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Mr. Richard Ackroyd 
Division Engineer 
Federal Highway Administration 
The Rotunda Building 
711 W. 40th Street 
Suite 220 
Baltimore, Maryland 21211 

Contract No. AA 739-1-571 
Contract No. HO 292- -77 
Maryland Route 32 
Maryland Route 108 to Balto./ 
Washington Parkway - 

RE: Final Environmental State- 
ment - Third Edition - 

Dear Mr. Ackroyd: 

On November 8, 1974, a conference was held at the Rotunda with 
Miss Sonia Hill and Mr. Gary Larsen of your oftice and vn^J" 
members of our staff to discuss three (3) environmental statements 
concerned with proposed highway improvements connectinR to inter 
state Route 95 interchanges in Howard County. 

As concerns the subject project, FHWA comments on the 2nd 
Edition Final Environmental Statement were contained in Region   8 
meloiandum to you dated October 10 and 23, 1973.  Due to the age of 
those comments, regulatory revisions and current practlcee, we were 
requested to furnish six (6) copies of the same document for a more 
contemporary review.  These documents were furnished your staff at 
the November 8, 1974 conference; however, no further comments have 

yet  been received. 

In the meantime, we are proceeding with P"yara^0" !* » llty 
Supplemental Draft Environmental Statement relative to air quality 

and we will shortly solicit your comments. 

It is hereby requested ,.hnL wo be furnished you r =«»««' ^ 
meats on the 2nd Edition FES t„ assist with our prep, ration-of £* 

Very trtily yours, ,in* 
Hernard M. Evans 
State Highway Administrator 

III \_    I »    t. W vv   • i i. -   • •   — — 

Third   Edition. 

JUL 15   1975 

/j£,(y{i£L U 

By 

^€. R. ANDtRSOrJ 

be. Mr. A. W. Tate 

tlr. E. T. Ca'.^noneschi 
llr. C. 11. Anderson   ^-' 

Robert   J.   llajzyk,   Director ftr4.1„ 
Office   of   Planning   f.   Preliminary   Engineering 

Century   Enuinaering,   Inc. 
.  _    i    _ _ .»  i . . .      .   n . . .,    n ,.(.,r.n.r    M^rvl-""*01^"'1 
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,-*  ^v.4 *•    ^ly 12, 1974 
Mr. Eugfene T. Camponeschi, Chief 
Bureau"of Project Planning 

Mr. Charles R. Anderson, Chief 
Bureau of Landscape Architecture 

Contract No. HO 292-043-774 
Patuxent Freeway 

Attention:  Mr. Frank J. Keller, Jr. 
i 

Please refer to ycur July 9, 1974 memo regarding 
revisions to line and grade, and possible changes in the 
impact upon Noise Sensitive areas 1-6. The only significant 
change would be that the design noise level at area no. 4 
would be  reduced from 73 to 69dBA.  Even though this 
brings the design level below FHWA standards, the earth 
mound contemplated should still be constructed due to the 
large increase in ambient noise levels which will occur. 
The other areas will not be affected by the line shifts 
to a degree where change would be significant. 
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STATE    HIGHWAY   ADMINISTRATION J 
P. 0. Box 717 / 300 West Preston Street, Baltimore, Maryland 21203 

MEMORANDUM 

TO;    Mr. Charles R. Anderson, Chief DATE: ^^ 9>  197^ 
Bureau of Landeeape Architecture 
Attention: Mr. Charles Adams 

FROM:   Eugene T. Camponeschi, Chief 
Bureau of Project Planning 

SUBJECT: Contract No. HO 292-043-77^ 
Patuxent Freeway- 
Maryland Route 108 to U.S. Route 29 
Acoustic Impact Analysis 

We are transmitting to you 1 print of the revised line and grade on this 
project. Ihe major revisions horizontally include moving the center line 100' 
south of the original alignment from Station 5^0 to 600; 100' BorMi of the 
original center line from Station 620 to 66$ and excluding the Trotter Road 
Relocation and Interchange from the Study. 

Our major concern at this time is if these revisions make any drastic 
changes in Noise Sensitive Areas 1 through 6 that you submitted to Mr. Miller 
on February 1, 1973• 

We are presently writing the Location Study Report and would appreciate 
any information you can give us, as soon as possible. 

By    -&»JJ. SMC, 
Frank J. Kq 
Regional 

ETC:FJK:sr 
Attachment 

JUL 10  197* 

C. jhKSON 

SHA-20.0-1 

9-7-72 



Mr. Charles R. Anderson, Chief        Ju:L^ $> ^^ 
Bureau of Lascljs ?.^pe Architecture 
Attention: Mr. Charles Adams 

Euirene T< Camponeschi, Chief 
Bureau of Project Planning 

Contract No. HO• •292-04>T7i»> 
Batuxent Freeway 
Maryland Boute 108 to U.S. itoute 29 
Acoustic Impact Analysis 

We are transmitting to you 1 print of the revised line and p;rade on this 
project. The major revieions horizontal^ include moving: the'center line 100' 
south of the original alit^naeab from Station S1^ to 600j 100' Horth of the 
original center line from Station 620 to 665 and exdudlnR the Trotter Road 
Relocation and Interchange from the Study. 

Our major concern at this time is if these revisiona make any drastic 
chann-es in loise Sensitive Areas 1 throuflfh 6 that you submitted to Mr. Miller 

on'February 1, 1973* 

We are presently writing the Location Study Report and would appreciate 
any information you can give us, as soon as possible. 

By: 
Frank J. Koller, Jr. 
Rep-ional Enmrineer 

ETCjFJKtBr 
Attachment 
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1 
Mr. Charlee Lee, Chiof July 24, 1974 
Bureau oi Enginasering Access Permits 

Attm Wc.  William J. Kidwell 

Mr. WUllaa F. Lias, Jr., Chief 
Bureau of Highway Design 

v-Contract Ho 292-34-771 
Patuxent Freeway 
W. of U. S, Route 29 to I-*S5 

Ret Village of Kings Contrivance 
Section 1 Area 1 

Keference is made to your mmoa  dated May 9, 1974 and June 5, 1974 
traasmitting for our review copies of the final development plan of the 
eaptioned eubdivision for our review. 

We have previously reviewed these plans and proposed reeord plate for 
right of way requirements and advised you of the absence of conflict 
thereby allowing your letter response to the County of July 10, 1974. 

Our comments on the eonsttuction plans follow: 

Sheet 1. Suggest the proposed exteasioa of Carlinda Avenue across 
Beaver Run Creek by this Administration be shown. 

Sheet 2. We quote from your letter of April 30, 1974 to the County. 
Shaker Drive?"encroaches upon part of the Atholton Village Shopping 
Center parking lot north of the suhdivleion boundary. 131© alignment 
of this relocation should be reviewed for cojapllance with County Standards. 
As this developer also otms the Atholton Village Shopping Center, it is 
recoMiended that the tle-ln to Old C. S. Bouta 29 north of the subdivision 
boundary be Included as Ineideatal to subdivision development." Ifoeee 
reeommendationa have not yet been adopted. 

We again recoramend that Shaker Drive be constructed to its ultimate tie- 
In with Old U. S. Beute 29 In front of the Atholton Village Shopping 
Centet. llie temporary roadway should be realigned to connect at right 
angle to Shaker Drive. Jhis arrangement would result In less disruption 
to increased volumes of local traffic when the Interchange Is constructed 
by this Administration. 

There should be reference to Sheet 35 for grading and drainage construction. 

The adjusted location of Interchange Ramp 'D' is Indicated on the 
returned plans. 

/ 
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Mr. Cfiarles Lee, Chief Coatract Ho 292-34-771 

-.2- 

The vertical aligntaent of Shaker Dirive appears to be unnecessarily abrupt 
at Donloigh Drive. Slaply leagthemlng the crest vertleal curve 
Sta. 3+25 emu aehieve a stopping sight distance In excess of 40 M.P.H. 

Sheet 3. Inlet I-14A i& to bm relocated closer to Shaker Drive* 

Sheet 11. See coniaeata contaiued io yeur letter dated April 30, 
1974* page 2, para. 4* 

Sheet 24* See returned pleas for shortening of 24" ECS' between 
ialets 14 and 14a and corrected ideatiflcation of end walls and inlets. 

The location of our proposed Sight of Hay! line of Through Highway is 
rubricated on pertinent sheets. 

lour letter to Howard County dated April 30, 1974 contained a discussion of 
probable acoustic impact to the auhdivieion and the propoaed method of 
attarmation aelected by the Administration, namely an earthen mound 
with a preeaet panel wall up to 8* in height along the outer perimeter 
of Samp & together Kith a general lowering of grades along the Patintent 
Freeway and roouuditig a miaisiuEi height of 12* above the roadway. Thie 
remalaa the latent of the Admiaistratioa* He reiterate our recommendatitm 
that buildiags and site should be acoustically designed with the 
predicted exterior L10 noise levels of 66 dBA aad 62dBA at distances of 
200 and 400 feet from the pavemeat, reapectlvely, in order that interior 
Z<].Q noise levels cannot exceed the Federal standard of S3 dBA. 

SubBltted plans are returned herewith* 

-/ 

Attachment 
eel Mr. C. R. Aaderaon 

Ml 2$ 1974 

C. R. ANDERSON 



STATE  HI'CSHW^Y 'ADMINISTRATION 
P. 0. liox 717 / 300 West Preston Street, Baltimore, Maryland 21203 

MEMORANDUM 

To 

lr ROM: 

Mro Charles Lee, Chief April 16, 1974 
Bureau of Engineering Access Permits 
Attn: Mr. William J. Kidwell 

SUDJECT. 

Mr. William F. Lins, Jr., Chief 
Bureau of Highway Design 

Contract No. HO-292-34-771 
Patuxent Freeway 
West of U. So Route 29 to 1-95 

Re: Village of Kings Contrivance - Section I, Area I 

.i« in- 
i ? ('ii 

154 -f 

Reference is made to your memo dated October 17, 1973, transmitting 
two (2) copies of a sketch plan of the proposed subdivision as located 
east of U. S. Route 29 and along the north side of the proposed Patuxent 
Freeway (Relocated Maryland Route 32), your second transmittal of 
February 6, 1974 of a preliminary plan of the same subdivision and 
your third transmittal of March 21, 1974 of a revised preliminary plan 
of same. 

Status of State Highway Administration Plans:-Preliminary field 
investigation with 307o complete plans was conducted in the Spring of 
1969, and a combined-corridor design public hearing was held August 15, 
1973. Plans remain at 307,-. A Final Environmental Statement must be 
prepared together with a Location/Design Study Report which is to 
recommend design details to be incorporated in the contract drawings; 
these recommendations would not become effective until issuance of a 
formal design approval by the Federal Highway Administration. Neither 
the Final Environmental Statement nor the Location/Design Study Report 
have yet been initiated.  Studies have been made since the public hearing 
for a)  accommodation of the ultimate highway facility including inter- 
change in the vicinity of Uo So Route 29,  b)  grade adjustments to 
obtain better earthwork balance,  c)  noise attenuation measures and d) 
storm water management in the Beaver Run Creek watershed (see memo 
4-23-74). 

Coordination:-Meetings were conducted between the State Highway 
Administration's staff and the Howard Research and Development Corporation, 
February 21, March 5, and April 3, 1974 in attempt to achieve compatibility 
between our proposed highway improvements and the captioned development. 

The subdivision plans as received for review have been found to be 
inaccurate (grids don't match, etc.).  The Final Development Plan should 
include accurate location of State Highway Administration base lines to 
facilitate final reviewo 

SHA-20.0-1 

9-7-/2 
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Mr. Charles Lee, Chief Contract HO-292-34-771 
-2- 

We have indicated the proposed Right of Way Line of Through Highway 
in red on one (1) copy of the revised preliminary subdivision plan which 
is returned herewith. This line represents requirements for the State 
Highway including noise attenuation measures, assuming grading to have 
occurred within the subdivision in accordance with information furnished 
by the developero 

Acoustics:-Should the development of this residential subdivision 
precede Federal Highway Administration location approval of the proposed 
Patuxent Freeway (R.elocated Maryland Route 32) , which we anticipate to 
be the case, it is required to apply acoustic analysis as required by 
Federal Highway Administration's Policy and Procedure Memorandum 90-2 
to assure that exterior L-^Q noise levels do not exceed the Federal 
Standard of 70 dBA. Predicted design hour (1994) L10 noise levels to 
be generated by vehicles using this highway range from 74 to 78 dBA 
along the mainline 200' from the pavement and ranging from 70 to 74 dBA 
along Ramp 'D' of the Uo S. Route 29 interchange 200* from the pavement, 
thus requiring either a)  attenuation devices such as mounds, walls, 
barriers, etc,  b)  acquisition of additional right of way width until 
70 dBA is not exceeded at the Right of Way line or c)  granting of an 
exception to the standards on the part of the Federal Highway Administration. 
An effective earthen mound, which is the usually favored attenuation 
method, generally requires additional right of way up to 75' in width. 
Earth mounding a minimum height of 12' above the proposed Patuxent Freeway 
mainline roadway simulating a continuous cut condition in conjunction 
with a general lowering of grades has been determined to be the method 
of noise attenuation between the subdivision and the proposed state 
highway.  Due to the embankment height required to support Ramp 'D' 
of the U. S. Route 29 Interchange the mounding has been reduced in height 
to minimize right of way requirements and the mound is to be supplemented 
by an acoustic wall of precast panels varying in height up to 8 feet. 
These measures are expected to reduce L,Q noise levels to 66 dBA 
at a distance of 200' from the pavement and 62 dBA at a distance of 
400 feet.  Buildings and site should be acoustically designed with the 
predicted exterior noise levels in view so that interior L-^Q noise levels 
cannot exceed the Federal standard of 55 dBA. 

