D. 
SECRETARY 

JOHN  R. GRIFFIN 
DEPUTY SECRETARY 

\V 
JAMES W.  PECK 

DIRECTOR 

STATE OF MARYLAND 
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 

WATER RESOURCES ADMINISTRATION 
TAWES STATE OFFICE BUILDING 
ANNAPOLIS, MARYLAND 21401 

March 11, 1986 

Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr., Deputy Director 
Project Development Division (Room 310) 
State Highway Administration 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, MD 21202 
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Re:  WRA No. 86-PP-0455 
SHA No. A-690-101-671 
Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement - Section 4 (f) 
Evaluation for MD 36 - 0.5 
mile south of Seldom Seen Rd. 
to Buskirk Rd. in Allegany Co. 

Dear Mr. Ege: 

The Administration has reviewed the "Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement" Report for the proposed Relocation of MD 36 as referenced 
above.  Accordingly, it was determined that the project involves several 
stream crossings and will have some encroachments upon the 100-year flood- 
plain limits of Georges Creek and its tributaries.  Therefore, the State 
Highway Administration is required to obtain necessary waterway permits 
for each bridge crossing Georges Creek and its tributaries as well as 
any associated floodplain encroachments from this office.  Perhaps a 
waterway permit will be required for any changes to the course, current 
and cross-section of the stream channel or its floodplain of Georges 
Creek tributaries (Class III NATURAL Trout Waters) where the upstream 
drainage areas exceed 100 acres [COMAR 08.05.03.026(3)]. 

Georges Creek is classified as Class I Waters and, therefore, in-stream 
construction will be prohibited from March 1 through June 15, inclusive. 
However, the tributaries to Georges Creek such as Jackson Run, Hill Run, 
Koontz Run, Elk Lick Run and other unnamed tributaries are classified 
as Class III Natural Trout Waters and no in-stream construction will 
be allowed from October through April, inclusive. 

Telephone:_Cim ^    7.69-2265 
TTY  FOR  DEAF-BALTIMi       \/II-79 GTON  METRO  565-0450 
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Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
March 11, 1986 
Page Two 

In accordance with Sections 8-1105 and 8-11A-05 of the Natural Resources 
Article, Annotated Code of Maryland, the subject project requires necessary 
review and approval relative to sediment control and stormwater management 
requirements.  This approval can be obtained form the Sediment and Stormwater 
Division of this Administration. . 

Finally, the Administraiton recommends the selection of the alternative, 
which will have the least impact on the Waters of the State. 

The Maryland Forest, Park and Wildlife (MFP&WS) has made a review 
of the subject document and their comments are as such that there are 
no unique or critical habitats directly impacted by any of the proposed 
alternative.  However, there are several areas upstream which the MFP&WS 
monitor on both Georges Creek and its tributaries.  The MFP&WS prefers 
the Alternate 2 and 2A for the lesser impact on previously undisturbed 
areas. 

Enclosed, please find a copy of the comments received from other 
agencies within the Department of Natural Resources on the subject DEIS. 

If you have any questions please feel free to contact me at 269-2265. 

Sincerely, 

C. Kirk Cover 
Division Chief 
Waterway Permits Division 

CKC:jb 
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SHA Responses to the Water Resources Administration: 

1. No floodplain encroachments except on Georges Creek near Georges Creek 

Elementary School are anticipated. All necessary permits will be applied 

for during the Final  Design phase. 

2. No instream construction is anticipated except at Elklick Run and possibly 

on Georges Creek. Appropriate time of year restrictions will be observed 

unless exceptions are granted. At this stage of development, SHA does 

anticipate that some fill material will be placed within the floodplain of 

Georges Creek behind the Georges Creek Elementary School. In addition, the 

existing structure over Elklick Run will be replaced and culverts provided 

for several  unnamed tributaries. 

SHA feels that it has historically been very cooperative in complying with 

WRA's time-of-year restrictions, even though such restrictions undeniably 

contribute to higher bid prices. Occasionally, however, the protection 

afforded certain streams by the assigned WRA classification and corresponding 

time-of-year restriction seems inordinate when consideration is given to 

the existing water quality parameters. Such is the case at Georges Creek. 

The Creek presently contains large amounts of acid/mine drainage and raw 

sewage. Pollution and siltation have resulted in a scarcity of benthic and 

piscine communities throughout the study area as verified by the Fisheries 

Division (see 3/6/86 memo Pg VII-98). 

The project would be constructed in accordance with WRA prescribed sediment 

and erosion controls. Unless the water quality vastly improves between now 

and the time of construction, the project's impact on aquatic habitat will 

be miniscule and the additional cost of time-of-year restrictions to the 

taxpayer will  seemingly be unjustified. 

SHA is aware of proposed sewage treatment facilities in the area which 

might significantly improve the water quality. Furthermore, construction 

of Relocated Maryland Route 36 is not planned in the near future. Therefore, 

SHA will request that DNR-WRA consider the water quality parameters existing 

at the time of SHA's permit application when determining the appropriateness 

of time-of-year restrictions. 
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3. Alternates 2 and 2A were not selected because they entail Section 4(f) 

impacts and greater socio-economic impacts than the Selected Alternate. 

4. The attached comments were also included in the comments received from the 

Department of State Planning. The responses to those comments are included 

with the responses to the Department of State Planning. 
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.'ASSZix United States 

m Department of 
"*'   Agriculture 

Soil 
Conservation 
Service 

4321 Hartwick Road, Room 522 
College Park, Maryland 20740 

March 14, 1986 

Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Acting Chief 
Bureau of Project Planning 
State Highway Administration 
707 N. Calvert Street 
Room 310 
Baltimore, Maryland 

Dear Mr. Ege: 
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The Soil Conservation Service has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement, Section 4(f) evaluation for Maryland Route 36 from 1/2 mile 
south of Seldom Seen Road to Buskirk Hollow Road in Allegany County, 
Maryland. We offer the following comments: 

1.  Section III, A, Natural Environment 

III-A-2 Soils (page III-l) 

From the soils descriptions it appears that soil 
associations were used since you state "the soils belong to 
the Gilpin-Dekalb-Cookport Association." 
Comment - The use of soil associations is good for general 
planning.  For the design phase, however, the detailed 
Standard Soil Survey for Allegany County should be used. 
Assistance is available from the Allegany County Soil 
Conservation Service office or the Soil Conservation 
District located in Cumberland, Maryland for the most recent 
soil interpretations. 

III-A-4 Ecology (page III-4) 

Your evaluation states that "economically important aquatic 
wildlife include the gamefishes in the study area.  Native 
gamefishes include smallmouth bass and brook trout. 
Introduced gamefishes include rainbow trout and brown 
trout." 
Comment - Georges Creek is virtually devoid of all species 
of fish and aquatic life due to its high acid level and high 
pollution load. Some tributaries to Georges Creek do have 
high water quality that will support gamefishes. 

6 The Soil Conservation Service 
is an agency of the 
Department of Agriculture 
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2. Section IV - Environmental Consequences 

IV-E-1 Effects on Topography and Soils (page IV-14) 

This section discusses the large cuts that will be required 
for the project and the possibility of exposing pyritic rock 
that may lower the pH of the streams.  It also discusses the 
use of soil borings and rock cores during final design to 
develop appropriate mitigation measures and that, by the use 
of these borings and cores the cut slopes will be 
established that will minimize or eliminate the potential 
for rock slides and erosion. 
Comment - These soils do contain pyritic rock that will be 
exposed during construction and will cause a lowering of the 
pH of the streams. Also, due to the steepness of slope, 
shallowness of soil, plus the existing seep areas in these 
soils, it is virtually impossible to design stable slopes 
without the inclusion of underdrains. Further, high rates 
of lime and fertilizer or topsoiling prior to seeding of the 
slopes will be necessary to establish adequate vegetative 
cover. The problems addressed above are evident in the 
already constructed sections of this Route 36 roadway. 

IV-E-2 Effects on Water Resources (page IV-16) 

a-1 Surface Water, Short Term Impacts 

You state that "To minimize the short term impacts, 
sediment control plans will be developed during final 
design and approved by the Water Resources 
Administration." 
Comment - These plans should also be reviewed by the 
Allegany Soil Conservation District. They have 
intimate knowledge of local problems and can provide 
advice that will alleviate many unforeseen problems. 

a-2 Long Term impacts 

The. statement that "impoundments such as sediment ponds 
' will be sized to maintain as much flow as possible, 
 " is misleading. 
Comment - Rather than maintaining as much flow as 
possible it appears that you intend to reduce the peak 
flow and the low volume, low velocity flow. 

' It is stated that "the project will be designed in 
accordance with the Maryland Stormwater Management Act 
which limits increases in the downstream discharges." 
Infiltration practices are discounted due to the 
shallow soils in the area.  "Vegetated swales and 
detention and retention ponds will probably be the most 
feasible stormwater management techniques." 

VII-84 



iVl 
Mr. louis H. Ege, Jr. 

Comment - Vegetated swales will also be limited due to 
the steep topography. Detention and retention ponds 
will need careful evaluation to determine that they do 
not add to the subsurface flow and thereby induce 
seeps. Rock lined channels may be a more suitable 
alternative. 

3. 

IV-3 Stream Crossings (page IV-19) 

Class ill waters are natural trout waters, not national.  In 
these, construction is prohibited from October 1 to April 1, 
not October through June 15. Similarly, limitations on 
construction in Class I waters is March 15 to June 15, not 
March 1 to June 15.  The construction limitation for Class I 
waters in Georges Creek may not be applicable since it is 
not spawning water for anadromous fish. 

The issue of acid mine drainage from abandoned mines is not 
addressed. 

4. Appendix - Representative Plant and Animal Species 

These lists appear to be standardized lists for the 
Allegheny Plateau. The authors ought to note that although 
these species could be present in Georges Creek, it is 
highly unlikely that they are because of the extremely poor 
water quality.  As stated previously, Georges Creek does not 
have many viable populations of aquatic species. 

Thank you for the opportunity to review this Draft Environmental Impact 

&L 
State Conservationist 

cc: 
A. Lynn, SB, College Park 
D. Yost, SSS, College Park 
J. Mickley, SCE, College Park 
G.P. Edwards, AC, Frederick 
R. Hawk, DC, Cumberland 
P. Smith, National Environmental Coordinator, Washington, DC 

VII-85 



SHA Responses to the U.S. Department of Agriculture-Soil  Conservation Service: 

1. Detailed soil  analyses will  be used during final  design. 

2. No gamefish have been observed to exist in the streams crossed by this 

project. 

3. The Selected Alternate has been refined to minimize required cutting. 

Measures used to mitigate water quality effects of exposed pyritic rock 

strata will depend on location and extent of exposed pyritic rock strata. 

Neutralizing and sealing are two possible measures, but appropriate specific 

measures cannot be determined until the scope of the problem becomes known 

during final  design. 