Median drainage to be outletted from the Patuxent Freeway left of Station 
744 (Road " A" Station 16+) must be received by the subdivision 
drainage system. 

Service Road 'D* (Road 'A' on developers plan) encroaches upon part of 
the Atholton Village Shopping Center parking lot north of the subdivision 
boundary. The alignment of this relocation should be reviewed for compliance 
with County Standards.  As this developer also owns the Atholton Village 
Shopping Center, it is recommended that the tie»in to Old U. S. Route 29 
north of the subdivision boundary be included as incidental to subdivision 



.*•* 

Mr. Charles Lee, Chief Contract HO-292-34-771 
-3- 

development. In the interest of a safer approach to the Kings 
Contrivance interchange an 8 10' curve is recommended in lieu of the 
10° 25' curve now shown. 

Road 'B' is shown as a "Proposed Temporary Access Road" crossing the 
proposed Patuxent Freeway just east of an area now used for embankment 
storage.  Contour elevations appearing on the submitted development plans 
do not indicate this storage area,,  If constructed, this road should be 
removed within the proposed State Highway Administration's right of way 
at the expense of others, including replacement of embankment, prior to 
State Highway Administration construction. 

State Highway Administration public hearing exhibits proposed a southerly 
extension of Carlinda Avenue from Allview Drive into Service Road 'D' 
(developers Road 'A') at a point approximately 900' north of the Patuxent 
Freeway.  Developer indicates Carlinda Ave. intersecting Service Road 'D' 
at a point approximately 1050' north of the Patuxent Freeway; this point 
of intersection appears better in all respects for highway safety and 
economical property development.  The State Highway Administration proposes 
a multi span bridge across Beaver Run Creek and approach roadways in 
conjunction with the Patuxent Freeway. The alignment of Carlinda Avenue 
should be adjusted slightly in the vicinity of Beaver Run Creek to 
conform to the surveyed centerline established by State Highway Administra- 
tion. The profile of Carlinda Avenue will be established by the State 
Highway Administration between stations 11 and 16+ (Allview Drive); profile 
should be adjusted to tie to point of vertical intersection station 
11+75 at elevation 288.39. We will furnish details as required to effect 
coordination in this area. The limit of construction proposed by 
developer at station 11 appears acceptable. The State Highway Administra- 
tion will perform construction of Carlinda Avenue south from Allview 
Drive across Beaver Run Creek to station 11, a distance of approximately 
470 linear feet. 

Please advise if any additional information is required. 

ELH:DGH:gvd 
Attachment 
cc:  Mr.  H.  G.   Downs 

Mr.  A. Wo Tate 
Mr.   I.   C. Hughe: 
Mr.   C.  R.  Anderiion 
Green Associate:;,  Inc. 

Attn: Mro  Robert Go James 

APR 8® m£ 

d. R. ANDERSON 
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Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

July   9,   1975 

harry R. Huj|h68 
Secretary 

Bernard M. Evflns 
Admlni6lr»lor 

>« 

Mti Richard Ackroyd 
Division Engineer 
Federal Highway Administration 
The Rotunda Building 
711 W. 40th Street 
Suite 220 
Baltimore, Maryland 21211 

Contract No. AA 739-1-571 / 'v. 
Contract No. HO 292- -71tS/ -/', 
Maryland Route 32 , 
Maryland Route 108 to Balto./ 
Washington Parkway - 

REi   Final Environmental State- 
ment - Third Edition - 

••'•-/ •*''&  ! 

..-*• )",»   , * :!'  f 

' 1'm ,''• 

., ,.;). •s!i>'i),1>r 

'• '    ><&& 

';?'V (y*"' 

K 
>f' 

f 
Dear Mr .__Ackroyd: 

'On November 8, 1974, a conference was held at the Rotunda with 
Miss Sonia Hill and Mr. Gary Larsen of your office and various 
-members of our staff to discuss three (3) environmental statements 
'concerned with proposed highway improvements connecting^.'to Inter- 
state Route 95 interchanges in Howard County. 

''•,V 

: r,tii 

.fr  ,  As concerns the subject project, FHWA comments on the 2nd  ^ 
•^i-"  vEdition Final Environmental Statement were contained in Region 2 s, 
,jf1 memorandum to you dated October 10 and 2 3, 19 73.  Due to the age of 
i.'.y-i-.   thoae comments, regulatory revisions and current practices, we were 

•S '   requested to furnish six. (6) copies of the same document for a more 
These documents were furnished your staff at 
conference; however, no further comments have 

';''!»%.!• 

»'$' 

V'';!;-, con temporary review. 
•/J^J the November- 8, 19 74 
Jr,'^^ yet. been 'received. 

; f •• 

>.*>,? 
'I'n the meantime, we are proceeding with preparation of »•''- 

Stipplemental Draft Environmental Statement relative to air quality 
and we will shortly solicit your comments. 

It is hereby requested that we be 
merits on the 2nd Edition FES to assist 
Third Edition. 

•v, ••'"•' •' ,'- Very   truly 
,!'! t••••'•    • -.      ;'.!,,'.'   ' Bernard   M. 

furnished   your   current   com-* 
with   our   prepnration   of   the 

yours , 
Evans 

i U   .'     •• Hi !1< 

','5,,''!:! *;/•." •ilf",'»A; u -i" '' 

'•••.'•• ,.i'       v 

'    yf-'i^ 

••'•> !'V 

By J 

;, R. ANDERSON i 

K..' ,b:chi Mr;.,A;;, 

;   State  Highway  Administrator 

Robert  J.   Hajzyk,   Director-,?^, j;j^/.'"^:?' •-.'*'»''li^P 
•%• 
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REPORT NUMBER: FHWA-MD-EIS-72-07-(F) 

Federal Highway Administration 
Region III 

Relocated Maryland Route 32 
Maryland Route 108 to the Baltimore/Washington Parkway 

Anne Arundel and Howard Counties 

ADMINISTRATIVE ACTION 

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

Section 4(f) 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Federal Highway Administration 

State of Maryland 
Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

Submitted pursuant to 42 U.S.C. 4332(2) (C), 23 U.S.C. 128(a), 
and 49 U.S.C. 1653(f) 

Bernard M. Evans 
State Highway Administrator 

'.-<./- V /<7 ?£ by: -X. (T^/UiJ fs»/-* 

TJ. m ^— 
Date 

t 7/7/77 

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

by:   {{(JVlA^J!^^?) 
Date f ^T^Federal Highway Administration Regional Federal Highway 

Administrator 

I 
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SUMMARY SHEET 

(1) Check Appropriate Box (es) 

Administrative Action 

( )  Draft (x) Final 
( )  Environmental Statement 
(x)  Combination Environmental/Section 4(f) Statement 

(2) Additional Information May Be Obtained from the Following: 

Eugene T. Camponeschi, Chief 
Bureau of Project Planning 
Maryland State Highway Administration 
300 West Preston Street 
Baltimore, Maryland  21203 

Telephone:  (301) 383-6887 
Office Hours:  Monday - Friday . 

8:30 a.m. - 4:30 p.m. 

Emil Elinsky 
Division Administrator 
Federal Highway Administration 
The Rotunda 
Suite 220 
711 West 40th Street 
Baltimore, Maryland  21211 

Telephone:  (301) 962-4440 
Office Hours: Monday - Friday 

8:00 a.m. - 4:30 p.m. 

(3) Brief Description of Highway Improvements 

The construction of the initial two lane/four lane dual 

roadways of the ultimate four lane/ six lane/ 8 lane dual 

freeway Relocated Maryland Route 32 and six lane Relocated 

Maryland Route 32 Spur, a controlled access arterial highway, 

for a distance of approximately 10.4 miles beginning at Maryland 

Route 108 at Clarksville in Howard County to the Baltimore- 

Washington Parkway near Fort George G. Meade in Anne Arundel 

County, Maryland.  Ultimate construction is not planned until 

the year 2000. 

ii 
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(4)  Summary of Environmental Impacts 

The expected impact is the acquisition of existing resi- 

dential and undeveloped lands and the conversion to highway pur- 

poses. Traffic using the new facility will be given the oppor- 

tunity to use a faster, safer, more efficient route on new loca- 

tion with access controls. The displacement of residents appears 

to be a major adverse environmental effect. Relocation as- 

sistance services and payments will be provided in accordance 

with established procedures. The adoption of erosion and sedx- 

ment control measures and careful attention to detail drainage 

design assure minimum affects to water resources. 

The study area will realize increased levels of air pollu- 

tion and ambient noise levels due to the roadway. 

The roadway will also speed the current conversion of land 

to more intensive use. Relocated Maryland Route 32 is depicted 

in the General Plan for Howard County (adopted December 6, 1971) 

and the General Development Plan for Anne Arundel County (adopted 

3 96 8). Local authorities have planned for the implementation, of 

this facility and its subsequent impacts in their development of 

county land use plans. 

Two historical properties will be affected by this action; 

vet neither are considered eligible for the National Register of 

Historic Places. The appropriate 4 (f> Statement has been xn- 

cluded in this document for the significant property. 

(5)   Alternatives Considered 

The alternatives evaluated for this project fall into two 

categories.  The first category would be the "Construct Freeway" 

m 
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alternatives, which would involve an eight lane freeway for the 

study area. Alternatives one through four are in this category, 

and differ only slightly from the aligranent of the roadway. 

The other category of alternative considered is the "No 

Build" Alternative 5. In this alternative, evaluation was based 

on the assumption that no construction on new alignment would be 

undertaken. An analysis was also made to determine if adequate 

improvements could be made within the existing right-of-way of 

Guilford and Annapolis Junction Roads. 

(6)   Comments have been Requested from the Following; 

U. S. Department of the Interior* 

U. S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 

U. S. Department of Health., Education, and Welfare 

U. S. Department of Commerce 

U. S. Department of Defense* 

U. S. Department of Agriculture* 

U. S. Environmental Protection Agency* 

State Clearinghouse* 

Regional Planning Council* 

Anne Arundel County* 

Howard County* 

Local Elected Officials 

*    denotes written response. 

A detailed distribution list for the Draft Environmental 

Impact Statement is presented in Appendix "E" of this re- 

port. 

(7)   Draft Mailed to Council on Environmental Quality 

May 24, 1972 - A supplement 4(f) statement was mailed to 

CEQ on April 27, 1976. 

-iv- 
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DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION 

Proposed Project 

The proposed Relocated Maryland Route 32 (Patuxent Freeway) is 

designed to stretch from 1-70 near Cooksville in Howard County to 

the City of Annapolis, the State Capital, in Anne Arundel County, 

a total distance of approximately 40 miles (see Location Map). 

The purpose of this high volume expressway is to provide a safe, 

fast, and efficient route between the Eastern Shore and Western 

Maryland, which bypasses the more densely populated areas of 

Baltimore and Washington, D.C. 

This project is concerned with a 10.4 mile segment of Relocated 

Maryland Route 32 between the logical termini of Maryland Route 

108 near Clarksville in Howard County and the Baltimore- 

Washington Parkway near Fort George G. Meade in Anne Arundel County 

(see Plate 1).  Maryland Route 32 between 1-70 and Maryland Route 

108 has ^revisouly been reconstructed to a two lane facility with 

adequate design standards for anticipated traffic demand to the 

year 2000.  Additional construction will not be completed until 

after the year 2000. 

The exhibits and discussion in this Final Environmental Impact 

Statement reflect that Relocated Maryland Route 32 may be 

relocated south of existing Maryland Route 32 beginning at a 

point between U.S. 1 and the Baltimore-Washington Parkway.  Until 

separate corridor studies in Anne Arundel County are completed, 

the future location of Relocated Maryland Route 32 east of U.S. 1 

cannot be determined.  The Maryland Route 32 Spur as shown 

between U.S. 1 and the Baltimore-Washington Parkway is essential 

in the future and to the Phase I construction do to the conditions 

of existing Maryland Route 32 and traffic demands. 

The segment of Relocated Maryland Route 32 would Merve important 

local traffic meovements in Howard and Anne Arundel Counties in 

the interim period before the entire freeway is completed.  The 
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completion of this freeway segment would connect the principal 

north-south arterials (U.S. 29, 1-95, U.S. 1, and the Baltimore- 

Washington Parkway) within the Baltimore-Washington Corridor, 

with the City of Columbia, Fort George G. Meade, the industrial 

areas along U.S. 1, and various commuter communities in both 

counties.  The access created by this roadway would be useful 

for the transportation of goods to the Port of Baltimore, 

to airport facilities, and to the resale market in general. 

In addition, local commuter traffic would have  an efficient 

tie-in to these north-south arterials leading to the major 

employment centers of Baltimore, Maryland and Washington, D.C. 

1A 
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I The schedule for completion of the various segments of Relocated 

Maryland Route 32 is shown below: 

Segment 

Interstate Route 70 to Maryland 
Route 108 

Pindell School Road to Baltimore- 
Washington Parkway - Phase I 

Maryland Route 108 to Baltimore- 
Washington Parkway - Phase II 

Baltimore-Washington Parkway to 
Maryland Route 175 

Maryland Route 175 to Discus Mill Road 

Discus Mill Road to Maryland Route 3 

Maryland Route 3 to Maryland Route 178 

Maryland Route 178 to Annapolis - 
(Maryland Route 665) 

Estimated Completion Date 

After 2000 

1980 

2000 

1990 

1990 

Completed 

Completed 

1985 

For study purposes, the estimated time of completion (ETC) for 

this project is the year 1980. The design year is then the year 

2000 or ETC + 20. 

The entire Relocated Maryland Route 32 is designed for the traf- 

fic conditions expected through the year 2000 or ETC + 20. Thus, 

it will be able to accommodate these projected traffic flows 

efficiently. The full right-of-way (approximately 400 feet in 

width) for the project will be acquired initially. However, only 

those lanes and interchanges needed in the near future will be 

constructed initially, then as traffic demand increases, addi- 

tional lanes will be added to bring the facility to full capac- 

ity. These lanes will not be added on a year to year basis, but 

rather this construction will take place in two phases during the 

$ 
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project.   See page 6 for a more detailed description of the con- 

struction phasing and number of lanes. 

The existing Maryland Route 32 (Guilford Road and Annapolis Junc- 

tion Road), which Relocated Maryland Route 32 will replace, is an 

important arterial road serving both local and through east-west 

traffic. This existing roadway is a sub-standard two-lane 

facility varying in width from 18 to 24 feet, with uncontrolled 

access. Except for an 0.83 mile segment, which was constructed 

as a part of the interchange with Interstate 95, the existing 

roadway is generally contained within a 30 foot wide uncontrolled 

right-of-way. 

Adjacent industrial, commercial, and residential properties have 

created numerous entrances along the route, and together with the 

poor horizontal and vertical alignments have constrained the 

posted speed limits to 15 to 50 mph. However, during peak hours 

portions of the roadway operate under unstable flow conditions. 

A small, one lane bridge on Guilford Road near Berger Road fur- 

ther disrupts the normal flow of traffic, causing some delays 

during peak hours. 

Alternatives Considered 

Several alternatives were considered and evaluated in the plan- 

ning of this project. Basically, the alternatives fall into two 

categories: "Construct a New Facility" or "No Build". These 

alternatives are defined as follows: 

1. No Build - This alternative assumes that the existing 

roadway characteristics would be maintained through 

the year 2000, including the performance of necessary 

maintenance services. 

-3- 
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2.  Construct New Facility - A new facility would be con- 

structed as a freeway between Maryland Route 108 and 

the Anne Arundel County Line, and as a controlled-ac- 

cess arterial highway from west of the Anne Arundel 

County Line to the Baltimore-Washington Parkway. 

Modifications to the alignments and access roads con- 

stitute some of the four alternatives falling into this 

classification. 

For a detailed discussion of all alternatives considered and the 

ameliorative and adverse impact of each, see the section entitled 

"Alternatives". 

As a result of the planning process and environmental review of 

this project, the Construct Facility or Freeway Alternative has 

been selected for implementation.  The decision variables and 

selection process is discussed in a later section of this report, 

entitled "Current Status of the Project". 

Plate 2 shows the plan of the selected alternative.  This project 

is known as Relocated Maryland Route 32.  At a point near Dorsey 

Run Road, Relocated Maryland Route 32 and Relocated Maryland 

Route 32 Spur split, with Relocated Maryland Route 32 Spur termi- 

nating at the interchange with the Baltimore-Washington Parkway. 

Relocated Maryland Route 32 will deflect in a southeasterly 

direction', eventually passing through the southern portion of 

Fort Meade.  As noted on page 1, the future location of 

Relocated Maryland Route 32 from a terminus between U.S. 1 and 

the Baltimore-Washington Parkway to Maryland Route 75 is being 

considered under a separate study. 

-4- 
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I Traffic 

The volume of traffic using Guilford and Annapolis Junction Roads 

is limited by the size of the roadways, their poor alignment, and 

uncontrolled access. The 1973 traffic volumes on Guilford and 

Annapolis Junction Roads are shown on Plate 3. 

Traffic projections for 1980 (ETC) and 2000 (ETC + 20) have been 

made by the Maryland State Highway Administration. The following 

two alternates are considered: 

1. No Build - This alternate assumes the existing road- 

way characteristics to remain through the year 2000. 

The traffic volumes are presented as predicted Aver- 

age Daily Traffic (ADT) for the year 1980 (ETC) and 

2000 (ETC + 20), and are shown on Plate 3. Trucks 

constitute seven (7%) percent of the daily volumes. 

The average speeds during the peak hour are shown on 

Plate 4. These average speeds were derived from the 

manual, "A Policy On Design of Urban Highways and 

Arterial Streets" by American Association of State 

Highway and Transportation Officials. Peak hour 

speeds were based on peak hour traffic; calculated as 

10 percent of ADT. 

This existing two-lane roadway will not be able to 

accommodate the projected traffic volume, as shown by 

the levels of traffic service during peak hours given 

on Plate 5. The definitions of the level of service 

are given in Appendix "A". 
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AVERAGE  DAILY   TRAFFIC 
NO  BUILD 

YEAR 
1973 2500 3750 6000 7000 4800 5300 4850 4700 
ETC 3240 -  4890 7840 9340 6410 7080 6470 6300 

MB 

ETC 6850 10,250 16,400 19,100 13,100 14,400 13,150 12,800 
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PEAK HOUR VEHICLE SPEEDS 
NO BUILD 

ETC 36 36 34 32 27 26 27 27 
ETC 
+20 

35 32 30 30 24 24 24 24 



ETC 
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PEAK HOUR LEVEL OF SERVICE 
NO   BUILD 

D-E 

D-E 
EXCEED 
CAPACITY 

D-E 
EXCEED 
CAPACITY 

D 
EXCEED 
CAPACITY 

FOR EXPLANATION OF LEVEL OF SERVICE, SEE DEFINITION IN APPENDIX "A' 

D-E 
EXCEED 
CAPACITY 

D-E 
EXCEED . 
cAPAcmr 
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2. Construct New Facility - The proposed facility is de- 

signed as a freeway between Maryland Route 108 and 

the Anne Arundel County line, and as a controlled ac-^ 

cess arterial highway from west of the Anne Arundel 

County line to the Baltimore-Washington Parkway. 

The construction of the new facility is proposed in 

two phases. Phase I construction is expected to be 

completed by the year 1980, and the number of lanes 

for each segment will be: 

a. Pindell School Road to west of U. S. Rte. 29 - 

two lanes. 

b. West of U. S. Rte. 29  to 1-95 - Utilizing Col- 

lector-Distributor Roads - four lanes divided. 

c. 1-95 to U. S. Route 1 - four lanes divided. 

d. U. S. Rte. 1 to Anne Arundel County Line - 

* Main Roadway - four lanes divided; 

* Annapolis Junction Road (Frontage Road - two 

lanes). 

e. Anne Arundel County line to Baltimore-Washing- 

ton Parkway - four lanes divided. 

Phase II Construction—to be operational by the year 2000—will 

consist of the following number of lanes: 

a. Maryland Route 108 to U.  S, Route 29 - four 

lanes divided. 

b. U. S. Route 29 to 1-95. 

* Main Roadway - six lanes divided. 

f 
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* Collector-rDistrifcmtor - one la,ne in each, 

direction. 

c. 1-95 to U. S. Route 1 - six lanes divided. 

d. U. S. Route 1 to west of the Anne Arundel 

County line. 

* Main Roadway - six lanes. 

* Annapolis Junction Road (Frontage Road) - 

two lanes. 

e. West of the Anne Arundel County Line to Balti- 

more/Washington Parkway - four lanes. 

The sequenced addition to the number of lanes of the freeway 

would insure that a "C" level of traffic service can be main- 

tained along the route as the traffic volumes grow. See defini- 

tions of level of service in Appendix "A,!. 

The traffic volumes for the Construct Alternate are shown as pre- 

dicted Average Daily Traffic (ADT) for the year 19 80 (ETC) and 

2000 (ETC + 20) on Plate 6. These volumes represent both local 

and through traffic, with trucks constituting seven (7%) percent 

of the daily volumes. The design speeds on the main roadway and 

the collector-distributor road will be 70 and 50 mph respective- 

ly, although current maximum speed limits are 55 mph. The aver- 

age speeds during the peak hour are shown on Plate 7. These 

average speeds were also derived from the charts in "A Policy on 

Design of Urban Highways and Arterial Streets", by the American 

Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials. Peak 

hour traffic was calculated as 10 percent of ADT. The levels of 

service of the new roadway during peak hours are shown on Plate 

8.  See definitions in Appendix "A". 
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AVERAGE  DAILY   TRAFFIC 
CONSTRUCT 

ETC 10,938 12,050 

ETCt20 19,100 20,800 

14,031 

24 250 

20,631 
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22,439 
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28,161 
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23,411 

40,400 
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19,422 
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17 III 
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PEAK HOUR LEVEL  OF SERVICE 
CONSTRUCT 

ETC 
ETC 
+20 

D-E C-D C-D C-D 

FREEWAY 

FOR EXPLANATION OF LEVEL OF SERVICE, SEE DEFINITION IN APPENDIX "A" 

B-C 

C-D 

B-C 

C-D 

B-C 

C-D 

.CONTROLLED ACCESS m 

ARTERIAL HIGHWAY 
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Right-of-Way and Access Control 

Guilford and Annapolis Junction Roads are generally contained in 

a 30 foot wide right-of-way. There is no control of access to 

this road throughout the corridor, with numerous entrances from 

industrial, commercial, and residential properties evident along 

the roadway. 

The proposed Relocated Maryland Route 32 would have a 

right-of-way of approximately 400 feet, plus additional 

right-of-way for interchange areas. The only entrances to the 

freeway would be at designated interchanges with major crossroads 

(fully-controlled access). Grade separation structures would be 

provided along the roadway at these interchanges, and for any 

other crossroads. The facility design would provide for wide, 

level shoulders, adequate ramps for smooth traffic mix of both 

exiting and entering traffic, and would avoid the placement of 

any obstruction in close proximity to the roadway. 

Some existing local roads would be severed by the new freeway as 

necessary to control access. In areas where severance of these 

roads may deny or impair access to properties or through traffic, 

additional access roads would be constructed. The location and 

extent of these access roads is shown on Plates 9A, 9B, and 9C. 

The State Highway Administration would petition the counties for 

the closure of these roads in accordance with local laws. 

-8- 
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Current Status of Project 

Relocated Maryland Route 32 is a part of the proposed State Pri- 

mary System as designated in the Maryland Department of Trans- 

portation's 1976-1980 Consolidated Transportation Program. It is 

an ultimate six-lane/eight-lane dual highway. 

A combined corridor design public hearing was conducted on 

October 19, 1970 at the Savage Elementary School for the segment 

of the project between 1-95 and the Baltimore-Washington Parkway. 

A combined corridor-design public hearing for that portion of the 

project from 1-95 to just west of U. S. 29, and a corridor loca- 

tion public hearing for the segment from just west of U. S. 29 

to Maryland Route 108 was held jointly at the Atholton High 

School on August 15, 1973. A more detailed discussion of these 

public hearings and the comments received is contained in the 

"Comments and Coordination" section of this report. 

A Draft Environmental Impact Statement was completed and circu- 

lated on April 14, 1972.  An Air Quality Analysis was circulated 

to the Environmental Protection Agency, and the Maryland 

Bureau of Air Quality and Noise Control on August 12,1975,. 

A technical noise report was also completed on December 10, 

19 75.  Both of these reports are available at the State Highway 

Administration. 