4. Sediment control plans will be reviewed by the Allegany Soil Conservation 

District. 

5. The intent is to disrupt the natural flow as little as possible. This 

statement in the DEIS referred to sediment traps, not stormwater management 

ponds. 

6. The Stormwater Management Plan will be prepared during final design and 

submitted to the Water Resources Administration for approval. Consideration 

will  be given to rock-lined channels to minimize downstream discharges. 

7. Appropriate time of year restrictions will be observed in accordance with 

permit requirements of the Department of Natural  Resources. 

8. Although acid mine drainage contributes to the low water quality of the 

Georges Creek drainage basin, it is not a direct or indirect effect of this 

project. 

9. Lists of observed plant and animal aquatic and terrestrial species have 

been included in the Appendices. 
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MARYLAND 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE PLANNING 

301   W.   PRESTON   STREET 

BALTIMORE,   MARYLAND  21201-2365 

•rrw* 

HARRY HUGHES 
GOVERNOR 

CONSTANCE LIEDEfR- 

SECRETARY ^i 

-- oc-* 

Mr. Neil J. Pedersen, Director 
Office of Planning and Preliminary Engineering 
Department of Transportation - SHA 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717 

SUBJECT:  REVIEW AND RECOMMENDATION 

April  3,   1986       CT 

RECEIVED 
'/•APR   8   1986 

DIRECTOR. OFFICE OF 
MNNING & PRELiyiNAKY ENiilNEERIN! 

State Application Identification Number:  MD860204-0072 

Applicant: MD0T - State Highway Administration 

Description:  DEIS/Section 4(f) Evaluation - Md. Rte. 36, 0.5 Mi. 
South of Seldom Seen Road to Buskirk Hollow Road 

Location: Allegany County 

Approving Authority:  DOT 

Recommendation:  Endorsement Subject to Comments 

Dear Mr. Pedersen: 

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 consistent with Maryland's plans, programs 
and objectives as of this date.  The State process recommendation is endorse- 
ment subject to the following comments: 

- Waterway permits will be required, 
- George's Creek and some tributaries are classified; therefore, no 

in-stream construction is permitted at various times during the year, 
- Additional information is requried to determine any impact of Alterna- 

tive 2 and 2A on school sites; and 
- Proposed that the State Highway Administration be responsible for fill 

sites outside of SHA right-of-way. 

The following affected State and local public agencies were provided notice of 
the subject: 

Allegany County, Lonaconing, Tri-County Council for Western Maryland, Department 
of Agriculture, Department of General Services, Department Budget and Fiscal 
Planning, Department of Economic and Community Development including the 
Maryland Historical Trust (SHPO), Office of Environmental Programs of the 

TELEPHONE: 301-225-4490 
TTY for Deaf: 301 -383-7555 
OFFICE OF STATE CLEARINGHOUSE 
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Mr. Neil J. Pedersen 
Page 2 
April 3, 1986 

Department of Health and Mental Hygiene, Department of Natural Resources in- 
cluding the Coastal Zone Resources Division, Department of Education, and the 

Department of State Planning. 

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 noted (copy attached) 
that information relating to site specific environmental survey and specific 
impact locality were lacking in the draft and should be included in the final 
EIS.  It was determined that the subject will affect the 100 year flood plain 
limits of George's Creek and its tributaries; therefore, waterway permits, 
will be required. Also, George's Creek is classified as a Class I Waters; 
therefore, in-stream construction will be probhibited from March 1st through 
June 15th.  The tributaries to George's Creek are classified as Class III 
Natural Trout Waters and no in-stream construction will be allowed from October 
through April. In addition, sediment control and stormwater management will 
require review and approval. The Department recommends the selection of 
the alternative that will have the least impact to the waters.of the State. 

Department of Education advised (copy attached) that two public shool buildings 
(Valley Jr./Sr. High School and George's Creek Elementary School) are within 
the study area. Alternatives 1 and 5 appear to have no impact on the school 
buildings. However, Alternatives 2 and 2A appear to have a greater potential 
for impact on these school sites. The environmental impact study does not 
provide sufficient information to make a determine of impact to the school 
sites. Allegany County Public School system has not completed their review 
to reach a final decision. 

The State Historic Preservation Officer has determined that the subject may 
affect archeolpgical 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 Preserva- 
tion'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.  In accordance with a 1981 
suspension of Section 800.4 of the Advisory Council regulations, the time 
in which a "determination of effect" is made can be decreased, if the federal 
agency and the State Historic Preservation Officer concur that resources 
are eligible for listing on the National Register.  It is recommended that 
the federal agency or State agency or local government to which compliance 
responsibility is delegated prepare and submit the requisite documentation 
to the Keeper of the National Register for a formal "determination of eligi- 
bility" within one year from the date the State Historic Preservation Officer 
and the federal agency concurred that resources are eligible for listing. 
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Mr. Neil J. Pedersen 
Page 3 
April 3, 1986 

If the federal agency does not agree with the opinion of the State Historic 
Preservation Officer, a "determination of eligibility" must be requested 
from the National Register before proceeding.  Form more information about 
the requirements of Section 106 and the Council's regulations, the applicant 
should contact the State Historic Preservation Officer.  The Trust indicated 
that MHT is working with the State Highway Administration to satisfy the 
Section 106 requirements. 

Allegany County mentioned (copy attached) that these particular projects 
generate more material from highway cuts than could be accommodated in adjacent 
fill areas on the State highway right-of-way. This material was then deposited 
on private property with the contractor being responsible to obtaining grading 
permits from the County; to dispose of the material. The County through . 
its Sediment Control Program was responsible for inspecting these sites for 
sediment control compliance. The County is therefore proposing that the 
State Highway Administration be responsible for inspecting these sites outside 
of the SHA right-of-way for soil compaction and stability of the fill material. 

In response to the review request, this letter constitutes the State process 
recommendation.  The applicant is required to include a copy of this letter 
and a statement of consideration given to the comments and recommendation 
with the application that is submitted to the federal 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 for financial assistance. 

The State Clearinghouse must be informed if the recommendation cannot be 
accommodated by the federal approving authority.  The Clearinghouse recom- 
mendation 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. 

We appreciate your attention to the intergovernmental review process and look 
forward to continued cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

I, 

GWH:scl 
Attachments 

cc:  Bruce Gilmore (DNR) 
Ed Wise (DECD) 
Max Eisenberg (OEP) 
William Smith (DSP) 
Emory Harrison (DSP) 

/•Guy' W./ttagfer 
Director,/Maryland State Clearinghouse 
for Intergovernmental Assistance 

Betsy Barnard (DHMH) 
Wayne Cawley (DOA) 
Louis Stettler (DBFP) 
Skipp Sanders (DOE) 

Eric Walbeck (DGS) 
Michael Wagoner (TCCWMD) 
Benjamin Sansom (ALLG) 
Mayor Joseph Krumpach 

(Lonaconing) 
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TORREY   C.   BROWN.   M.D. 
SECRETARY 

STATE OF MARYLAND 
DEPARTMENT OF  NATURAL RESOURCES 

TIDEWATER ADMINISTRATION 
TAWES  STATE OFFICE  BUILDING 

ANNAPOLIS    21401 

JOHN   R.   GRIFFIN 
DEPUTY  SECRETARY 

March  11,   1986 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: 

VIA: 

Gas  Taherian,   Waterway Permits  Division 

Elder GhiRi^^JiT CSD 
David  BurM>  CRD 

FROM:  Mike Hollins, CRD M 
SUBJECT:  WRA No. 86-PP-0455, Draft EIS Md. Rt. 36 

Enclosed are comments from the Coastal Resources Division relative to the 
draft EIS for the construction of new sections of Rt. 36, in Alleghany County, 
from 1/2 mile south of Seldom Seen Road to Buskirk Hollow Road. 

We find site specific environmental survey information and specific impact 
locality information to be highly deficient.  We would like the lacking 
information to be included in the final EIS so that this information can be used 

in the permitting review process. 

Enclosure 
MH/ses 
cc:  Arnold Norden, CPA 

Frank Dawson, CRD 

TTY  FOR  OEAF  -   BALTIMORB ON   METRO  5830450 
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Comment 
WRA No.  86-PP-0455,   Draft EIS,   Md.   Rt.  36 \ 

p. III-4, paragraph 2 states, "The fauna of the extensive uplands is quite 
diverse but the greatest diversity of fauna in general is associated with the 
edge of riparian bottomlands and nearby upland habitats. 

Comment: While the diversity of uplands is evident from Appendix VIII, there 
are no lists of plants and animals which are restricted to the 
riparian bottomlands.  Many plants and animals are specifically 
adapted to these habitats and would not occur in the uplands.  A 
separate list of the riparian species should be included in the 

Appendix. 

p. III-5, paragraph 3 states, "Palustrine forested non-tidal wetland areas 
located within the Study area were identified by on-site investigations. 

Comment:  A community description of the wetland areas should be included here 
and a complete list of plant species which occupy these wetlands 
should be included in the Appendix.  A map of environmental features 
should also be included which identifies the upland, bottomland and 
wetland areas which will be impacted by specific activities associated 
with the roadway construction. 

Reference to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service National Wetland 
Inventory maps should also be made.  What classifications of non-tidal 
wetlands will be impacted? How many acres of each type?  Are the 
affected wetlands mapped on the NWI maps or evident from site visits 
only?  What is the species composition of each wetland? 

p. IV-21, paragraph A 

Comment:  Wetland reconstruction should be accomplished on a 1:1 replacement 
ratio and consist of the same type of wetland of very similar species 
composition. 

p. IV-22; paragraph 4/table 

Comment:  While only approximately .3 acres of wetlands was indicated on p. 
IV-21, the approximately 9 acres of floodplain may also fall within 
the national wetland definition of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(Cowardin et al., 1979, Classification of Wetlands and Deepwater 
Habitats of the United States).  This definition states, 

"Wetlands are lands transitional between terrestrial and aquatic 
systems where the water table is usually at or near the surface 
or the land is covered by shallow water.  For purposes of this 
classification wetlands must have one or more of the following 
three attributes:  (1) at least periodically, the land supports 
predominantly hydrophytes; (2) the substrate is predominantly 
undrained hydric soil; and (3) the substrate is nonsoil and is 
saturated with water or covered by shallow water at some time 
during the growing season of the year." 

The National Wetland Inventory maps should be consulted and field de- 
lineation efforts conducted to identify additional wetland acreage. 
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Comment - WRA No. 86-PP-0455 
March 11, 1986 
Page 2 

p. IV-23, paragraph 3 

Comment:  The impact of filling to changes in water quality by eliminating the 
filtering function of floodplain terraces should be addressed. 
The potential for increased flood hazard downstream and destruction of 
riparian habitat should also be addressed and quantified. 