The comments resulting from the Draft Environmental Impact State- 

ment and the air and noise technical reports are addressed in a 

further section of this report entitled "Comments and Coordina- 

tion" . 

3 <\ 
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The proposed Relocated Maryland Route 32 has been incorporated 

into the General Plan of Highways for Howard County 1960, which. 

was revised in 1966 and adopted in 1971, and also in the General 

Development Plan for Anne Arundel County, adopted in 1968. 

The notification and review process for this project required by 

the Federal Office of Management and Budget CCircular A-951, was 

initiated in July 1968. 

This project first appeared in 1952 in the State Highway Admini- 

stration's Twelve Year Road Construction and Reconstruction 

Program for 1954 through 1965. At that time it was envisioned 

simply as a replacement of a typical rural highway to improve the 

poor geometries. However, with the advent of more sophisticated 

planning techniques, and the rapid growth of the Baltimore and 

Washington metropolitan areas, the need was recognized for an 

east-west facility capable of connecting the eastern and western 

regions of the state. 

The status of the various portions of the project to be construc- 

ted are shown in Table 1. The table shows when the construction 

was first listed in the State's fiscal program, the present 

status of design work, and the date when field reviews were con- 

ducted, with preliminary construction drawings (30%). 

It can be noted from Table 1 that the section of the project CRe- 

located Maryland Route 32 Spur) from the Anne Arundel County line 

to the Baltimore-Washington Parkway, was only listed in the fis- 

cal program in 1970, whereas the other sections had been placed 

in the program at earlier dates. This occurred due to a decision 

by the Federal Highway Administration in April 196 7 that Annapo- 

lis Junction Road should be improved to serve the needs of Fort 

-10- 
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Environmental Impact Statement 

ill 

Table 1 

CURRENT STATUS OF PROJECT 

Section 

Maryland Rte. 108 to 
U. S. 29 

U. S. 29 to 1-95 

1-95 to U. S. 1 

Fiscal Year* 

1969-1970 

1967-1968 

1967-1968 

** 

U. S. 1 to Anne Arundel 
County 1965-1966 

Anne Arundel County to 
Baltimore-Washington   1970 
Parkway 

Design 

Not Begun 

Initiated 
1968 

Initiated 
1968 

Field Review*** 

January 1969 
May 1969 

March 1969 

Initiated  March 1969 
1968 

Initiated  February 1969 
1968 

First appeared in program for construction in this fiscal 

year. 

Preliminary Design initiated prior to the enactment of the 

National Environmental Policy Act of 1969. 

***  Field Review undertaken with plans 30% complete. 

** 
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Meade and the National Security Agency. Subsequently, this sec- 

tion was transferred to the State highway system in May, 196 8, 

and placed in the fiscal proaram in 1970. 

Additional local roadway development has occurred during the 

planning of Relocated Maryland Route 32, At the western terminus 

of this project near Clarksville, connection will be made to the 

existing single 24-foot roadway of Relocated Maryland Route 32, 

construction of which was completed in November 1964. 

U. S. Route 29 through the proposed interchange area with Relo- 

cated Maryland Route 32 was reconstructed as a four lane, rural 

dual highway.  This action was completed in September 1971. 

Construction of Interstate Route 95 between the Baltimore Beltway 

(1-695) and the Washington Beltway (1-495) was completed as an 

eight lane expressway in July 1971. A complete interchange for 

Relocated Maryland Route 32 as an ultimate six-lane expressway 

(four lanes constructed) was included in this construction. 

Currently, a study is under way by the State Highway Administra- 

tion to determine the extent of the improvements that will be re- 

quired on the Baltimore-Washington Parkway. 

The rapid growth of the Baltimore-Washington area over the last 

two decades has spurred the expansion of these north-south trans- 

portation links, as well as creating a need for better access be- 

tween these routes. Relocated Maryland Route 32 will provide a 

needed cross-link to these routes, at the same time assisting 

traffic movements between the Eastern Shore and the Western Mary- 

land region. 

-12- 
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On September 8, 1975, an administrative review session was held 

by the Maryland State Highway Administration to decide which al- 

ternative was to be selected for implementation in regard to the 

Relocated Maryland Route 32 project. At this meeting, the SHA 

staff members reviewed the various studies concerning this pro- 

ject and the comments from Federal, State, and local government 

agencies, as well as the general public. The decision was made 

to build Relocated Maryland Route 32, as described in the follow- 

ing section of this Statement ("Major Design Features"). 

r 
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Major Design Features 

Relocated Maryland Route 32 between the limits of Maryland Route 

108 and the Baltimore-Washington Parkway would be constructed in 

two phases. Phase I would be completed by 1980, while Phase II 

development would not be finished until 2000. The design fea- 

tures of both phases are discussed in this section. (See Plates 

9A, B, and C). 

The roadway profiles and typical sections are shown in Appendix 

"B". 

Beginning at the western terminus of the project, the freeway ex- 

tends in a general southeasterly direction to the Balti- 

more-Washington Parkway.  (See Plate 9A). 

An interchange with Maryland Route 108 is currently being evalua- 

ted by the State Highway Administration in conjunction with their 

study of the relocation of Maryland Route 108. This relocation 

may involve bypassing Clarksville, and a final decision has not 

been reached at this time concerning the type and location of an 

interchange at Maryland Route 108. In any case, no construction 

would take place in this section of roadway before 1980. All im- 

provements programmed for the Relocated Maryland Route 32 and 

Maryland Route 108 interchange would occur during Phase II 

construction. 

From Maryland Route 108 to Cedar Lane, the existing roadway 

characteristics (two lanes) will be maintained through 1980. In 

the second phase of freeway development, a four lane, dual road- 

way on a new alignment would be completed through this section. 

These improvements would consist of dual 24-foot roadways with a 

112-foot median, ten foot outer shoulders, and four foot median 

shoulders. 

-.14-. 
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Proposed Trotter Road Relocation and interchange is no longer be- 

ing considered. 

Phase I construction begins at Pindell School Road with an inter- 

im connection to  the existing road.  This connection would be a 

single 24' roadway and includes an at-grade intersection at Cedar 

Lane,  using the northern ramps of the ultimate diamond inter- 

change.  The interim connection,  on a new alignment, would be 

constructed as the westbound lane of Relocated Maryland Route 32 

across the Middle Patuxent River.  A bridge structure would cross 

the river, and just east of the river,  the single roadway would 

split into dual 24-foot roadways (one eastbound and one west- 

bound) .   Also,  a single 24' roadway of Cedar Lane would be con- 

structed from Sanner Road to existing Maryland Route 32.  New- 

berry Drive, from the Holiday Hills subdivision,  would be ex- 

tended northward to Guilford Road to provide access to this 

community.  It would be carried over Relocated Maryland Route 32 

by a grade separation structure, consisting of two lanes. 

The four lane Relocated Maryland Route 32 would proceed eastward 

to U. S. Route 29, where a cloverleaf interchange would be com- 

pleted, consisting of four inner loops and four outer connecting 

ramps. Service Road "A" (two lanes) would be constructed in the 

northwest quadrant of the interchange, providing access from Mar- 

tin Road to Guilford Road. Also, Service Road "C» Ctwo lanes) 

would be completed to connect Old Columbia Pike with Guilford 

Road east of U. S. Route 29c 

The Phase II Construction of Relocated Maryland Route 32 from 

Cedar Lane to U. S. Route 29 would include an additional 24-foot 

roadway to make the facility a four-lane dual roadway. This 

would involve the construction of a diamond interchange at Cedar 

Lane,  and another bridge  structure over  the Middle  Patuxent 

-15- 
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River. As part of the construction' of the Cedar Lane Inter- 

change, portions of Pindell School Road and Sanner Road would be 

reconnected via a frontage road to existing Maryland Route 32. 

Also, a two-lane frontage road would be provided to allow traffic 

movement from the Riverhill Game Farm and W. R. Grace Company to 

Cedar Lane. 

Phase I Construction for Relocated Maryland Route 32 proposes a 

total of four lanes east of U.  S. Route 29 to 1-95.  CSee Plate 

9B).  These lanes would be provided on the outer eastbound and 

westbound collector-distributor roadways.   These collector-dis- 

tributor roads would be 15 feet wide,  having ten foot outer 

shoulders  and four foot median shoulders.   The paved shoulder 

areas would be utilized until Phase  II is constructed to provide 

two traffic lanes.   The collector-distributor roads would be 

separated from the outer lane of the ultimate eight lane Patuxent 

Freeway by a 54-foot buffer.  Temporary at-grade access would be 

provided at Shaker Drive (King's Contrivance), but only the west- 

bound lane would be accessible, since no median cross-over would 

be provided.   Apart from the main roadway, a two lane bridge 

would be constructed over Beaver Run to extend Carlinda Avenue, 

thereby affording a southern connection to the freeway from the 

Allview Estates subdivision. 

Bridges would be constructed to carry the eastbound and westbound 

collector-distributor roads over the Little Patuxent River be- 
tween the  King's Contrivance and the Broken Land Parkway inter- 

changes. 

The extension of Carlinda Drive and the construction of a 

two-lane access road from Guilford Road in the vicinity of the 

southeast quadrant of Relocated Maryland Route 32 and U. S. Route 

29 interchange to Shaker Drive will be performed by others. 

-16- 
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At Broken Land Parkway, only a single structure would be buUt 

over Relocated Maryland Route 32 during Phase 1 Construction. 

Phase II Construction would ultimately be a full cloverleaf 

interchange, but initially only the four outer ramps and the 

southwest inner rarup would be constructed. A temporary connec- 

tion would be made from Broken Land Parkway south of Relocated 

Maryland Route 32 to Berger Road. 

just west of the 1-95 Interchange, Guilford Road would be relo- 

cated and routed beneath Relocated Maryland Route 32 to afford 

continuity for local traffic. 

IJ *-•-     ir,+-n.    -t-hf*  existing 1-95 interchange which The freeway would tie into the exis^my 
provides  full access between Relocated Maryland Route  32  and 

1-95, with minimal disruption of traffic flow on either road. 

Phase II Construction of Relocated Maryland Route 32 between U. 

c Route 29 and 1-95 would be as a six lane roadway with one 

line collector-distributor roads for eastbound and westbound 

traffic. 

in Phase II, a modified cloverleaf interchange would be provided 

ft Shaker Drive (King-s Contrivance, consisting of four inner 

loops with no outer ramps. A grade separation structure would be 

constructed to carry Shaker Drive over Relocated Maryland Route 

32 to make this interchange fully operational. 

During Phase II Construction at Broken Land Parkway, the full 

cloverleaf interchange would be completed and a second brxdge 

(parallel to the first) would be constructed to enable all four 

lanes of Broken Land Parkway to pass over Relocated Maryland 

Route 32. Broken Land Parkway, in the vicinity of Snowden River 

Parkway, would be extended by others, to Relocated Maryland Route 

32 and Guilford Road at this time. 
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51 
Relocated Maryland Route 32 from 1-95 to U. S. Route 1 would be 

constructed as a four lane divided roadway by 1980. 

East of 1-95, Relocated Maryland Route 32 would pass under the 

recently constructed (August 1971) Vollmerhausen Road Bridge. 

Access Road "A" (two lanes) would be constructed north, of the 

freeway off of Vollmerhausen Road, providing access to landlocked 

properties. 

At U. S. Route 1, a modified cloverleaf interchange would provide 

access to and from the freeway. The construction of the U. S. 

Route 1 interchange would involve the relocation of Route 1 as a 

divided roadway for approximately 3,400 feet, and the use of 

grade separation structures to carry Relocated Maryland Route 32 

over U. S. Route 1. (See Plate 9C). Approximately 700 linear 

feet of Baltimore Street, the main access route into the town of 

Savage, would be rebuilt as a result of involvement with ramp 

movements at the U. S. Route 1 interchange. 

in Phase  I, Relocated Maryland Route 32 would continue as a four 

lane divided roadway east of U. S. 1, terminating at the existing 

Annapolis Junction Road interchange with the Baltimore-Washington 

Parkway.  There are no plans under this project to modify this 

interchange either initially or ultimately.  Access in this area 

would be provided by three  (3) at-grade intersections:  at new 

service road "D", located one-quarter mile west of the county 

line, at Brockbridge Road, and at Jolly Acres Road, as well as 

the existing Baltimore-Washington Parkway interchange.  The Mary- 

land Route 32 spur would be  constructed as a controlled-access 

arterial highway. 

-18- 



^ 

f 
I 

Frontage Road "B" (two lanes) would be constructed south, of and 

parallel to the freeway from Annapolis Junction Road through 

Hilda Avenue to the Howard/Anne Arundel County Line. Service 

Road "C" (two lanes) would extend from this frontage road in an 

eastward direction to provide access to the Annapolis Junction 

area. Also, Service Road "D" will connect Service Road "C" and 

existing Maryland Route 32 in a north-south direction across Re- 

located Maryland Route 32 Spur. 