Appendix 

Comment: The presence of the following shale barren endemics would indicate 
there are some shale barrens within the project corridor: 

Bouteloua curtipendula 

Calystegia spithamea 

Senecio antennarifolia 

Side Oats Gramma 

Shale Bindweed 

Shale Ragwort 

A survey should be conducted to locate the shale barrens and they 
should also be located on an environmental features map.  The species 
composition of each barren and occurence of the proposed federally 
endangered Alleghany Plum (Prunus alleghaniensis) should be included. 

MH/ses 
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Date: 
Director ^^ H' 1986 

Maryland State Clearinghouse 
for Intergovernmental Assistance 

301 West Preston Street ,!, i : 
Baltimore, MD        21201-2365 

SUBJECT:  REVIEW COMMENT AND RECOMMENDATION V'" ^ ''"'^ 

State Identification Number:  MD860204-0072.' "j^.V -—^—"""1 

Applicant: DOT - State Highway Admin. """ 

•  Description: DEIS/Section 4(f) Evaluation - Md. Rte. 36, 0.5 Mi. South of 
Seldom Seen Rd. to Buskirk Hollow Rd. 

Responses must be returned to the State Clearinghouse on or before  March 3, 1986  

Based on a review of the notification information provided, we have determined that: 

Check One: 

  1) It is consistent with-our plans, programs, and objectives.  For those agencies 
which are responsible for making determinations under the following federal 
consistency requirements, please check the appropriate response: 

  It has been determined that the subject has "no effect" on any known 
archeological or historic resources and that the requirements of 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and 36 CFR 800 
have been met for the subject. 

  It has been determined that the requirements of Maryland Coastal Zone 
Management Program have been met for the subject in accordance with 
16 USC 1456, Section 307(c)(1) and (2). 

^   2) It is generally consistent with our plans, programs, and objectives, but the 
qualifying comment below is submitted for consideration. 

  3) It raises problems concerning compatibility with our plans, programs, or 
objectives, or it may duplicate existing program activities, as indicated 
in the comment below.  If a meeting with the applicant is requested, please 
check here  . 

4) Additional information is required to complete the review.  The information 
needed is identified below.  If an extension of the review period is requested. 
please check here  . 

  5) It does not require our comments. 

COMMENTS: See attachment 

(Additional comments may be placed on the back or on separate sheets of paper) 

ignature: \^>J\A\jJ  jO ' W\ ^^ S 

Name:    Diane G. Moll 

Organization:  Water Resources Administrate 
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rORREY C.  BROWN.  M.D. 
SECRETARY 

JOHN  R. GRIFFIN 
DEPUTYSECRETAftr 

JAMES  W.  PECK 
DIRECTOR 

STATE OF MARYLAND 

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 

WATER RESOURCES ADMINISTRATION 
TAWES STATE OFFICE BUILDING 
ANNAPOLIS, MARYLAND 21401 

March 6,   1986 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Diane G. Moll 
Clearinghouse Coordinator 

THRU: C. Kirk Cover ftl J 
Waterway Permits DivisioiWy , 

FROM: M. Q. Taherian u^V^V 
Waterway Permits Division 

SUBJ: Clearinghouse Project No. 860204-0072 
DEIS Section 4(f) Evaluation - Maryland 36 - 0.5 Mile South of Seldom 
Seen Road to Buskirk Hollow Road, Allegany County 
WRA No. 86-PP-0455 
SHA No. A-690-101-671 

The subject "Draft Environmental Impact Statement" Report has received 
necessary review by this office. Accordingly, it was determined that the 
project involves several stream crossings and will have some encroachments upon 
the 100-year floodplain limits of Georges Creek and its tributaries. 
Therefore, the State Highway Administration is required to obtain necessary 
waterway permits for each bridge crossing Georges Creek and its tributaries as 
well as any associated floodplain encroachments from this office.  Perhaps a 
waterway permit will be required for any changes to the course, current and 
cross-section of the stream channel or its floodplain of Georges Creek 
tributaries (Class III Natural Trout Waters) where the upstream drainage areas 
exceed 100 acres [COMAR 08.05.03.02B(3)]. 

Georges Creek is classified as Class I Waters and, therefore, in-stream 
construction will be prohibited from March 1 through June 15, inclusive. 
However^ the tributaries to Georges Creek such as Jackson Run, Hill Run, Koontz 
Run, and Elk Lick Run are classified as Class III Natural Trout Waters and no 
in-stream construction will be allowed from October through April, inclusive. 

In accordance with Sections 8-1105 and 8-11A-05 of the Natural Resources 
Article, Annotated Code of Maryland, the subject project requires necessary 
review and approval relative to sediment control and stormwater management 
requirements.  This approval can be obtained from the Sediment and Stormwater 
Division of this Administration. 

x2265 
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Page Two 

Finally, the Administration recommends the selection of the alternative 
which will have the least impact to the waters of the State. 

The subject DEIS is being reviewed by different agencies of the Department 
of Natural Resources. The Fisheries Division of the Tidewater Administra'ti-on 
has just forwarded their comments (copy attached). However, the Coastal -s 

Resources Division of the Tidewater Administration and the Forest, .'Park and 
Wildlife Service were once again requested for their review and comments.  For 
this reason, a time extension from Clearinghouse is requested.  Should no 
extension be granted by Clearinghouse and/or no comments received within a 
reasonable time, please inform Clearinghouse by stating that the subject 
Environmental Statement is being reviewed by DNR's different agencies and, 
therefdre^ additional comments will be forwarded to them as they become 
available. 

MQTtdas 

cc:  Gene Gopenko 
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TORREY  C.  BROWN, 
SKCRCTARY 

M.D. JOHN   R.  GRIFFIN 
OCPUTY  SCCRCTARY 

STATE OF MARYLAND 
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 

TIDEWATER ADMINISTRATION 
TAWES  STATE OFFICE  BUILDING 

ANNAPOLIS    21401 

March 6, 19 86 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

Qas Taherian, Watershed Permits, 
Water Resources Administration 

George Krantz, Director, 
Fisheries Division 

Fisheries Division Comments: WRA No. 86-PP-0455. 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement - Relocation 
of Md. Rte. 36. 

I have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement;, 
Section 4(f) evaluation, Maryland Rte. 36, and have prepared 
the following comments. 

Nine streams could be impacted by the relocation of Mary- 
land Rte. 36: 

George's Creek 
Koontz Run 
Jackson Run 
Hill Run 
Elk Lick Run 
Unnamed tributary (East side of Georges Creek near Gilmore) 
Unnamed tributary (East side of Georges Creek between 

Pekin and Definold) 
(West side of Georges Creek at Seldom 
Seen Road) 
(West side of Georges Creek between 
Oak Hill and Old Coney Cemetaries). 

Unnamed tributary 

Unnamed tributary 

TTY  FOR  DEAF  -  BALTIMI 
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Alternate 1 would involve bridges over Georges Creek, 
Jackson Run, and Elk Lick Run and a culvert for one unnamed 
tributary. 

Alternate 5 would involve bridges over Jackson Run, Hill 
Run, and Elk Lick Run, and culverts for two unnamed tributaries. 

Alternate 2 would involve bridges over Koontz Run, Georges 
Creek, Elk Lick Run, and culverts for two unnamed tributaries. 

Alternate 2a would involve bridges over Koontz Run, Georges 
Creek, Elk Like Run, and a culvert for one unnamed tributary. 

No stream relocation is involved in any of the Alternates 
now under construction. 

The loss of terrestrial natural habitat will be greatest 
under Alternate 1 (70 acres) and Alternate 5 (95 acres). 
Alternate 2 and 2a will involve the loss of 35 and 45 acres 
respectively.  The affects on businesses and families will be 
least under Alternates 1 and 5. 

The Environmental Impact Statement prepared by the State 
Highway Administration indicates that the large cuts required 
for the project may expose pyritic rock, which through erosion 
may lower the pH level of streams in the study area.  Much of 
the roadway excavation will take place on highly erodible 
shales.  This rock is often loose and highly fragmented which 
could cause long term maintenance problems with rock slides and 
erosion.  Although not stated in the SHA Environmental Impact 
Statement, it appears that Alternates 1 and 5 would involve the 
deepest and most extensive cuts. 

Georges Creek is classified as a Class I stream by the Depart- 
ment of Health and Mental Hygiene.  Van Deusen (1953) classified it 
as a trout feeder in its upper reaches and as a trout stream in 
its lower reaches.  But in part due to pollutional problems, 
Georges Creek only supports a small variety of forage fish 
species.  The following fish were documented in Georges Creek 
by Davis (1973): blacknose dace, creek chub, and white sucker. 
Water quality in Georges Creek ranges from fair to poor.  No 
coldwater or warmwater sport fishery exists in Georges at the 
present time.  It is possible that, provided water quality was 
improved, a warmwater fishery for rockbass and sunfish could be 
established.  Its potential as a smallmouth bass fishery is 
questionable due to its small size and low summer flows.  Warm 
summer water temperatures will probably prevent future trout 
management. 

\ 
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Koontz Run, Jackson Run, Elk Lick Run, Hill Run, and 
the four unnamed tributaries that could be affected by the 
proposed road construction are all Class III streams.  Van 
Deusen (1953) classified Koontz Run as a dace trickle in its 
upper reaches and a trout feeder in its lower reaches.  The 
remaining streams were classified by Van Deusen as dace 
trickles.  All of the above streams are small, have steep 
gradients, and lack water flows during dry periods.  None of 
these streams is being managed for a trout fishery and they 
are too small and shallow for a warmwater sport fishery. 
Koontz Run was surveyed by Davis (1973) and found to have poor 
water quality and to have no fish present in its lower reaches. 
Hughes et al. (1980) surveyed Georges Creek and its tributaries 
and found that only Laurel Creek contained natural trout popu- 
lations.  No mention is made in his report of the species com- 
position of each stream that he surveyed.  But based on fish 
collections made in other nearby streams forage species such as 
dace, creek chub, and suckers can be expected. 

Since the proposed road construction will entail bridges 
and culverts, but no stream relocation, direct physical damage 
to streams in the study area can be minimized.  In this par- 
ticular road construction project, the greatest impact to the 
stream environment will be caused by the clearing and deep cuts 
which will increase water temperatures, may decrease pH, and 
will increase siltation to the stream.  It would appear from the 
information presented in the SHA Environmental Review document 
that Alternates 1 and 5 would have the greatest impact on the 
environment. 

In summary, the impact of this road construction project 
will have a minimal effect on fish populations since the fish 
fauna is sparse due to already existing pollutional problems. 
The most noticeable effect at this time may be a further 
deterioration of water quality. 

We prefer Alternate 2 as least damaging to the environment. 

%b 
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TORREY C. BROWN. M.O. 
SECRETARY 

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 
Maryland Forest, Park & Wildlife Service 

TAWES OFFICE BUILDING 
ANNAPOLIS. MARYLAND   21401 

OONALO E. MacLAUCHLAN 
DIRECTOR 

MEMORANDUM 

TO:    Gas Taherian 
Water Resources Administration 

FROM:  Sean McKewen ^fW 
Project Leader 

SUBJ:  MD 36 

DATE:   March 11, 1986 

I gave the DEIS for the referenced project a quick review due to the 
crunch on review time. There are no unique/critical habitats directly 
impacted by any of the proposed alternates. There are several areas 
upstream which we monitor on both Georges Creek and its tributaries. 
Alternates 2 and 2A would be preferred due to the lesser impact on 
previously undisturbed areas. 

1? 

SM:dec 

cc: J. Burtis 

Telephone 

VII-100 
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HARRY HUGHES 
GOVERNOR 

MARYLAND 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE PLANNING 

30t  W.  PRESTON  STREET 
BALTIMORE.  MARYUAND  21201-2365 

1   r A-"^ 

CONSTANCE LIEOER 

SECRETARY 

February  28, '19.86 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJ: 

Addressees / 

Guy W..Hager»J/ 
Director,  Maryland State Clearinghouse • 
for  Intergovernmental Assistance 

State Clearinghouse Project Number:     MD82-11-64,  DEIS  - MD  26 From 
Eldersburg  to Randallstovm  (Baltimore  and Carroll  Counties) 

The  enclosed Final  EIS on the previously  reviewed  reference  project  is   forwarded 
for your  information and use.     If you desire  to  further  comment on  the project, 
please  contact   the State Highway Administration within  three weeks  from the  date 
of  this memorandum and send an information copy  of such  response  to  this  State 
Clearinghouse.     If no  response  is  received within  this   time  period,   it will be 
assumed  that vour aeency has  no  further interest  in  commenting on  the  project  and assumed  that your agency 
that   the  requirements of the established procedures  have been met. 

Thank you ;for your attention to this matter. 

CWHwd 

Enclosure 

ADD R£a€EES 

••••3/tt/ze-? 

3NR -  Bruce Gilmore  (2 copies) 
DECD - Ed Wise  (2.copies) 
OEP 

en 

3At/fr 

^   5HA. £hc   ncch   ^  6*>mt. 

<««.• 

set j cf 4 ^"^   **P'*- <V/co '• it 

TELErn«-ii-«c: JU1-iGrt-M90 
TTY lor OM<: 301 -383- 7555 VII-101 iV.?v-"- 



i . Date: March 3, 1986 
•  , Director , ...v.« 

Maryland State Clearinghouse ,,. ^T^t '• ^ v-x' 
for Intergovernmental Assistance ^vf v.'.^j p'•£ tV 'j^U 

301 West Preston Street f^t*-'''- 

Baltimore, MD        21201-2365 „ „-\  \^h 

^ 

SUBJECT:  REVIEW COMMENT AND RECOMMENDATION  rr'-^"C-- 

State Identification Number: MD860204-0072 '^V:;'"'^''-^—" 

Applicant:  DOT - State Highway Admin. 

Description: DEIS/Section 4(f) Evaluation - Md. Rte. 36, 0.5 Mi. Sduth of 
Seldom Seen Rd. to Buskirk Hollow Rd. 

Responses must be returned to the State Clearinghouse on or before March 3, 1986  

Based on a review of the notification information provided, we have determined that: 

Check One: 

  1) It is consistent with our plans, programs, and objectives. For those agencies 
which are responsible for making determinations under the following federal 
consistency requirements, please check the appropriate response: 

  It has been determined that the subject has "no effect" on any known 
archeological or historic resources and that the requirements of 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and 36 CFR 800 
have been met for the subject. 

  It has been determined that the requirements of Maryland Coastal Zone 
Management Program have been met for the subject in accordance with 
16 USC 1456, Section 307(c)(1) and (2). 

2) It is generally consistent with our plans, programs, and objectives, but the 
qualifying comment below is submitted for consideration. 

3) It raises problems concerning compatibility with our plans, programs, or 
objectives, or it may duplicate existing program activities, as indicated 
in the comment below.  If a meeting with the applicant is requested, please 
check here  . 

4) Additional information is required to complete the review.  The information 
needed is identified below.  If an extension of the review period is requested, 
please check here  . 

5) It does not require our comments. 

COMMENTS:       SEE ATTACHED COMMENTS 

(Additional comments may be placed on the back or on separ/tk  sheets of paper) 

Name:  Be'niaqmv-'R. Sansom 
t^T 

VII-102 

Allegany County Planning & 
Organization: Zoning Commission  

County Office Building 
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PHONE: 301-777-5951 
MAR COM: 239-5952 

V $> 

ALLEGANY COUNTY 
PLANNING & ZONING COMMISSION 

COUNTY OFFICE BUILDING, 3 PERSHING STREET 
CUMBERLAND, MARYLAND 21502 

March 3,  1986 

Mr. Samuel Baker 
Maryland State Clearinghouse 

for Intergovernmental Assistance 
301 West Preston Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21201-2365 

Dear Mr. Baker: 

Re: ' State Clearinghouse Number MD860204-0072:  MDOT State Highway 
Administration DEIS - Md. Route 36, .5 miles south of Seldom Seen 
Road to Buskirk Hollow Road 

We have reviewed the above named evaluation and have one comment 
which relates to the proposed project.  It appears that this project, de- 
pending on which alternate is chosen, could generate up to 6 million cubic 
yards of excess fill material.  In the past, on other highway projects in 
Allegany County, we have encountered similar situations because of the 
mountainous terrain. These projects generated more material from highway 
cuts than could be accommodated in adjacent fill areas on the state highway 
right of way. This excess material was then deposited off the state highway 
right of way on private property with the contractor being responsible to 
obtain grading permits from the County to dispose of the material. The 
County, through its Sediment Control Program, was then responsible for 
inspecting these sites for sediment control compliance. 

Unfortunately, some of these spoil areas were so large and con- 
tained such a great amount of material that stability of the fill material 
became a problem. We can foresee this being an even greater problem with 
the amount of material projected to be generated from this proposed highway 
project.  Because of this concern, we are proposing that the State Highway 
Administration be responsible for obtaining fill sites outside the SHA right 
of way and that the Administration also be responsible for inspecting these 
sites, particularly for soil compaction and stability of the fill material. 

£>& 
Sincerely, 

Benjamin R. Sansom 
Director 

BRS:mb 

cc:  Howard' H. Bailey, County Administrator 
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Date: ^-02/05/86 .  .. " 
RfrecAr 
Maryland State Clearinghouse Otfi/intATEfl Af/HING 
for Intergovernmental Assistance PPPPlV/CTr^ 

301 West Preston Street H t-U 11 V 4-. U 
Baltimore, MD 21201-2365 llin    ,    „,„ 

SUBJECT:  REVIEW COMMENT AND RECOMMENDATION rt^,-—-—_ 

State Identification Number: MD860204-0072 -'-^JJIMI}, 

Applicant: DOT - State Highway Admin. 

Description: DEIS/Section 4(f) Evaluation - Md. Rte. 36, 0.5 Mi. South of 
Seldom Seen Rd. to Buskirk Hollow Rd.       , 

Responses must be returned to the State Clearinghouse on or before  March 3, 1986  

Based on a review of the notification information provided, we have determined that: 

Check One: 

  1) It is consistent with our plans, programs, and objectives.  For those agencies 
which are responsible for making determinations under the following federal 
consistency requirements, please check the appropriate response: 

  It has been determined that the subject has "no effect" on any known 
archeological or historic resources and that the requirements of 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and 36 CFR 800 
have been met for the subject. 

  It has been determined that the requirements of Maryland Coastal Zone 
Management Program have been met for the subject in accordance with 
16 USC 1456, Section 307(c)(1) and (2). 

2) It is generally consistent with our plans, programs, and objectives, but the 
qualifying comment, below is^submitted for consideration, x?/ 

3) It raises problems concerning compatibility with our plans, programs, or 
objectives, or it may duplicate existing program activities, as indicated 
in the comment below.  If a meeting with the applicant is requested, please 
check here  . 

4) Additional information is required to complete the review.  The information 
needed is identified below.  If an extension of the review period is requested 

5).It does'not require our comment&T^'^*^ IO^JL^^O^.     / 

*/ 

^ 

COMMENTS: 

(Additional comments may be placed on the back or on separate sheets of paper) 

Signature: QJ^^r'   ^S* j(h~ j£L- 

Name:  Askew Skipp Sanders 

Organization: MD STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION 

Address: 200 West Baltimore Street 



<\t>1 
MARYLAND  STATE  DEPARTMENT OF  EDUCATION 

200 WEST BALTIMORE STREET 

BALTIMORE. MARYLAND 21201 

13011   659- 
DAXE- 

TO:     ^^^i   PP   -^AMX^^^^ 

FROM:   A^M^ki    AE>/ekJl> 

SUBJECT: 

i^ e>/&ci*> 

MR .8   1986 

MARYLAiJD STATE 
J0^|D Of EDUCATION 

^\^\Vr t     \   -ANA   ^^^^>f    A^^OT"    T^-^   UVty^VJ^^^. 
^F* NAY ' ^-^ro^^pz      ( ^^MJ^T^>   A^^   I^O^ 

l^PA^T   A\JP  T^1^    UAY^^t^-   Pr-AKJY   (AAfAd^r, 

YAU^ ^n^u^z-i-^^2- 
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SHA Responses to the Department of State Planning: 

1. Permits will be applied for and time of year restrictions observed as 

required. The Selected Alternate is Alternate 5-1, which will not adversely 

affect any school site. Contractors have the responsiblity for acquiring 

permits for any fill or excavation performed outside the right-of-way. 

2. No property will be required from any historic or archeological site by 

this project. A determination of effect has been requested from the State 

Historic Preservation Officer regarding the National Register-eligible 

historic sites in the project area. The Selected Alternate was determined 

to have an adverse affect on all the National Register historic sites in 

the project area. A Memorandum of Agreement has been executed with SHPO 

and the Advisory Council for Historic Preservation concerning mitigation 

measures to be taken. 

The SHPO has determined that no additional archeological studies are 

required. 

3. Site-specific information was included in the Final document as requested. 

4. Separate species lists have been included in the Appendices. 

5. Wetlands have been identified on the alternates mapping. The species 

composition, classification, and wetland acres affected have been included 

in the text of the final document. Wetlands were identified through site 

visits. 

6. The amount, type, and location of replacement wetlands will be determined 

in coordination with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, U.S. Fish and 

Wildlife Service, and the Department of Natural Resources during the final 

design phase. A field review with these agencies was conducted on October 

7, 1986. 

7. Approximately 14.9 acres of wetlands will be affected by the project, of 

which less than 0.5 acre is located within a 100-year floodplain. These 

wetlands were located and delineated by field observations. 

8. No impact to floodplain terraces are anticipated as a result of this 

project. The precise amount of 100-year floodplain to be filled and the 

resulting downstream impact will be determined during final design in 

coordination with the Department of Natural Resources. As much as 1.6 

acres of 100-year floodplain could be affected at two coal haul road 

%b 

% 
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overpasses with a resultant loss of up to 1 acre-foot of floodplain capacity. 