Phase II improvements for the portion of Relocated Maryland Route 

32 between 1-95 and the Baltimore-Washington Parkway call for a 

six lane divided roadway. From U. S. Route 1 east to the 

Howard/Anne Arundel County Line, the two lanes added under the 

second phase of construction would diverge from the main roadway, 

with a wye interchange near Hilda Avenue, and turn to the south. 

These lanes would constitute Relocated Maryland Route 32, while 

those lanes constructed under the initial phase to the Balti- 

more-Washington Parkway will be designated Relocated Maryland 

Route 32 Spur, a controlled access arterial highway. 

Guilford and Annapolis Junction Roads would be maintained 

throughout the study area as local service roads, with minor im- 

provements as previously noted. 

The design speeds for Relocated Maryland Route 32 and Relocated 

Maryland Route 32 Spur are 70 mph and 60 mph, respectively, al- 

though the current maximum speed limit in the State of Maryland 

is 55 mph. The maximum horizontal curvature of the roadway is 

three degrees, and the maximum gradient 3.8 percent. 

Major waterway crossings occur near Trotter Road at the tributary 

of the Middle Patuxent River known as Cricket Creek, where a 

bridge is proposed; at the Middle Patuxent River where a bridge 

would be constructed, Guilford Branch approximately one-half mile 
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east of U. S. Route 1, where a double cell box culvert is pro- 

posed, and at Dorsey Run, where a bridge is proposed. The Middle 

Patuxent River and Little Patuxent River crossings would provide 

for the initial roadways only, thus necessitating additional con- 

struction activities when the highway is ultimately expanded. 

The detail considerations of location and the dimensions of these 

structures during the design phase would include provisions to 

preserve the natural integrity of streams and river, and to per- 

petuate free passage of aquatic life at low water flow. These 

structures would be designed to accommodate the 100 year storm. 

Relocated Maryland Route 32 would terminate at the Howard/Anne 

Arundel County Line under this action. However, at a future 

date, the freeway would be extended eastward to connect with 

those portions of the roadway already constructed near Annapolis. 

A discussion of the extension of this roadway into Anne Arundel 

County is given in the section entitled "Land Use Planning". 

Currently, the Baltimore-Annapolis Transportation Corridor Study, 

which is investigating transportation problems between the Balti- 

more Beltway (1-695) and the Annapolis area, is analyzing the 

requirements of Relocated Maryland Route 32 between Maryland 

Route 3 and the City of Annapolis. This study will recommend 

what action should be pursued in the Maryland Route 32 Corridor 

near Annapolis, pertaining to the size, type, and location of any 

improvements. It is expected that a public hearing will be held 

in early 1977, along with the completed Final Environmental 

Statement. 

A summary of the project costs is shown on Table 2. These cost 

estimates include only those items scheduled- for Phase I 

Construction. 
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Relocated Maryland Route 32 

Environmental Impact Statement 

Table 2 

PROJECT COST (PHASE I CONSTRUCTION ONLY)* 

Segment Identifier 

Pindell School Road 

Construction 

to Interstate 
Rte. 95 

HO 292-034-770 
F.A.P. #F-915-l-(4) $12,557,000 

Interstate Rte. 95 HO 292-33-771 
to U. S. Rte. 1 F.A.P. #F-915-l-(3)   5,760,000 

U. S. Rte. 1 to 
Howard/Anne Arun- HO 292-027-770 
del County Line F.A.P. #F-915-l-(2)   7,100,000 

Howard/Anne Arun- 
del County Line to 
Baltimore- AA 739-1-571 
Washington Parkway F.A.P. #F-915-1-(1)   2,000,000 

TOTAL 

Engineering 
and 

Overhead 

$ 3,595,300 

1,688,800 

2,081,700 

586,000 

Right-of-Way   Total 

$ 2,800,000  $18,952,30C 

1,100,000    8,548,80C 

2,100,000   11,281,70C 

520,000    3,106,00C 

$41,888,800 

Taken from the 1976-1980 Maryland Department of Transportation's "Consolidated 
Transportation Program" and modified to reflect current construction, engineering, 
and right-of-way cost estimates. 
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V Existing Deficiencies and Expected Benefits. 

Existing Maryland Route 32  CGuilford And Annapolis Junction 

Roads) from Maryland Route 108 to the Baltimore-Washington Park- 

way is a sub-standard highway with dangerous operating conditions 

caused by serious physical deficiencies at several locations.  It 

is narrow in width C18 to 24  feet), has narrow—if any—should- 

ers, poor sight distances caused by sharp horizontal  curves  and 

sjiort vertical curves, and is bordered by numerous fixed objects 

such as bridge parapets,  poles,  trees, signs, and fence posts. 

The right-of-way width is  30 feet over most of its length.  The 

portion between U. S. Route 29  and Interstate Route 95 and be- 

tween U.  S.  Route 1 and the Baltimore-Washington Parkway are 

particularly unsafe, and provide very few passing opportunities. 

Although most of the existing road has a posted speed limit of 40 

mph, there are five locations within this portion that have lower 

posted speeds.   Portions of the highway are located within the 

Little and Middle Patuxent River floodplains,  and are often 

flooded.  During Hurricane Agnes (June 1972).,  Guilford Road was 

under eleven feet of water in the vicinity of Berger Road. 

Dorsey Run also floods frequently, inundating the existing road 

at that crossing.  Flooding has also been observed on Guilford 

Road at Cedar Lane, where the roadway crosses the Middle Patuxent 

River. 

A narrow single lane bridge carries Guilford Road over the Little 

Patuxent River just west of Berger Road. This bridge, a bottle- 

neck, is the scene of numerous accidents (twelve between 1970 and 

1974), and will become an even more serious hazard when Hammond 

High School is completed in mid-1976. This new school will serve 

up to 1,200 students, commencing with approximately 125 to 150 

daily school bus trips plus numerous other motor vehicles. A 

similar bottleneck exists at the Middle Patuxent River Bridge 

near Cedar Lane. 
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Records maintained by the State Highway Administration reveal 

that the largest number of accidents occur on the segment of 

existing Maryland Route 32 between U. S. Route 29 and Interstate 

Route 95. The majority of these accidents occur during clear 

weather and under dry surface conditions. As traffic becomes 

more congested on Guilford and Annapolis Junction Roads, many 

motorists may switch to parallel secondary roads, causing similar 

problems on these roads. 

The construction of Relocated Maryland Route 32 would alleviate 

the problems encountered on the existing road, and the even more 

serious future complications if no improvements are made. This 

accident rate (see "Safety Benefits") would be considerably re- 

duced, providing far safer travel through the corridor. Traffic, 

both commuter and commercial, would flow more smoothly and 

rapidly without the delays presently caused by peak hour conges- 

tion, slow moving vehicles, school bus stops, and turning vehi- 

cles. Faster fire, ambulance and police emergency service would 

be available to many neighborhoods within the corridor. 

While  U.  S.  Route 29, Interstate 95, U. S. Route  1,  and  the 

Baltimore-Washington Parkway all cross  the area in a north-south 

direction,  connecting Baltimore and the District of Columbia, 

there are no major east-west arteries through this portion of 

Howard County.   Relocated Maryland Route 32, which would ulti- 

mately extend from Annapolis to  Interstate Route 70 near Cooks- 

ville,  would serve not only the southern portions of Howard 

County,  but would also provide a connecting link between the 

state capital and the central and western parts of the state.  It 

would accommodate planned growth in the project corridor, as set 

forth in the 1971 General Plan for Howard County.  Residents of 

the new town of Columbia, a major population center, would have 
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I safe and easy access to the commercial and industrial complexes 

planned for the U. S. Route 1 Corridor, and the National Security 

Agency and Fort Meade just east of the Baltimore-Washington Park- 

way, However, existing Route 32 would continue to serve local 

traffic within the corridor, without becoming overburdened by 

large movements of through traffic. The proposed Relocated Mary- 

land Route 32 would help to facilitate the growth and development 

projected for Anne Arundel and Howard Counties. 

f 
i 
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Safety Benefits 

During the years of 1971, 1972, and 1973, the study section of 

Guilford and Annapolis Junction Roads experienced an average ac- 

cident rate of 457.12 accidents per 100 million vehicle miles of 

travel, with the greatest number of accidents occurring between 

U. S. Route 29 and Interstate Route 95. This rate exceeds the 

calculated statewide rate of 320.50 accidents per 100 million 

vehicle miles for all rural two-lane highways, with no control of 

access, under state maintenance. 

The State Highway Administration recorded the following number of 

injuries and fatalities on Guilford Road and Annapolis Junction 

during 1973 and 1974: 

1973 1974 

Fatal Accidents 

Number of Fatalities 

Injury Accidents 

Number of Injured 

Property Damage Accidents 

Total Accidents       92 102 

If no improvements are made to the existing roadway, an increase 

can be expected in the vehicular conflicts which are normally as- 

sociated with congestion of highways of this type, in addition to 

those caused by an increased amount of traffic. This rise in the 

accident rate will be accompanied by a corresponding increase in 

motor vehicle accident costs, exceeding the present rate of 

$1,887,484 per 100 million vehicle miles traveled on this portion 

of Guilford Road. 

2 0 

2 0 

29 36 

36 54 

61 66 
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However, according to state-wide studies, the proposed divided 

highway with full access controls would experience an accident 

rate of not more than 139.39 accidents per 100 million vehicle 

miles, resulting in an accident cost to the motorist of approxi- 

mately $604,415, or a net savings of $1,283,069 per 100 million 

vehicle miles. More important than the monetary savings would be 

the decrease in lives lost and human misery brought about by a 

reduction of 317.73 accidents per 100 million vehicle miles 

traveled. 

The accident costs indicated include present worth of future 

earning of persons killed, losses resulting from injury, and pro- 

perty losses. The unit cost used in the above computations was 

based upon figures—updated to 1973 prices—obtained from three 

independent accident cost studies conducted in the District of 

Columbia, Illinois, and California. The full accident rate study 

for this project is available at the Maryland State Highway Ad- 

ministration Offices, 301 West Preston Street, Baltimore, Mary- 

land, during normal business hours. 
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Description of Surroundincj Terrain 

The topography along the Maryland Route 32 corridor grades from 

gently rolling plateau lands near Clarksville to the flatter 

Coastal Plain lands in the vicinity of the Baltimore-Washington 

Parkway. There are some areas of the Middle Patuxent River Val- 

ley near Guilford Road and Cedar Lane where the ground slopes ex- 

ceed 15 percent. 

The study area lies within two physiographic provinces, the Pied- 

mont Plateau in the western section and the Coastal Plain in the 

eastern section of the highway corridor.  A transition zone, 

known as the Fall Line, separates the higher Piedmont from the 

low-lying Coastal Plain.   The two physiographic provinces repre- 

sented in the study area have very distinguishable characteri- 

stics.  The Coastal Plain, lying generally east of U. S. Route 1, 

is below 500 feet in elevation, is very flat in topography, and 

has unconsolidated sedimentary deposits overlaying the crystal- 

line bedrock formations.  The Piedmont Province is  an uplifted 

geologic formation of metamorphic rocks that have been extensive- 

ly folded and faulted, resulting in surface topography  that has 

considerable relief. 

Elevations above mean sea level range from almost 500 feet at the 

western edge of the study area near Clarksville, to 200-300 feet 

between Interstate Route 95 and U. S. Route 29 and drop down to 

less than 150 feet at the eastern end near Fort Meade. 

The study area along the highway corridor is dissected by tribu- 

taries of the Patuxent River system. Many of these are small, 

intermittent streams. Drainage is generally in a southeasterly 

direction, flowing toward the Chesapeake Bay, 
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Soils 

The Soil Survey, Howard County, Maryland, conducted coopera- 

tively by the U. S. Soil Conservation Service and the Maryland 

Agricultural Experiment Station, has classified and mapped all 

the soils found in Howard County. All of these have been 

grouped into eight major soil associations which re-occur 

throughout the county. Based upon this survey, there are five 

soil associations that would be encountered in the proposed 

Patuxent Freeway Corridor. These associations, as they occur 

from east to west, are Glenelg-Chester-Manor, 

Glenelg-Manor-Chester, Neshaminy-Montalto, Beltsville-Chil- 

lum-Sassafrass and Sassafrass-Chillum-Aura. (See Plate 10). In 

the same manner, seven (7) major soil associations have been 

identified in Anne Arundel County. Two of these, the Eves- 

boro-Rumford-Sassafras and the Muirkirk-Evesboro, are encoun- 

tered in the study area. 

Breaking these associations down into component soil series, 

they are generally acceptable for highway construction. There 

are, however, some limitations that must be considered during 

the design and construction processes. Seasonally high water 

tables may be encountered in Chillum, Sassafrass and particu- 

larly Beltsville soils. The Beltsville, Chillum, and Sassafrass 

soils are Coastal Plain deposits, and the depth to bedrock is 

usually great but difficult to determine. Corrosion potential 

of concrete and untreated steel structures is moderate in all 

but Beltsville, Chillum, and Sassafras soils, where it is high. 

Both Beltsville and Chillum soils are highly suscetible to 

frost action, which can result in road bed damage if not com- 

pensated for in structural design. 
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SOIL ASSOCIATIONS 

GENERAL    SOIL   MAP 
U.S.    DEPARTMENT    OF    AGRICULTURE 

SOIL    CONSERVATION    SERVICE 

Beltsvi11e-Chi11 urn-Sassafras  association:   Deep,   moderately 
well   drained  and  well   drained,   gently   sloping   to  strongly 
sloping   soils of  the  Coastal   Plain 

Glenelg-Chester-Manor association:   Deep,   wel1-drained, 
gently  sloping  and  sloping  soils 

Glenelg-Manor-Chester association:   Deep,   well-drained, 
moderately  steep and  steep soils 

Neshaminy-Montalto  association:   Deep,   wel1-drained, 
moderately  slowly   permeable,   gently   sloping  to  steep   soils 

^444 
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Sassafras-Chi1lum-Aura association:   Deep,   well-drained  soils 
that  have a moderately  permeable subsoil,   and moderately  deep, 
well-drained   soils   that  have  a  compact   subsoil   or  substratum 

Evesboro-Rumford-Sassafras  association:   Gently   sloping   to 
moderately  steep,   excessively drained and  well-drained,   sandy 
and   loamy   soils 
Loamy  and  clayey   land-MuLrkirk-Evesboro association: 
Nearly  level   to  steep,   wel1-drained,   loamy  and   clayey 
soils and excessively drained,   sandy soils 
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The most serious limitation is the moderate to high, erosion po- 

tential of these soils. The probability of severe erosion is 

increased by the steep slopes and hilly terrain that comprise 

the western portion of the study area. Several agencies have 

expressed concern over the threat to water quality and aquatic 

life due to erosion and sedimentation. Particular care would 

have to be exercised to avoid this problem (see "Stream Modifi- 

cation and Water Quality"). 

The soils in the study area are well-suited for agriculture and 

residential and commercial development. Many rural areas are 

being subdivided for residential development and the soils are 

able to handle these demands as well as the attendant suburban 

facilities. 

Near the Little Patuxent River and west of 1-95 lie deposits of 

Guilford Granite which were quarried at one time. The quarries 

were of local economic significance and were served by a spur of 

the B & 0 Railroad. Several other granite quarries in the area 

of the Town of Savage have also been in operation from time to 

time. 
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Numerous streams and their headwater tributaries criss-cross the 

study area, generally flowing in a southeasterly direction to- 

ward the Patuxent River and ultimately emptying into the Chesa- 

peake Bay. Most notable are the Little and Middle Patuxent 

Rivers and Dorsey Run. Generally, the streams flow swiftly and 

are of the pool and riffle type in the Piedmont, gradually be- 

coming flatter and slower as they flow into an4 through the 

coastal plain.  (See Plate 11). 

The Fisheries Administration conducted a survey on Hammond 

Branch, a small stream in Howard County, just south of the study 

area, which is representative of many of the streams in the 

study area. While analyses were not performed for chemical 

parameters, the physical parameters (temperature, flow, volume, 

pool/riffle ratio, etc.) were noted and an extensive study of 

the aquatic life was made. Based upon the physical parameters, 

the stream rates a Code 4 classification according to the 

VanDeusen System. This classification, which is "fair" in terms 

of habitat/production for aquatic life, was further substanti- 

ated by the biological sampling. Both sedimentation and septic 

leaching were evident; consequently, the stream is considered to 

be "severely stressed". Increased siltation would place it 

dangerously close to ruination. 

There are many man-made ponds and lakes in and near the Route 32 

corridor. They range in size from farm ponds of an acre or less 

in size, to Lake Kittamaqundir Lake Elkhorn, and Wilde Lake in 

Columbia, to the municipal water supply reservoirs of Tridelphia 

and Rocky Gorge. 
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PLATE 11 

• PHASE I CONSTRUCTION (1980) 
'       '••PHASE II CONSTRUCTION (2000) 

RELOCATED    MARYLAND   RT. 32 
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL STATEMENT 

MARYLAND STATE     HIGHWAY 
ADMINISTRATION 

SURFACE    WATER 
RESOURCES 

PROJECT LIMIT  MD.RTE. 108«>CLARKSVILLE 
TO THE'  BALT!MORE-WASHINGTON RyRKVWY 
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Across Guilford Road from the W. R. Grace Company on the eastern 

edge of the Clarksville Ridge Subdivision is a large farm pond on 

the Stretmater property. As originally proposed, the highway 

would have infringed upon this pond. The alignment has since 

been shifted further to the north and would not disturb the pond. 

While wetlands are uncommon in the Piedmont, they abound in the 

Coastal Plain. Both the Patuxent and Little Patuxent flow 

through extensive marshy areas after they cross into the Coastal 

Plain. Dorsey Run flows through the only wetlands lying within 

the corridor. This area covers 119 acres, and has been designa- 

ted by the Water Resources Administration of the Maryland Depart- 

ment of Natural Resources as Anne Arundel County Wetland Unit No. 

1. (See "Wetlands Impact" for a more detailed discussion of this 

subject). 

During 1968, the Soil Conservation Service developed a plan for 

the Little and Middle Patuxent Rivers which would have entailed 

the construction of ten flood control dams at various locations 

in the two watersheds. Site No. 1A was on Cricket Creek, ap- 

proximately 1,000 feet downstream from Guilford Road, and would 

have impounded a lake covering 125 acres. More recently, how- 

ever, due to an unfavorable cost/benefit ratio, the proposed pro- 

ject at this site has been abandoned by the U. S. Soil Conserva- 

tion Service. 

Th Little and Middle Patuxent Rivers, along with their tributar- 

ies, are the predominant water resources in the study area. The 

study area itself lies wholly within the Patuxent River drainage 

area. The Patuxent River, including the Little and Middle Patux- 

ent Rivers, was declared a Scenic River by the the Maryland 

General Assembly in 1972.  This Act placed the river under the 
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auspices of the State, which monitors all modifications and con- 

struction in order to maintain the river in its natural state. 

At present,  the Little and Middle Patuxent River valleys  are 

mainly in private ownership,  and.remain relatively undeveloped. 

These valleys have become valuable natural areas which maintain a 

wide variety of flora and fauna. 

The use of these water resources and the stream valleys has been 

limited because of private ownership. In order to overcome this 

limitation, and in keeping with the Maryland Scenic Rivers Act of 

1972, Howard County has proposed an extensive park system for the 

stream valleys. The objective of this park system is to preserve 

these natural areas in the stream valleys, while allowing publxc 

access for hiking, horseback riding, and other activities whxch 

would be compatible with this unique environment. 

-32- 



I & 

r 

Vegetation 

The humid, temperate climate and accommodating topography of the 

study area favor high growth rates for a wide variety of vegeta-^ 

tive cover types. The study area is composed of approximately 40 

percent woodland, 20 percent agricultural or open land, 25 per- 

cent residential, and the remaining 15 percent a combination of 

commercial, industrial, and institutional. 

Most of the woodland is of the central hardwood association, com- 

posed chiefly of oak, hickory, tulip, maple, walnut, locust, and 

beech. In the Coastal Plain region are some nearly pure stands 

of Virginia pine, a specie having the reputation of growing where 

nothing else will grow. The forest land is divided into four 

general categories: old growth hardwoods, cutover woodland, 

poorly-drained woods, and early serai stages in abandoned areas. 

The agricultural areas are composed mainly of pasture, hay 

fields, and grain crops, with the emphasis on cash grains due to 

present high prices. There are also some truck farms, orchards, 

and nurseries in the project area. 

Recent years have seen tremendous residential and commercial 

growth in the area, which has changed the vegetative character of 

much of the land. Though some of this has been left undisturbed, 

with its native trees, shrubs, and grasses, most of the area has 

been transformed into lawns and gardens, made up of grasses, 

ground covers, flowers, vegetables, and a wide variety of orna- 

mental trees and shrubs. 

The coralroot Orchid, which is on the protected species list, 

was found growing in the wooded area immediately north of 

Heritage Heights subdivision. 

-33- 



I 
V 

r 
• 

Wildlife 

Birds 

Due to the great variety of habitat types, the study area 

hosts a very diverse population of resident and migratory birds, 

matched by few other areas of the State. None of the habitat 

types are in extensive blocks, but rather in a diffuse array of 

woodland, brush, open grassland and tilled crops. This arrange- 

ment provides a considerable amount of "edge" effect between two 

or more cover types, greatly increasing its productivity as 

wildlife habitat. An "edge" habitat is created where two 

distinctly different ecosystems abut, such as a woodland and an 

open field. The "edge" or boundary between these ecosystems is 

highly desirable for wildlife habitat because it allows the 

wildlife to take advantage of the benefits of both ecosystems. 

Records maintained at the Migratory Bird Population 

Station, U. S. Department of the Interior, in Laurel indicate 

that 167 different species of birds are known to use the Middle 

Patuxent River Valley. While no endangered species are known to 

nest within the area, several birds—rare in Maryland—such as 

the willow flycatcher, are known to nest here. A few of the up- 

land game species, most notably quail and doves, are plentiful 

enough to provide good hunting. Other species of game and 

non-game birds occur in varying degrees of abundance. 

Mammals 

The diverse habitat of the area provides an environment 

suitable to a great many mammals both large and  small.  Many of 
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these are nocturnal and therefore seldom seen. They range in 

size from the tiny pigmy shrew to the white-tailed deer. Most 

abundant are the smaller rodents such as mice and voles, while 

the river otter is probably the least plentiful mammal known to 

inhabit the area. Several small game species, such as rabbits, 

squirrels, raccoons, and opossums are reasonably abundant in the 

more rural areas and do afford some hunting opportunities. No 

endangered species are known to exist in the study area. 

Reptiles and Amphibians 

The study area maintains a moderate population of both rep- 

tiles and amphibians, including snakes, turtles, lizards, sala- 

manders, toads, and frogs. Many of these are most frequently 

found in and around streams, marshes, and ponds. Copperheads and 

possibly timber rattlesnakes are the only poisonous snakes that 

could be expected to be found in the more remote areas throughout 

the corridor. However, neither is plentiful. No known endanger- 

ed species exist in the project area. 

Fish 

The aquatic inventories that have been performed by the 

Maryland Fisheries Administration on the Little and Middle Patux- 

ent Rivers and Hammond Branch indicate that dace, darters, shin- 

ers, and suckers are the predominant species inhabiting these 

streams, while lesser numbers of smallmouth bass, sunfish, and 

eels are also present in certain stretches. The lower reaches of 

the Little Patuxent probably contain a substantial carp popula- 

tion. The many farm ponds located within the area have been 

stocked—primarily with largemouth bass and bluegills. No en- 

dangered fish species are known to exist in any of the waters 

within the corridor. 
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Economic Inventory 

As the population of the area has risen, much, new industry has 

been attracted to Howard and Anne Arundel Counties,  creating a 

balanced community of businesses, farms, industries, and resi- 

dences.   Particularly in recent years, this has been in accord- 

ance with the General Plans of Howard and Anne Arundel Counties. 

Due to the new industry,  increase in overall employment through- 

out the area has closely paralleled the population increase.  Ac- 

cording to the Maryland Department of State Planning, employment 

has risen from 20,410 in 1970  to 36,930 in 1975  for Howard 

County, and is expected to climb  to 45,540 by 1980.  At the same 

time,  employment in Anne Arundel County rose from 84,960  to 

101,730, and it is anticipated that this will increase to 118,430 

by 1980.   The present ratio of employment to total population is 

approximately 30 percent, and is predicted to remain relatively 

constant in the corridor through 1990. 

The increase in employment in Howard County over the period 

1970-1980 is predicted to be 123 percent, while Anne Arundel 

County employment will grow by 39 percent. For a similar period, 

employment growth projected for the entire State of Maryland is 

only 24 percent. This comparison points out the rapid develop- 

ment that is anticipated in the Howard/Anne Arundel County area. 

With the influx of a large number of professionals and other 

white collar workers into Columbia and nearby suburbs, the median 

family income has risen well above the national, State, and 

regional levels. The Census Bureau reported that the Baltimore 

Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area had a median level of 

$14,700 in 1975; 14.5 percent above the national level of 

$12,836.  This region includes Anne Arundel, Baltimore, Carroll, 
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Harford and Howard Counties, plus Baltimore City, Of these, 

Howard and Anne Arundel Counties had median family incomes of 

$19,850 and $16,550 respectively. These 1975 figures represent a 

47.4 percent increase over the 1970 levels for Howard County, 

and a 44.2 percent increase for Anne Arundel County, which com- 

pare to a five year increase of 39.1 percent for the Baltimore 

Region, as a whole. 