9. No natural shale barrens are known to exist in the immediate vicinity of 

the project nor were indicator species identified during field surveys. 

10. Necessary permits will be applied for during final design once stream and 

floodplain impacts are precisely defined. 

11. Appropriate time of year restrictions will be observed. Exceptions may be 

applied for because gamefish do not appear to exist in the affected streams. 

12. Sediment and erosion control and stormwater management plans for the 

project will be prepared and submitted to the Department of Natural Resources 

and the Department of Health and Mental Hygiene for approval. 

13. The Selected Alternate is Alternate 5-1. Alternates 2 and 2A were not 

selected because of public preferences, socio-economic impacts, and Section 

4(f) impacts. Alternate 5-1 is a prudent and feasible alternate which 

avoids encroachments on properties protected by Section 4(f) of the U.S. 

•Department of Transportation regulations. 
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PRREY C.  BROWN.  MO. 
SECRETARY 

JOHN  R. GRIFFIN 
DEPUTY SECRETARY 

JAMES W. PECK 
DIRECTOR 

STATE OF MARYLAND 

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 
WATER RESOURCES ADMINISTRATION 

TAWES STATE OFFICE BUILDING 
ANNAPOLIS, MARYLAND 21401 

March 13, 1986 

Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr., Deputy Director 
Project Development Division (Room 310) 
State Highway Administration 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, MD 21202 

Re: WRA No. 86-PP-0455 
SHA No. A-690-101-671 
Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement - Section 4 (f) 
Evaluation for MD 36 - 0.5 
Mile South of Seldom Seen Rd. 
to Buskirk Rd. in Allegany Co, 

Dear Mr. Ege: 

As a follow-up to the letter of March 11, 1986 from Mr. Charles K. 
Cover to you regarding the review of the above referenced DEIS, enclosed 
please find a copy of the comments received this date from the Tidewater 
Administration's Coastal Resources Division. 

If you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact me 

at (301) 269-2265. 

Sincerely, 

A' 

M. Q. Taherian 
Project Engineer 
Waterway Permits Division 

MQT:das 

Enclosure 

(301) 269-2265 
Telephones 

TTY  FOR  DEAF-BALTIN V I I - 1 08 gGTON  METRO 565-04SO 
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SHA Responses to the Water Resources Administration: 

1. A copy of the Tidewater Administration-Coastal Resource Division's comments 

were included in the comments received from the Department of State Planning. 

The responses to the Coastal Resource Division's comments are included in 

the responses to the comments by the Department of State Planning. 
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{JfUITSD STATES CSPART.^EfJT OF COMMcflCE 
?Jattonai Ccsanic and Atmospheric Administration 
NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE 
Management Division °Ul 
Habitat 
Oxford Laboratory 

nt DivisiajL   BUREAU OF 
ConservatI<5WJ§g3rrp$4WW/ 
aboratory "*« 

Oxford, Maryland rc21j&54« 

11 February 1986 

Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr., Deputy Director 
Project Development Division (Room 310) 
State Highway Administration 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Maryland  21202 

Dear Mr. Ege: 

The National Marine Fisheries Service has reviewed the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement/Section 4(f) Evaluation concerning 
Contract No. A 690-101-671 (N) Maryland Route 36, 0.5 mi. south 
of Seldom Seen Road to Buskirk Hollow Road project dated 
24 January 1986.  The proposed action should not affect resources 
for which we bear responsibility.  We, therefore, have no 
comments. 

Sincerely, 

Edward  W.   Christoffers 
Asst.   Branch  Chief 
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OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROGRAMS 

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND MENTAL HYGIENE 

201 WEST PRESTON STREET •  BALTIMORE. MARYLAND 21201  • AREA CODE 301  • 383- 

TTY FOR DEAF: Balto. Area 383-7555 
DIG. Metro 565-0451 

Adele Wilzack, R.N., M.S., Secretary 

June  11,   1986 
William M. Eichbaum, Assistant Secretary 

V N\ 

Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson, Acting Chief 
Environmental Management 
Bureau of Project Planning (Room 310) 
State Highway Administration 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, MD. 21202 

RE:  Contract No. 690-101-671 (N) 
Maryland Route 36 
0.5 Miles South of Seldom Seen Road 
to Buskisk Hollow Road 
P.D.M.S. No. 013076 

Dear Ms. Simpson: 

We have reviewed the Draft Air Quality Analysis for 
the above subject project and have found that it is not 
inconsistent with the Administration's plans and objectives 

Thank you for the opportunity to review this analysis. 

Sincerely, 

(UKIKVSIK  LJMJZ 
Edward L. Carter, Chief 
Division of Air Quality Planning 

and Data Systems 
Air Management Administration 

ELC:tvh 
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j*v'**%     UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION III 

841 Chestnut Building iSSS 
^PROI^0 Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19107 

•X- >\ •-•' ••  .JCO                  ^ hi 

^ o<:-a 
Cynthia Simpson, Chief ."<!--Q 
Environmental Management ^_ ooOc_ 
Project Development Division (Room 310) ^ .-; 3 ^ 
State Highway Administration Jg .i. ppj ^ 
707 N. Calvert Street - 2: 
Baltimore, MD.  21202 o^ ""' 

Re:  MD Rt. 36 86-06-116 

Dear Ms. Simpson: 

In accordance with the responsibilities delegated to EPA 
under Section 309 of the Clean Air Act and the National Environmental 
Policy Act, we have reviewed the air quality analysis for the above 
referenced project and offer no comments. 

Thank you for including EPA in the review process. Should you 
have any questions feel free to contact Jeffrey Alper of my staff at 
215/597-7817. 

Sincerely, 

Richard V. Pepino 
Chief, NEPA Compliance Section 
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Maryland Historical Trust 
January 8, 1986 

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

RE:  Contract No. A 690-101-671 
Maryland Route 36 
.5 miles south of Seldom Seen Road 
to Buskirk Hollow Road 
P.D.M.S. No. 013076 

Dear Ms. Simpson: 

Our office has reviewed the levels of significance for the six properties 
discussed in your letter of October 29, 1985. We agree with SHA regarding the 
following: 

1. Schlaidt House - National Register eligible 

2. Burns House - Maryland inventory quality 

3. Rockville School Building - Maryland inventory quality 

4. Detmold School - Maryland inventory quality. 

We also believe that St. Mary's School and St. Mary's Church may be eligible for 
the National Register because they are good examples of western Maryland Catholic 
architecture and for their association with the community's history. 

Before our office can agree with the proposed boundaries for the Schlaidt 
House and the Brumage Stone House, we need adequate justification.  In addition, 
are the buildings circled in red on the attached maps significant, and do they 
relate to the historic structures? Thank you for your help. We do not anticipate 
any problems in establishing appropriate boundaries. 

Please call George Andreve if you have any questions or comments. 

Sincerely 

J. Rodney Little 
Director 

JRL/GJA/hec State Historic Preservation Officer 

cc:  Ms. Rita Suffness     Mr. Howard Buchanan     Mrs. Faye Purdham 

haw House, 21 State Circle, Annapolis, Maryland 21401    (301) oea.oon    oca IAOO    269-2850 
epartment of Economic and Community Development ,      T T        A TPS 



aH 

Maryland Historical Trust 
February 12, 1985 

Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson 
State Highway Administration 
707 North Calvert Street, P. 0. Box 717 
Baltimore, Maryland     21203-0717 

RE: Md. Rt. 36 
.5 miles south of Seldom Seen Road 

to Buskirk Hollow Rd. 
Contract No. A 690-101-671 

Dear Ms. Simpson: 

Our office concurs with the levels of significance for the 
historic properties listed in your letter of October 22, 1984, except for 
the following: 

1. Pay Office - Miller House (AL-VI-B-115) 
102 W. Main St. 
This is not in the Lonaconing Historic District, 
and we believe it is not eligible. 

2. Schlaidt House (AL-VI-B-111) 
23 Front St. 
This is a contributing building to the Lonaconing 
Historic District and is, therefore, listed in 
the National Register. 

The district boundary and the locations of the houses listed above are 
shown on the attached maps. 

Sincerely, 

George J. Andreve 
Environmental Review 
Administrator 

GJA/hec 

Attachments 

cc:  Senator J. G. Beall, Jr. 
Mrs. Faye Purdham 

Shaw House, 21 State Circle. Annapolis, Maryland 21401     (3nn7<v3-77 i ?   7AQ-2438 
Department of Economic and Community Development 
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\Aaryland Historical Trust 
October 24, 1985 

Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr., Action Chief 
Bureau of Project Planning 
State Highway Administration 
Maryland Department of Transportation 
PO Box 717 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717 

Re: Contract No. A 690-101-671 
P.D.M.S. No. 013076 
MD Rt. 36 from .5 mile South to 
Buskirk Hollow Road 
Allegany 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 should 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/cs 

cc:    Mrs. Faye Purdham 
Mr. Howard Buchanan 
Ms.   Rita  Suffness 
Mr.   Tyler  Bastian 

law House, 21 State Circle, Annapolis, Maryland 2 1401     '^m \?AO.7? r ?   ?fiQ-2438 
epartment of Economic and Community Development VI1-116 
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November 19, 1986 

Ms. Cynthia Simpson 
Manager, Environmental Management 
Maryland Dept. of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 
P. 0. Box 717 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717 

RE: Contract No. A 690-101-671 
Maryland Route 36 0.5 mile 
south of Seldom Seen Road to 
Buskirk Hollow Road 
PDMS No. 013076  

Dear Ms. Simpson: 

Our office received your letter of September 19, 1986, and the map showing 
proposed Alternate 5-1 on October 31st. We did not respond to your letter of 
February 5, 1986, since Ms. Rita Suffness informed us that revisions were being 
made; but, as your recent letter indicated, the principal alignment has not 
been appreciably altered. 

Last May, my staff visited Lonaconing to better understand the effects of 
both eastern and western routes which were proposed at that time. After 
reviewing the currently proposed Alternate 5-1, we believe that all identified 
historic sites which are on or eligible for the National Register will be 
adversely affected. These are: 

- Brumage Stone House 
Lonaconing Historic District 
Schlaidt House 
Detmold School 
St. Mary's Church 
St. Mary's School. 

Shaw House, 21 State Circle, Annapolis, Marytand 21401   (3011 269-2212.   269-2438,   269-2850 
Department of Economic and Community Development VII-117 TPS 
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Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson 
November 19, 1986 
Page 2 

Alternate 5-1 will cause extensive alteration of the historic "sources 
Ending LSoa-ent because of the large, high bridges and cut-and-fill 
which would be required. Their setting would be altered by the introduction of 
visual and audible elements that are out of character with the properties. 