The property tax rate per $100 of assessed value is $2.51 in Anne 

Arundel County, and is approximately $3.00 in Howard County, 

where it varies from district to district. In both counties, as- 

sessed values are 50 percent of fair market value. 

Real estate values,  and consequently  the assessed values, have 

climbed sharply in recent years.  This can be attributed not only 

to escalating land values, but also to the  large amount of 

development that has taken place on previously undeveloped land, 

in 196 0, the assessed value of all land and buildings in Anne 

Arundel County was listed as  $346,514,000;  by  1970 it had more 

than doubled,  reaching  $829,524,000.   By 1975, it had again 

doubled, now  totaling  $1,685,973,000:  The increase in assessed 

values in Howard County has been even more dramatic, jumping from 

$78,698,000 in 1960,  to $315,820,000 in 1970, and by 1975 climb- 

ing to $811,525,000.  Looking further back, Anne Arundel County 

land values have increased 780 percent from 1955  to 1975, while 

those in Howard County  increased  2,064 percent over the same 

period of time.  These figures were provided by tax assessment 

offices in Anne Arundel and Howard Counties. 
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Surrounding Neighborhoods 

Lying within the fast-developing Baltimore-Washington corridor, 

the study area has experienced rapid growth, since 1960, parti- 

cularly in recent years. Large areas of agricultural land and 

woodlands have been developed for varying densities of residen- 

tial usage. Additionally, many tracts have been developed into 

shopping centers and industrial parks. This transformation from 

an agricultural community into a suburban/urban complex is ex- 

pected to continue at a rapid rate in the foreseeable future. 

In order to assure an orderly pattern of growth consistent with 

the needs and well-being of area residents, both Howard and Anne 

Arundel Counties have adopted General Development Plans (see 

"Land Use Planning"). These concepts not only delineate ultimate 

land uses, consisting of a balanced mixture of residential, com- 

mercial, industrial, institutional, and open space, but also to 

plan the development of the necessary transportation network, 

utilities and public services. 

The major population center in the study area is the new town of 

Columbia, located along U. S. Route  29 just north of Guilford 

Road.  This new town will provide housing, shopping,  employment, 

recreation and educational facilities for its residents.  Under 

current projections of the Regional Planning Council,  Columbia 

will account for approximately 20 percent of the total growth for 

the two counties over the next  20 years.   Other key population 

centers within the Guilford Road/Annapolis Junction Road corridor 

are Savage, Laurel, and Fort George G. Meade.  These will also 

experience population increases, but not to the same degree as 

Columbia.   The Regional Planning Council predicts a three-fold 

population increase in Anne Arundel and Howard Counties from 1960 

to 1990.  Table 3 shows the present and projected populations for 

Howard and Anne Arundel Counties, as well as Columbia. 
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Columbia has concentrated much of the growth in Howard County 

within the limits of the new town, or in adjacent areas. This 

community has sparked a rapid growth of not only residential pro- 

perties, but commercial and light industrial development as well. 

in the past, most of the industry has developed in the U. S. 

Route 1 corridor because of access to both Baltimore and Washing- 

ton via this arterial. Due to the completion of other major ar- 

terials, the development of industrial parks has begun in other 

areas. Most notable among these are the Oakland Mills Industrial 

Center, the General Electric Appliance Park, and the Guilford In- 

dustrial Park. Others are in various stages of planning and 

development. 

The lack of a well-defined public transit system, combined with 

the relatively large distances between homes, jobs, schools, 

churches, and social functions, has necessitated a dependence on 

automobile transportation by local residents. 

While the study area is comprised mainly of Caucasians, there are 

some members of minority groups within the two counties. The to- 

tal ethnic composition of Howard and Anne Arundel Countxes, ac- 

cording to the U. S. Census Bureau, includes eleven percent 

Blacks, a few Spanish-Americans, and a small percentage of people 

of Oriental extraction. The highest concentration of Blacks is 

in the Fort Meade area, where many are either in military servxce 

or employed by various government agencies. 
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Relocated Maryland Route 32 

Environmental Impact Statement 

Table 3 

POPULATION DATA 

Jurisdiction         1970       1975 1930       1990 

Columbia                13,288    35,900 83,300    110,000 

Howard County            61,911    91,000 154,500    226,200 

Anne Arundel County     297,539    345,000 411,000    529,000 

Baltimore Region      2,070,670  2,169,000 2,425,600   2,800,800 

Reference:  Baltimore Regional Planning Council Estimates. 
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Public Facilities and Services 

Throughout the project area, there are several Protestant and 

Roman Catholic churckes, providing a variety of religious ser- 

vices. In addition, St. Louis Roman Catholic Church., Clarks- 

ville, operates an elementary school. Most of the churches in 

the immediate vicinity of the proposed project are listed in the 

Air Quality Analysis as Sensitive Receptors. (See Plate D-20, 

Table D-21). 

The project area is located in both Howard County and Anne 

Arundel County, and consequently is served by two county public 

school systems. The buses to these schools use the local high- 

ways. There are currently a number of public elementary, middle 

and high schools situated throughout the corridor, and a Voca- 

tional Technical Center is located near Clarksville. Other 

schools, including Hammond High School, are in various stages of 

planning and construction and will augment educational oppor- 

tunities for the residents of the area. Higher educational 

facilities available include adult education curriculums, evening 

colleges and community colleges in addition to the many colleges 

and universities located in Baltimore, Annapolis and Washington. 

Antioch College, The Johns Hopkins University, Loyola College, 

and Howard Community College offer courses in Columbia. 

Both Howard and Anne Arundel Counties provide police protection 

in their respective portions of the study area. Each maintains a 

fleet of patrol cars, and K-9 units, all of which are 

radio-equipped. Fire protection, rescue, and ambulance services 

are provided on a 24-hour basis through a network of volunteer 

and paid fire departments, all linked by a central alarm system. 
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Throughout the corridor, regular trash, collection services are 

provided in the residential areas. For the most part, conunercial 

establishments must make arrangements with contract haulers for 

their refuse removal. Presently, Howard County operates sanitary 

landfills at Carrs Mill and New Cut Roads. 

Along with several health clinics, there are the Howard County 

General Hospital, North Arundel General Hospital and Anne Arundel 

General Hospital to serve the needs of the area residents. 

Electricity is supplied throughout the project area by the Balti- 

more Gas and Electric Company, who also provides natural gas in a 

large part of the corridor. Outlying areas, however, are served 

with bottled gas available from local distributors. Telephone 

service from the Chesapeake and Potomac Telephone Company is 

available throughout the study area. 

To comply with the Maryland State Department of Health Regula- 

tions, Water and Sewer Plans for Howard County were formulated in 

1970. These were based upon projected growth in the county to 

the year 2000. Both a Ten-Year (Initial) Plan and a Thirty-Year 

(Comprehensive) Plan were developed and will be reviewed annually 

and modified v/here necessary to keep pace with the expanding 

population. 

The Ten-Year (Initial) Plan for both public water and sewage 

covers most of the eastern portion of the county, extending west 

to the vicinity of Clarksville. The Baltimore City Bureau of 

Water Supply serves most of the County's eastern area, while 

water from the Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission is avail- 

able near Laurel. Fort Meade operates its own filtration plant, 

drawing raw water from the Little Patuxent River.  This water 
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system also supplies the National Security Agency and the Dis- 

trict of Columbia Childrens Center. In 19 70, half of the water 

used in Howard County was still drawn from individual or commun- 

ity wells, one-quarter was supplied by surface water sources, and 

the remaining one-quarter was drawn from the Baltimore and Wash- 

ington systems. 

In 1970, one-quarter of Howard County's sewage was treated by 

public systems and remainder through private disposal systems. 

The Patapsco drainage and the upper portion of the Little Patux- 

ent drainage areas are handled by Baltimore City, while the Sav- 

age Treatment Plant receives sewage from the Middle Patuxent, 

lower Little Patuxent and a small portion of the Main Patuxent. 

A sewage treatment plant at Jessup treats the effluent from the 

Perkins Hospital, the House of Correction, and the Reformatory 

for Women. Fort Meade operates its own treatment facilities, 

which serve the post, the National Security Agency and the Dis- 

trict of Columbia Childrens Center. 

Many public utilities are located within the highway 

rights-of-way, particularly in the north-south arterials of U. S. 

1 and U. S. 29. 

There are numerous shopping facilities available to the residents 

of the Guilford Road/Annapolis Junction Road corridor, ranging in 

size from large malls and shopping centers to small stores and 

specialty shops. The majority of these are located in the Colum- 

bia, Ellicott City and Laurel areas, while Baltimore, and Washing- 

ton furnish many additional shopping opportunities. 

Located near the Chesapeake Bay and midway between the ocean and 

the mountains, the recreational opportunities for the area resi- 
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dents are many and varied.  Water-oriented sports sucH as  swxm^ 

ming,  boating and fishing are popular activities on the Bay as 

well  as the rivers and inland lakes and reservoirs in the area. 

Waterfowl hunting is unsurpassed on the Bay, while upland game is 

plentiful throughout much of the central part of the state.  The 

River Hill Game Farm provides  fee type hunting for pheasants, 

quail, mallards, and chukars  for a large number of people.  Gol- 

fers have their choice of a number of fine public and private 

courses close by, including Hobbit's Glen and Allview Golf Cour- 

ses in Columbia.  Laurel, Bowie and Pimlico Race Tracks provxde a 

long season of racing days for the horse race enthusiast.  Both 

Baltimore and Washington host professional football and hockey 

teams, while Washington has a basketball team,  and Baltimore has 

a baseball team.  The study area is sandwiched between the Patap- 

sco State Park and the Patuxent State Park, both of which furnxsh 

picnicking,  hiking and camping areas.  Planned development xn 

these parks will ultimately expand the opportunities for other 

forms of family-oriented recreation. 

Within the General Plan for Howard County is the Park and Open 

Space Plan, which will provide for a network of tot lots, 

neighborhood school-recreational centers, high school and mxddle 

school recreational areas, locality parks, area parks, and stream 

valley corridor parks. The eventual implementation of thxs plan 

will greatly increase the outdoor recreational facilities within 

the area. 

.  '" Additional public facilities, as might be found in typical subur- 
/  .ban areas,  such as  libraries, are provided by both Howard and 

Anne Arundel Counties. 

I'. 
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Land Use Planning 

The implementation of Relocated Maryland Route 32  is  in accor- 

dance with all existing land use planning. 

On a regional level, the Baltimore Regional Planning Council is 

the designated planning agency. The 1972 General Development 

Plan of the Regional Planning Council included Relocated Maryland 

Route 32 in the transportation needs in Howard and Anne Arundel 

Counties. However, it is considered of inter-regional signifi- 

cance in providing an efficient route between Western Maryland 

and the Eastern Shore region. 

in Anne Arundel County, the concept of Relocated Maryland Route 

32 has been incorporated in the County's General Development 

Plan. This local plan for the organized growth and development 

of Anne Arundel County was adopted by the County Council on April 

26, 1968. Plate 12 shows the land uses expected in the western 

portion of Anne Arundel County, adjacent to the Patuxent Freeway, 

as delineated by the General Development Plan. The land uses in 

this area of the County are primarily associated with Fort George 

G. Meade and consist of heavy industrial, commercial, open space, 

and mixed residential. 

The alignment of this section of the proposed Relocated Maryland 

Route 32 through Anne Arundel County is in agreement with the 

Ge-.oral Development Plan. However, the future extention of the 

freeway eastward to the Baltimore-Washington Parkway has caused 

some disagreement. The Anne Arundel County Office of Planning & 

Zoning has notified the State Highway Administration that they 

would like to have a Relocated Maryland Route 32/B-W Parkway 

interchange.  The  State Highway Administration has reviewed the 
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Anne Arundel County comment, in light of previous alignment and 

traffic studies, and concluded that a Relocated Maryland Route 

32/B-W Parkway interchange would result in three interchanges 

(Relocated Maryland Route 32, Relocated Maryland Route 32 Spur, 

and Md. Rte. 19 8) within a linear distance of approximately 1-1/2 

miles, which would cause significant traffic disruptions on the 

Parkway. 

As a result of the comment by Anne Arundel County, the State 

Highway Administration is currently reappraising the proposed 

interchanges along the Parkway in a separate study. This study 

has not been completed at this date, and several alternatives are 

under consideration for relocating interchanges along the Balti- 

more-V7ashington Parkway. 

The current plans of the State are to initially provide access to 

Relocated Maryland Route 32 in this area by the existing Annapo- 

lis Junction Road interchange only. However, the ultimate 

development of Relocated Maryland Route 32 at the Balti- 

more-Washington Parkway is pending the outcome of the Parkway 

study. 