The Trust hopes that SHA will consider feasible and prudent alternatives 
in or^er to avoid or satisfactorily mitigate the adverse effects of this 
indertaling on historic properties. We look forward to working with you. 
Please call if you have any questions or comments. 

'J. Rodney Little 
Director 
State Historic 
Preservation Officer 

JRL/GJA/mmc 
cc: Ms. Eleni Silverman 

Paul Wettlaufer 
Mr. Howard Buchanan 
Mrs. Faye Purdham 
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Septeabfcr 16, 1964 

Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson 
Environoental Maru-gcment 
Marylend Department ot Transportation 
P.O. Box 717 
707 N. Calvert btreet 
Baltimore, MD 21203 

Dear h«. Simpaon: 

This responds to your August 9 and 10 requests for information on the 
presence of Feoerally listed endangered or threatened species within the 
area of the following projects: 

PDMS No. Oijv;7o-MD Route 36, Allfcfciiny County 
PLUS.No. Ij2w5j-bb Route 2i», liovard County 

Except for occasional tranbient itidlviduais, no Federally listcc,  pro- 
posed or candidate endangered or threatened species are known to exist in 
the project impact area. Therefore, no MoiOblcal Assessment or further 
Section 7 Consultation is required with the Pish ano Wlialife Service 
(FWS;.  Should project plans change, or if additional information on the 
distribution of listed or proposed species becomes available, this 
determination may be reconsidered. 

ltii$ response relates ouly to endangered species uucer our jurisdiction. 
It does not address other PUS concerns under the Pish and Wildlife 
Coordination Act or other legislation. 

Thank you for youl Interest in endangered species.  If you have any 
questions or need further assistance, please contact Andy Moser or Judy 
Jacobs of our Endangered Species staff at (301) 269-6324. 

Sincerely yours. 

AM0SER:PM:9/13/84 
Filename:Simpsonl 

"JT Glenn Kmser 
Supervisor 
Annapolis Pield Office 

VII-119 



tf* 

TORREY C. BROWN. M.D. 
SECRETARY 

JOHN  R. GRIFFIN 
DEPUTY SECRETARY 

STATE OF MARYLAND 
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 

CAPITAL PROGRAMS ADMINISTRATION 
TAWES STATE OFFICE BUILDING- 
ANNAPOLIS,  MARYLAND    21401- 

FRED L. ESKEW 
ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
FOR CAPITAL PROGRAMS 

August 17, 1984 

Mr. Louis H. Ege 
Bureau of Project Planning 
State Highway Administration 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, MD  21203 

Subject: Maryland Route 36 from south of Seldom Seen Road 
to Buskirk Hollow Road 
Contract No. A 690-101-671 

Dear Mr. Ege: 

The Natural Heritage Program's data base contains no record of rare 
species, unusual community or other significant natural feature in the vicinity 
of this project as delineated in your transmittal of August 9, 1984. If I can 
be of further assistance, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Sincerely, 

Arnold W. Norden 
Md. Natural Heritage Program 

AWN:mcs 

TELE 
TTY FOR OEAF-8ALTIMO VII-120 TON  METRO 5650450 



DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 
Maryland Forest, Park & Wildlife Service 

TORREY C. BROWN. MO. TAWES  OFFICE   BUILDING DONALD E. MacLAUCHLAN 
SECnETARY ANNAPOLIS. MARYLAND    21401 0meCTOR 

August 29,  19.84 

Mr.   Louis H.  Ege3  Jr. 
State Highway Administration 
P.O.  Box 717/707 N.  Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Maryland   21203 

Dear Mr.  Ege: 

There are no known populations of listed threatened or endangered species 
within the area of project limits for the proposed relocation of MD Route 36 in 
the vicinity of Lonaconing, Allegany county, as described to me in your letter 
of August 9,   1984. 

Sincerely,     ^ / 

Gary J.  ^aylor   \ 
Nongame & Endangered 
Speczes Program Manager 

GJT:ba 
cc:    Carlo Brunori 

T ,    ^             (301)  827-8612 Telephone  _  
TTY FOR DEAF: STATEW"- 2: SALTIMCHE :S3->:GCi9 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
BALTIMORE   DISTRICT.   CORPS    OF    ENGINEERS 

P.O.    BOX    1718 
BALTIMORE.    MARYLAND    21203-1713 

4 December 1986 
ntPLV TO ATTINTION on 

Operations Division re: Rt.   36 
Allegany 

m 

cr.    — *wm 01      OXO 

03 

Ms. Cynthia Simpson 
Chief, Environmental Management Section 
Project Development Division 
Maryland State Highway Administration 
707 N. Calvert St. 
Baltimore, MD 21202 

Dear Ms. Simpson: 

On 7 October 1986, a field review was conducted by a Corps 
ecologist and representatives of the Fish and Wildlife Service; 
Dept.  of Natural Resources; and State Highway Administration, 
Environmental Management Section, to identify various wetlands 
involved in the Route 36 project. 

Mr. Jim Dooley, SHA, informed us that the wetland 
identification and acreage figures provided in the DEIS (dated 17 
January 1986) were inaccurate. Therefore, the Corps is requesting 
supplemental information concerning wetland locations, acreages, 
proiect impacts, and mitigation.  Such information should address 
wetland impacts along all alignments considered as feasible m the  ^ 
DEIS. 

The Baltimore District concurs with the recommendations that 
the Fish and Wildlife Service sent you in a letter dated 24 November 
1986.  In addition, we are requesting supplemental information on 
the 3-acre slope wetland regarding the geologic formation 
surrounding the bog and the water source (surface or groundwater). 
?his offici believls that the bog provides water quality benefits to 
the water flowing through it, which may be adversely ^pacted by 
acid mine drainage.  A simple water quality study, using transects, 
could be designed to determine the value of the bog to water 
quality. 

Thank vou for the opportunity to provide these comments.  For 
additional information, please contact Mrs.. Mary Dircks, of this 
office, at (301) 962-3477. 

Sincerely, 

^ 
Thomas J. Filip, III 
Acting Chief, River Basin Section 
Regulatory Branch 

tf*        £0*1 di^uc^-    s^ 
<Li ^~ * tdJUS o^    '*? 
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SHA Responses to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers: 

1. Concerns such a geometries and the necessity of avoiding the 

acquisition of property from the National Register eligible 

Lonaconing Historic District precludes the consideration of 

Alternates 2 and 3 as feasible alignments. Therefore, it is the 

State Highway Administration's position that it is not reasonable 

to obtain supplemental  information concerning wetland locations. 

2. Supplemental information regarding the geologic formation 

surrounding the bog and the water source will be provided during 

final  design. 
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United States Department of the Interior 

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
DIVISION OF ECOLOGICAL SERVICES 

1825B VIRGINIA STREET 
ANNAPOLIS, MARYLAND 21401 

November 24, 1986 

Ms. Cynthia Simpson 
Chief, Environmental Management Section 
Project Development Division 
Maryland State Highway Administration 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 

Re:  Route 36, Allegany County, MD 
wetland impacts 

Dear Ms. Simpson: 

On October 7, 1986, a Service biologist field reviewed with representatives 
of the Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District; DNR, Nontidal Wetlands; and 
SHA, Environmental Management Section, various wetlands Involved in the 
relocation of the referenced project. These comments are provided as a 
follow-up to the field review and are provided as technical assistance. 

It was stated by the SHA representative, Mr. Jim Dooley, that the wetland 
identification and acreage figures provided in the DEIS (dated January 17, 
1986) were inaccurate. As a result, the field review was intended for the 
regulatory and review agencies to confirm the delineation of wetlands 
recently identified by SHA and to provide any mitigation measures they 
deemed appropriate'.  The wetlands identified are within the ROW for Alter- 
natives 1 and 5, the alignment preferred by SHA. As a result of the 
incorrect wetland information presented in the DEIS, the Service recommends 
preparation of supplemental information concerning wetland locations, 
acreages involved, project impacts, and available mitigation measures. 
Such information should not be limited to the selected alignment, but 
should address wetlands impacts along all alignments considered as feasible 
in the DEIS. 

The Service recommends that, regardless of what alignment is selected, 
clearing of existing vegetation be restricted to that for roadway construc- 
tion only, particularly along the areas upslope of wetlands and waterways 
(i.e., eliminate clearing of the entire ROW). 

During the October 7, 1986, field review, the Service provided the 
following recommendations to mitigate impacts upon several of the wetland 
sites within the Alternative 1/5 alignment: 
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(1) Stations 360.0 - 370.0; A rather extensive wetland exists at this 

location and is dominated by woody hydrophytes with a diverse 
emergent understory. We recommend avoiding this area by shifting 
the alignment further upslope, or preferably, steepening the fill 
slopes and constructing a retaining wall.  The existing vegetated 
slopes in this area are fairly steep with the very real potential 
for significant soil erosion occurring due to road construction. 
Therefore, implementation of appropriate sediment and erosion 
control measures should occur before any earthmoving activities 
begin.  Serious consideration should be given to maintaining as 
much as possible of the existing northern hardwood community 
within the ROW. 

(2) Station 290.0: A palustrine emergent wetland was identified at 
this site.  The Service recommends that the roadway not encroach 
into this area.  The stream crossing in this area will require 
placement of some type of culvert structure. The existing struc- 
ture is very unique.  It provides not only a diverse substrate 
for Invertebrate organisms, but increases the roughness coeffi- 
cient, thereby decreasing the velocity of the discharge at the 
structure's outlet. We, therefore, recommend replicating the 
existing structure's features to maintain its positive influence 
upon the stream system. A tributary of an adjacent sphagnum- 
dominated wetland exists upslope of the emergent wetland. The 
Service recommends avoidance of this area. 

(3) The proposed alignment will directly fill approximately 2.5 acres 
of a 3.0-acre slope wetland (geogenous peatland), essentially 
eliminating its value to the surrounding landscape.  This peat- 
land is unique in Maryland due to its vegetational species 
composition and topographic location. The Service, therefore, 
recommends avoidance of this area by shifting the alignment 
upslope along the existing haul road as one alternative. Since 
construction of the roadway along this alignment may cause 
secondary adverse impacts to the peatland, we recommend that the 
environmental document present information regarding the geologic 
formation (s) underlying the area surrounding the bog (gathered 
from sufficient soil borings) and the peatland's water source 
(surface and/or groundwater seepage, and percentages If both 
contribute).  The document should also discuss impacts to the bog 
from roadway construction along the proposed and avoidance alter- 
natives, and measures available to mitigate those impacts. The 
Service strongly discourages selection of any alignment that 
would adversely impact this unique natural resource. 

(4) Station 255.5 t  A 3.2-acre palustrine forested wetland will be 
impacted by this alternative.  The Service recommends avoiding 
this area or significantly reducing the road's encroachment by 
steepening the fill slopes and constructing a retaining wall 
along the entire length of the roadway/wetland Interface. 
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Thank you for the opportunity to provide these comments.  If you desire 
additional information regarding this project, please contact Diane Eckles 
of my staff at 269-54A8. 

Sincerely yours 

SupervisQj 
Annapolis Field Office 

L: 

VII-126 



& 

SHA Resoonses to the Deoartment of the Interior 

1. This Environmental Impact Statement incorporates revised and 

accurate information about wetlands along the selected alternates. 

Because concerns such as geometries and the necessity of avoiding 

the acquisition of property from the National Register eligible 

Lonaconing Historic District, Alternates 2 and 4 were not considered 

viable alignments. Consequently, it is the State Highway's position 

that it is not reasonable to obtain supplemental information 

concerning wetland locations on these alignments. 

2. The State Highway Administration will make every effort to restrict 

clearing uoslope of wetlands and waterways to that necessary for 

road construction. 

3. The plans presented in this document propose a retaining wall 

above the wetland at this point. Details will be finalized during 

the design stage. 

4. Station 290.0: The feasibility of implementing this recommendation 

will be studied in the final design phase. 

ieogonus Peatland: Supplemental information regarding the geologic 

ormation surrounding the bog and the water source, as well as a 

ter quality study to determine the value of the bog to water 

qjjalit.y, will be provided during final design. 

A retaining wall is proposed for this section of the project. 

VII-127 



Advisory 
Council On 
Historic 
Preservation 

The Old Post Office Building 
1100 Pennsylvania Avenue, NVV, #809 
Washington, DC 20004 

1* 

Wf 4? 
SEP 2 9 1987 

^e flu) Mr. Emil Elinsky 
Division Administrator 
Federal Highway Administration 
The Rotunda, Suite 2 20 
711 West 40th Street 
Baltimore, MD  21211 

REF:  Construction of Maryland Route 36 
Lona^nin^j, Maryland 

D e a irTTTTtTTTrSTrT"! 

Enclosed  is  the Memorandum  of Agreement   for   the  referenced 
project.     If  you agree with  its  terms,  please sign and  date  it, 
and obtain  the dated  signature of  the Maryland State Historic 
Preservation Officer.     By carrying  out  the  terras  of  the 
Agreement,   you will have  fulfilled your  responsibilities  under 
Section 106 of  the National  Historic  Preservation Act  and the 
Council's   regulations. 

Please  retain  a  copy of   the  final  executed Agreement   for  your 
files,   and  return the original  to us  at  the  above address. 

Thank you for  your  cooperation. 

ferely, 

DonlL.   Klima 
Chief,   Eastern Division 

ot project Review 

Enclosure 
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Advisory 
Council On 
Historic 
Preservation 

The Old Post Office Building 
1100 Pennsylvania Avenue, NVV, #809 
Washington, DC 20004 

$ 

l\ 

MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT 

WHEREAS, the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) proposes 
to assist the Maryland State Highway Administration (SHA), in 
construction of the Alternate 5-1 alignment for Maryland Route 36 
from one-half mile South of Seldom Seen Road to Buskirk Hollow 
Road, Allegany County, Maryland, and; 

WHEREAS, the FHWA has determined that the undertaking will 
have an adverse effect upon the Lonaconing Historic District, 
listed on the the National Register of Historic Places, and has 
consulted with the Maryland State Historic Preservation Officer 
(SHPO) and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
(Council) pursuant to the regulations (36 CFR Part 800) 
implementing Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation 
Act (16 U.S.C. § 470f), and; 

WHEREAS, the Maryland SHA has participated in consultation, 
and has been invited to concur in this Memorandum of Agreement, 

NOW, THEREFORE, FHWA, the Maryland SHPO, and the Council 
agree that the undertaking shall be implemented in accordance 
with the following stipulations in order to take into account the 
effect of the undertaking on historic properties. 

Stipulations 

FHWA will ensure that the following measures are carried out. 

1-  Recordation.  So that there will be a permanent record of its 
present appearance available to the public, documentation of the 
Lonaconing Historic District and its surroundings will be 
presented to both the Lonaconing Pubilc Library and the Maryland 
SHPO.  The documentation will consist of the National Register 
Nomination Form, the overall aerial photograph and a copy of the 
oblique aerial photograph that was forwarded to the Council on 
July 6, 1987. 
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2.  Design. 

a) FHWA and SHA will explore the feasibility of modifying 
the slopes, and the vertical and horizontal alignment of 
Alternate 5-1 to reduce the visual impacts of Cut A, (in the 
vicinity of Jackson Mountain Road, between Stations 250 and 266); 
Cut B, (in the vicinity of Big Vein Hill Road, between Stations 
275 and 290); Cut C, (in the vicinity of of Lower Watercliff 
Road, between Stations 298 and 307); and Cut. D, (in the vicinity 
of Georges Creek Elementary School, between Stations 361 and 370) . 
Also, FHWA and SHA will explore the possibility of modifying the 
area of fill between Cuts B and C, (in the vicinity of Lower 
Watercliff Road between Stations 290 and 300). 

b) FHWA and SHA will investigate the possibility of 
modifying the stabilization systems so that they are more 
compatible with the character of the surrounding terrain. 
Wherever possible, materials and vegetation indigenous to the 
locale should be used. 

c) FHWA and SHA will explore the feasibility of modifying 
the design for the proposed bridge to span Jackson Run so that it 
is more compatible with the existing character of the historic 
district.  FHWA will submit Preliminary Inspection Plans (30%), 
and all subsequent plans, including the final plans and 
specifications for the proposed bridge to the Maryland SHPO and 
the Council for review and comment. 

d) A landscaping plan will be developed during the highway 
design phase which will minimize the visual impact of the 
construction of the road on the Lonaconing Historic District. 
The plan will be submitted to the Maryland SHPO for his review 
and comment prior to implementation. 

3)  Dispute Resolution.  Should the Maryland SHPO or Council 
object within 30 days to any plans or specifications provided 
pursuant to this Memorandum of Agreement, FHWA shall consult with 
the objecting party to resolve the objection.  If FHWA determines 
that the objection cannot be resolved, FHWA shall request the 
further comments of the Council pursuant to 36 CFR Part 800.6. 

Execution of this Memorandum of Agreement and carrying out its 
terms evidences that FHWA has afforded the Council an opportunity 
to comment on the undertaking and its effects on historic 
properties, and that FHWA has taken into account the effects of 
the project on historic properties. 
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FLORA 

Flora of Mountain Uplands 

la. Woody Plants 

Common Name 

White basswood 
Tulip tree 
Sugar maple 
Red oak 
White ash 
Black walnut 
American beech 
Scrub pine 
Pitch pine 
White oak 
Canadian hemlock 
American basswood 
Red spruce 
Shagbark hickory 
Black locust 
Red hickory 
Silver maple 
Norway spruce 
Flowering dogwood 
Greenbrier 
Blueberry 
Deerberry 
Staghorn sumac 

Scientific Name 

Tilia heterophylla 
Li nodendron tul Tpi fera 
Acer saccharum 
Quercus rubra 
Fraxinus americana 
Juglans 'mgra 
Fagus grandifolia 
Pinus virgimana 
Pinus  ngida 
Quercus alba 
Tsucja canadensis 
Tilia americana- 

Picea rubens 
Carya ovata 
Robinia pseudoacacia 
Carya ova 1is 
Acer saccharinum 
Picea abfi? 
Cornus~7lorida 
Smilax hispida 
Vaccinium angustifolium 
Vaccimum stammeum 
Rhus typFina 

lb.    Herbaceous Plants 

Common Name 

Alumroot 
Pokeweed 
Hepatica 
Sharp-lobed hepatica 
Indfan cucumber 
Evening-primrose 
Common milkweed 
Indian hemp 
Common thistle 
Black-eyed Susan 
Chickory 

Scientific Name 

Heuchera villosa 
Phytolacca americana 
Hepat i ca ITmer i cana 
Hepatica acutiloba" 
Medeola vircpm'ana 
Uenothera bienniT" 
Asclepias" synaca 
Apocynum cannabinum 
Cirsium vulgare 
Rudbeckia    hirta 
Cichorium intybus 

Note:        This   list   is   by   no_ means   an   all   inclusive   inventory,   but   does 
represent species observed in the study area. 
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Common Name 

Tall goldenrod 
Mountain aster 
White snakeroot 
Giant sunflower 
Fool's parsley 
Wild carrot 
Christmas fern 
Jack-in-pulpit 

Scientific Name 

Soli dago altissima 
Aster acuminatus 
Eupatorium rugosum 
Helianthus" gi^anteus 
Aethusa cynapium 
Daucus carota 
Polystichum acrostichoides 
Ansaema triphyllum 

II. Flora of Wetlands and Floodplains 

I la. Woody Plants 

Common Name Scientific Name 

Yellow birch 
Gray poplar 
Black cherry 
Red maple 
Norway maple 
Princess tree 
Sycamore 
Black willow 
Green ash 
Ironwood 
Smooth alder 
Mountain laurel 
Spice bush 

Betula alleghaniensis 
Populus canescens 
Prunus serotina 
Acer rubrum 
Acer platanoides 
Paulowma tomentosa 
PIatanus~occidentali s 
Salix nigra 
Fraxinus pennsylvanica 
Carpinus carolinialia" 
Alnus  rugosa 
Kalmialati folia 
Lindera benzoin 

lib. Herbaceous Plants 

Common Name 

Cardinal  flower 
Spearmint 
Monkeyflower 
Jewel weed 
Boneset 
Common Joe-pye weed 
Spotted Joe-pye weed 
Smooth rush 
Sedges 
Sedges 
Wool-grass 
Arrow-leaved tearthumb 
Skunk cabbage 
Cattail 
Sensitive fern 

Scientific Name 

Lobelia cardinal is 
Mentha spicata 
Mimulus ringens 
Impatiens capens is 
Eupatorium perfoliatum 
Eupatorium fistulosum" 
Eupatorium maculatunT" 
Juncus effusus 
Carex spp. 
Cyperus spp. 
Scirpus cyperinus 
Polygonumsagittatum 
SymplocaTpus foetidu 
Typha  latifolia 
Onoclea sensibili s 

dus 
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Common Name 

Cinnamon fern 
Spinulose shield fern 
Coltsfoot 
Sphagnum moss 

Scientific Name 

Osmunda cinnamomea 
Dryopteris spinulosa 
Tussilago~farfara 
Sphagnum spp. 

He. Bog Flora 

Common Name 

Smooth rush 
Wool grass 
Sedges 
Cinnamon fern 
Cottongrass 
American cranberry 
Arrow-leaved tearthumb 
Red maple 
Virginia pine 
Sphagnum moss 

Scientific Name 

Juncus effusus 
Scirpus cyperinus 
Carex baileyi 
Osmunda cinnamomea 
Eriophorum virgiTncum 
Vaccimum macrocarpon 
Polygonum sagittatum 
Acer rubFum 
Pinus^rginiana 
Sphagnum spp. 
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FAUNA 

III. Animals of the Upland Forest 

Common Name Scientific Name 

Deer mouse 
Jumping mouse 
Mountain vole 
Eastern chipmunk 
Striped skunk 
Gray fox 
Red fox 
Bobcat 
Southern flying 
squirrel 
Opossum 
Black bear 
Hoary bat 
Great horned owl 
Redtail hawk 
Ruffed grouse 
Wild turkey 
Blue jay 
Common crow 
Raven 
Yellow-bellied 
sapsucker 

Red-headed 
woodpecker 

Red-eyed vireo 
Towhee 
Black-capped 
chickadee 

Phoebe 
American robin 
Catbird 
Cardinal 
Red-breasted nuthatch 
Cedar waxwing 
Yellow-rumped warbler 
Palm warbler 
American tree sparrow 
White-throated sparrow 
Purple finch 
Jefferson salamander 
Northern two-lined 
salamander 

Peromyscus maniculatus 
Zapus hudsbnius 
Microtus montanus 
Tamias s'triatus 
Mephitis mephitis 
Ureyon cinereoargenteus 
Vulpes fulva 
Lynx rufus 

Glaucomys volans 
Pi del phis' marsupialis 
Ursus amencanus 
Lasiurus cmereus 
Bubo virginianus 
Buteo jamaicensis 
Bonasa^mbellus 
Meleagris gallopavo 
Cyanocitta cnstata 
Corvus brachyrhynchos 
Corvus corax 

Sphyrapicus varius 

Melanerpes erythrocephal 
Vireo olTvaceus 
Pi pi 1o~erythrophthalmus 

us 

Parus atricapillus 
Sayornis phoebe 
Turdus migratorius 
Dumetella carolinensis 
CardinalTs cardinal is 
Sitta canadensis 
Bombycilla cedrorum 
Dendroi ca~petechi a 
Dendroica pal ma rum 
Spizella arborea 
Zonotricbia albi'collis 
Carpodacus purpureus 
Ambystoma~jeffersonianum 

Eurycea bislineata 

Note:        This   list   is   by   no   means   an   all   inclusive   inventory,   but   does 
represent species oBserved and known to occur in the study area. 
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Common Name 

Long-tailed 
salamander 

Red-backed 
salamander 

Northern black racer 
Black rat snake 
Northern copperhead 
Timber rattlesnake 
Wood turtle 

Scientific Name 

Eurycea longicauda 

Plethodon cinereus 
Coluber cbnstnctor 
Elaphe obsoleta 
Agkistrodon contortrix 
Crotalus horndus 
Clemmys  insculpta 

IV.    Animals of the Wetlands and Floodplains 

Common Name Scientific Name 

White-tail deer 
Musk rat 
Short-tail shrew 
Long-tail weasel 
Raccoon 
Beaver 
Mink 
Cottontail  rabbit 
Eastern mole 
Evening bat 
Kingfisher 
Mallard 
Green-winged teal 
Marsh wren 
Red-winged blackbird 
Fish crow 
American bittern 
Virginia rail 
Red-spotted newt 
Spotted salamander 
Four-toed salamander 
Northern spring 
salamander 

American toad 
Northern spring 
peeper 

Mountain chorus frog 
Northern leopard frog 
Northern watersnake 
Eastern box turtle 
Eastern painted 
turtle 
Blacknose dace 
Creek chub 
Northern hogsucker 

Odocoileus hemionus 
Ondatra zTbethica 
Blarina brevicauda 
Mustela frenata 
Procyon lotor 
Castor canadensis 
Mustela visqn 
Sylyilagus  floridanus 
Sea 1 opusaqua 11cus 
Nycticeius humeraTis 
Mega eery Te" alcyon 
Anas platyrhynchos 
Anas carolinenis 
Cistothorus platensis 
Agelaius phoemceus 
Corvus ossifragus 
Botaurus  lentiginosus 
Rail us  1imi col a 
Notophthalmus viridescens 
Ambystoma maculatum 
Hemidactylium scutatum 

Gyrinophilus porphyriticus 
Bufo americanus 

Hyla crucifer 
Pseudacris brachyphona 
Rana pipTens 
Natrix sipedon 
Terrapene Carolina 

Chrysemys pi eta 
RhinichtFys atratulus 
Semotilus atromaculatus 
HypentelTum nigricans 
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Attachment for Environmental 
Impact Documents 

Revised: November 29, 1985 
Bureau of Relocation Assistance 

"SUMMARY OF THE RELOCATION ASSISTANCE PROGRAM OF THE 

STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION OF MARYLAND" 

All State Highway Administration projects must comply with the 
provisions of the "Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real 
Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970" (Public Law 91-646) 
and/or the Annotated Code of Maryland, Real Property, Title 12, 
Subtitle 2, Sections 12-201 thru 12-212. The Maryland 
Department of Transportation, State Highway Administration, 
Bureau of Relocation Assistance, administers the Relocation 
Assistance Program in the State of Maryland. 

The provisions of the Federal and State Law require the State 
Highway Administration to provide payments and services to 
persons displaced by a public project. The payments that are 
provided include replacement housing payments and/or moving 
costs. The maximum limits of the replacement housing payments 
are $15,000 for owner-occupants and $4,000 for tenant- 
occupants.  Certain payments may also be made for increased 
mortgage interest costs and/or incidental expenses, provided 
that the total of all housing benefits does not exceed the 
above mentioned limits.  In order to receive these payments, 
the displaced person must occupy decent, safe and sanitary 
replacement housing.  In addition to the replacement housing 
payments described above, there are also moving cost payments 
to persons, businesses, farms and non-profit organizations. 
Actual moving costs for residences include actual moving costs 
up to 50 miles or a schedule moving cost payment, including a 
dislocation allowance, up to $500. 

The moving cost payments to businesses are broken down into 
several categories, which include actual moving expenses and 
payments"in lieu of" actual moving expenses. The owner of a 
displaced business is entitled to receive a payment for actual 
reasonable moving and related expenses In moving his business, 
or personal property; actual direct losses of tangible personal 
property; and actual reasonable expenses for searching for a 
replacement site. 
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The actual reasonable moving expenses may be paid for a move by 
a commercial mover or for a self-move. Generally, payments for 
the actual reasonable expenses are limited to a 50 mile 
radius. The expenses claimed for actual cost commercial moves 
must be supported by receipted bills. An inventory of the 
items to be moved must be prepared in all cases.  In self- 
moves, the State will negotiate an amount for payment, not to 
exceed the lowest acceptable bid obtained. The allowable 
expenses of a self-move may include amounts paid for equipment 
hired, the cost of using the business' own vehicles or 
equipment, wages paid to persons who physically participate in 
the move, the cost of actual supervision of the move, 
replacement insurance for the personal property moved, costs of 
licenses or permits required, and other related expenses. 

In addition to the actual moving expenses mentioned above, the 
displaced business is entitled to receive a payment for the 
actual direct losses of tangible personal property that the 
business is entitled to relocate but elects not to move. These 
payments may only be made after an effort by the owner to sell 
the personal property involved. The costs of the sale are also 
reimbursable moving expenses.  If the business is to be 
reestablished, and the personal property is not moved but is 
replaced at the new location, the payment would be the lesser 
of the replacement cost minus the net proceeds of sale (or 
trade-in value) or the estimated cost of moving the item.  If 
the business is being discontinued or the item is not to be 
replaced in the reestablished business, the payment will be the 
lesser of the difference between the value of the item for 
continued use in place and the net proceeds of the sale or the 
estimated cost of moving the item. When personal property is 
abandoned without an effort by the owner to dispose of the 
property for sale, unless permitted by the State, the owner 
will not be entitled to moving expenses, or losses for the item 
involved. 

The owner of a displaced business may be reimbursed for the 
actual reasonable expenses in searching for a replacement 
business up to $1,000. All expenses must be supported by 
receipted bills. Time spent in the actual search may be 
reimbursed on an hourly basis, within the maximum limit. 
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In lieu of the payments described above, the business may elect 
to receive a payment equal to the average annual net earnings 
of the business. Such payment shall not be less than $2,500 
nor more than $10,000. In order to be entitled to this 
payment, the State must determine that the business cannot be 
relocated without a substantial loss of its existing patronage, 
the business is not part of a commercial enterprise having at 
least one other establishment in the same or similar business 
that is not being acquired, and the business contributes 
materially to the income of a displaced owner during the two 
taxable years prior to displacement. 

Considerations in the State's determination of loss of existing 
patronage are the type of business conducted by the displaced 
business and the nature of the clientele. The relative 
importance of the present and proposed locations to the 
displaced business, and the availability of suitable 
replacement sites are also factors. 

In order to determine the amount of the "in lieu of" moving 
expenses payment, the average annual net earnings of the 
business is considered to be one-half of the net earnings, 
before taxes, during the two taxable years immediately 
preceding the taxable year in which the business is relocated. 
If the two taxable years are not representative, the State may 
use another two-year period that would be more representative. 
Average annual net earnings include any compensation paid by 
the business to the owner, his spouse, or his dependents during 
the period.  Should a business be in operation less than two 
years, the owner of the business may still be eligible to 
receive the"in lieu of" payment.  In all cases, the owner of 
the business must provide information to support its net 
earnings, such as income tax returns, for the tax years in 
question. 

For displaced farms and non-profit organizations, the actual 
reasonable moving costs generally up to 50 miles, actual direct 
losses of tangible personal property, and searching costs are 
paid.  The "in lieu of" actual moving cost payments provide 
that the State may determine that a displaced farm may be paid 
from a minimum of $2,500 to a maximum of $10,000, based upon 
the net income of the farm, provided that the farm has been 
discontinued or relocated.  In some cases, payments "in lieu 
of" actual moving costs may be made to farm operations that are 
affected by a partial acquisition.  A non-profit organization 
is eligible to receive "in lieu of" actual moving cost 
payments, in the amount of $2,500. 
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A more detailed explanation of the benefits and payments 
available to displaced persons, businesses, farms, and non- 
profit organizations is available in Relocation Brochures that 
will be distributed at the public hearings for this project and 
will also be given to displaced persons individually in the 
future along with required preliminary notice of possible 
displacment. 

In the event comparable replacement housing is not available to 
rehouse persons displaced by public projects or that available 
replacement housing is beyond their financial means, replace- 
ment "housing as a last resort" will be utilized to accomplish 
the rehousing. Detailed studies must be completed by the State 
Highway Administration before "housing as a last resort" can be 
utilized. 

The "Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisi- 
tion Policies Act of 1970" requires that the State Highway 
Administration shall not proceed with any phase of any project 
which will cause the relocation of any persons, or proceed with 
any construction project, until it has furnished satisfactory 
assurances that the above payments will be provided and that 
all displaced persons will be satisfactorily relocated to 
comparable decent, safe, and sanitary housing within their 
financial means or that such housing is in place and has been 
made available to the displaced person. 
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