The Howard County portion of the Relocated Maryland Route 32 pro- 

ject has been incorporated into both the General Plan for High- 

ways and the General Plan for Howard County, which were adopted 

by the County Council on December 6, 1971. The General Plan for 

Highways designates those roadways which are necessary to serve 

the needs of the County for the next 20 to 30 years. These roads 

are also necessary to facilitate the land uses proposed in th • 

General Plan. The type of roadway and the location of Relocated 

Maryland Route 32 are in agreement with the Howard  County Plan- 
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ning efforts. Plate 13 shows the land uses as specified in 

Howard County General Plan along Relocated Maryland Route 32 cor- 

ridor from the County line to Clarksville. 

The Howard County Office of Planning and Zoning has recently pro- 

posed a land use plan for the Guilford area; bounded by Berger 

Road on the west, the Baltimore and Ohio Railroad spur (Chessie 

System) on the north, U. S. 1 on the east, and proposed Relocated 

Maryland Route 32 on the south. This land use plan is still be- 

ing formulated and would differ somewhat from the Howard County 

General Plan (1971). Basically, the new land use proposal would 

favor greater areas for open space, and medium and high density 

residential use. Smaller areas would be designated for low 

density and stable residential, and basic employment. The pur- 

pose of this revised land use plan is to protect the residential 

characteristics of the Guilford community, which is currently 

surrounded by a great deal of industrial development. The over- 

all land use plan proposed for Guilford is still compatible with 

Relocated Maryland Route 32. 

The current and proposed land uses along the freeway corridor are 

diversified, but generally follow a pattern of development. U. 

S. Route 1 was the original north-south arterial in this area, 

consequently many commercial and industrial land uses are located 

along this route. The next major road to be constructed was the 

Baltimore-Washington Parkway, parallel to U. S. Route 1. Addi- 

tional commercial and industrial development occurred adjacent to 

this roadway. Similar patterns have been evidenced since 1-95 

was opened to traffic in 1971. 
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The Washington Branch, of the Baltimore and Ohio Railroad, now 

part of the Chessie System, crosses the study area enroute from 

Washington to Baltimore. Forming the Howard/Anne Arundel County 

line from Laurel to the vicinity of Dorsey, this railroad line 

has been a major factor in the industrial development throughout 

the Baltimore/Washington corridor. Its spurs have long served 

Fort George G. Meade and Savage, which was originally a mill 

town. Most of the recently developed industrial parks, such as 

the Guilford Industrial Center, the Corridor Industrial Park, and 

the G. E. Appliance Center, rely heavily upon this rail service. 

Concentrations of industrial,  institutional, and commercial land 

uses have developed in the eastern section of Howard County near 

the proposed Relocated Maryland Route 32, and near Fort George G. 

Meade in Anne Arundel County.   These industrial land uses create 

a large number of jobs and attract workers  from the surrounding 

area.  The land uses west of 1-95 in Howard County,  and east of 

Fort Meade in Anne Arundel County are predominantly residential. 

These are the prime areas that supply the work force to the 

industrial/institutional land uses.  Relocated Maryland Route 32 

will help to transport these workers along the east-west corridor 

to their jobs and homes.  The present north-south arterials (U. 

S. 29, 1-95, U. S.  1, and the B-W Parkway) provide excellent ac- 

cess to and from Baltimore and Washington. 

Both Howard and Anne Arundel Counties have experienced rapid 

population growth in the last 10-2 0 years as a result of their 

locations adjacent to the metropolitan areas of Baltimore and 

Washington. This development was primarily residential as resi- 

dents from the city looked to the suburbs for less crowded and 

congested life styles. However, these counties are no longer 

considered bedroom communities,  but are developing commercial. 
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institutional, and industrial land uses of their own. Formerly, 

it was sufficient to provide primary access to the Baltimore and 

Washington job market. Today and in the future, intra- and 

intercounty travel will become more important as a full range of 

land uses are developed locally. Relocated Maryland Route 32 is 

one of the roadways that will attend to these needs. 

Land development along the proposed Relocated Maryland Route 32 

has been progressing during the last few years, with the 

construction of many industrial parks and increased residential 

density. If Relocated Maryland Route 32 is built as proposed, it 

can be expected that a more rapid development of adjacent land 

will be realized. Land values should increase, providing more 

pressure to develop the parcels of land that are currently idle 

or being used for less intensive uses. However, this development 

will be in accordance with the general development and land use 

plans of both Howard and Anne Arundel Counties. These juris- 

dictions have anticipated this development and have planned 

sufficient support facilities to service these land uses. Both 

Counties have prepared water and sewer master plans, as well as 

implementing parks and recreation plans. 

$> 
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PROBABLE IMPACT ON THE ENVIRONMENT 

Natural, Ecological, and Scenic Resources Impact. 

Throughout most of its length, the proposed Patuxent Freeway tra- 

verses relatively undeveloped land.  While much of the area is 

still fairly rural, this alignment purposely skirts developed 

areas to avoid relocating any more families or business than 

absolutely necessary.  Consequently, with a right-of-way of 

approximately 400 feet, and several major interchanges, many hun- 

dreds of acres of wooded, fallow, and agricultural land would be 

required for the construction of this project. 

While logging is not a major industry in this portion of Mary- 

land, some timber is harvested periodically within the corridor, 

providing some income for woodlot owners.  It is; doubtful that 

the loss of these woodlands would have any significant effect 

upon the state's timber industry.  From the standpoint of wild- 

life habitat, recreation and aesthetics, some off these wooded 

areas do have substantia]. value.  Just north of jHeritage Height 

subdivision is a tract of approximately 22 acre^ of woodland con- 

taining near record size hickories, very large black gums and 

the coralroot orchid, which is on the protected species list. 

If the alignment was moved to the north a much larger amount 

of acerage of woodland would be required.  If the alignment was 

shifted to the south, there would be an impact on the Heritage 

Heights Subdivision.  None of the woodlands  affected are in 

public ownership. 

An earlier proposal entailed the relocation of trotter Road and 

an interchange with Relocated Maryland Route 32^  This would have 

destroyed a rather unique wooded area along Cri<±kett Creek.  Due 

to strong opposition, this proposal has been abandoned and this 

particular area will be unaffected by Relocated 

32. 
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The Middle Patuxent River Valley has long been Recognized as a 

unique natural area, characterized by a very wide variety of 

flora and fauna. Personnel from the Patuxent Research Center 

have for years conducted studies in this area, fior it'has a di- 

versity of bird life matched by few other areas in the State. 

Increasing development, and particularly the begirning of the new 

town of Columbia, has prompted studies of the valley by concerned 

groups, including Antioch College and the U. S. Fish and Wildlife 

Service. All concur that this area should be preserved as some 

form of a natural area. 

While the entire Middle and Little Patuxent Rivekrs are shown as 

stream valley parks in the 1971 General Plan for Howard County, 

only recently did the Howard County Department of Recreation and 

Parks formulate specific plans for acquisition of the Little and 

Middle Patuxent River Valleys (see Plate 14). Present plans for 

the park system call for land acquisition as shown on Plate 14. 

Proposed Relocated Maryland Route 32 would adjoin the Middle 

Patuxent Environmental Area park between Trotter Road and Cedar 

Lane. The principal impacts would be traffic noige and the view 

of the highway from points within the park. Bpth impacts not 

only detract from an otherwise wilderness settingj but would also 

tend to reduce the usage of these areas by som^ more sensitive 

species of wildlife. 

Relocated Maryland Route 32 would also cross the tittle Patuxent, 

which is ultimately designated as park land. The section crossed 

would be within the flood plain management area, Which is soon to 

be cleared of flow retarding vegetation (see "Flood Hazard 

Evaluation").   To be maintained in sod-forming grasses,  this 
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stream valley would not be as unique a natrual £rea and conse- 

quently would not be as adversely affected as wi)uld the Middle 

PatuScfent River Valley. 

At the present time, the County owns only a few I small parcels of 

the proposed park system, but have plans to acquire all the areas 

outlined on Plate 14 at some future date.  The ^tate Highway Ad- 

ministration is continuing to work with Howard County to resolve 

any potential conflicts that may arise between the proposed free- 
i 

way and their eventual park system.  (See memorandum from Howard 

County dated February 27, 1976 in Appendix "E".)! 

Another enviornmentally significant and highly vulnerable natural 

area is that portion of the Dorsey Run flood plafin designated as 

Annd  Arundel County Wetland Unit Numberl.  This is discussed in 
greater depth in "Wetlands Impact". ' 

I 
The construction of the project will necessitatejthe acquisition 

of approximately 766 acres.  About 616 acres of the total acreage 

consist of wildlife habitat.  The quality of the habitat ranges 

from good to rather marginal.  Although some of t^his land is 

designated for residential and commercial developiment on the 19 71 

General Plans and would ultimately be lost as wildlife habitat, many 

areas have been set aside as conservation areas, j These at least 

would insure residual wildlife populations in thel fast developing 

Baltiinore-Washington Corridor.  Given sufficient (areas of suitable 

habitat, many sensitive species such as the whitetail deer can 

exist surprisingly close to suburban areas.  By severing these 

areas with freeways and breaking them down into Iknd  units of 

insufficient size, many of these species can no longer be ex- 
i 

pected to exist here.  The reports by Antioch College (1971) and 

the U.S. Department of Agriculture, Soil Conservation (1968) on 

the Middle Patuxent River Valley stress the importance of main- 

taining the intergrity of this area as a balanced ecosystem. 
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Esthetics . 

i 

The study area derives its esthetics from the natural suifround- 

ings—the rolling hills,  green trees,  stream valleys;  farm 

fields, and the wildlife.  This area provides  a "green" Respite 
i 

from the surrounding urban and suburban developments.  The entire 

Little and Middle Patuxent Rivers are classified as scenic, rivers 

by the State of Maryland. These two stream valleys represent 

quality environment for a wide spectrum of vegetation and wild- 

life. , 

I 
The construction of the roadway  itself would not significantly 

alter the esthetics of the study area, but the secondary develop- 

ment of residential, commercial, and industrial land u^es ex- 

pected to accompany the new roadway would eliminate many of the 

existing natural features. A conversion of the study a^rea from 

largely rural to largely suburban would occur, resulting) in loss 

of vegetation and wildlife in favor of paved surfaces.  I 

However, this process of suburbanization does not havfe to be 

totally devastating to the esthetics of an area, as ^s demon- 

strated by the development of the new town of Columbia. I This de- 

velopment was well-planned, and green space and open s^ace were 

programmed as part of the overall plan, resulting in an Appealing 

blend with and adaptation to the existing environment.  , 

I 
In recognition of the impending development of the stbdy area, 

with or without the construction of Relocated Maryland Route 32, 

both Anne Arundel and Howard Counties enacted county-jwide de- 

velopment plans to ensure that the esthetic quality of , the en- 

vironment  could be maintained.   As part of the Howard County 

plan, the  Little  and Middle Patuxent River valleys will be pre- 
l 

served as park and recreation areas. 
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Wetlands Impact 

^ 

The proposed project would infringe upon one wetland area, Anne 

Arundel County Wetland Unit Number 1. This freshwater wetlands 

lies along Dorsey Run from just downstream of Aninapolis Junction 

Road to Maryland Route 198 east of the Baltimore/JWashington Park- 

way. It encompasses a total area of 119 acres, all under private 

ownership (see Plate 11 in "Streams and Lakes" section of this 

report). Although much of the Dorsey Run f jLoodplain between 

Brock Bridge Road and Annapolis Junction Road ijS wetland, it has 

not been officially designated as such by the Water Resources Ad- 

ministration. Wetland Unit Number 1 is classified on the Water 

Resources Administration's Wetland Habitat Data Inventory Sheet 

as "presently a wilderness" and as being highly vulnerable. The 

ultimate construction of Relocated Maryland Route 32 as described 

in "Major Design Features", for study purposes,' would end at the 

Anne Arundel County Line, and would not intrude upon this area. 

While the exact alignment of the freeway from the Anne Arundel 

County line to Maryland Route 175 has not yet teen determined, it 

would cross the wetland unit at some point i between the Anne 

Arundel County  line and Maryland Route 198 

built. 

When this section is 

Construction)  will 

Closely parallel- 
Relocated Maryland Route 32 Spur (Phase I,1 

cross this wetland at its northern extremity*, 

ing the Fort Meade Spur of the B & 0 Railroa^/ the highway would 

cross Dorsey Run on a bridge between Annapolis Junction Road and 

the railroad, where the wetland is extremely narrow. Due to the 

narrow width of the f loodplain and the close,' proximity to the ex- 

isting railroad embankment, crossing the wetjland at this location 

would have much less impact than a crossing further upstream or 
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downstream.  A mininum of fill would be  required, and/ the bridge 

would offer no obstruction to the free passage of aquatic life. 

The railroad spur crosses the wetland on an earthfilll embankment, 

with masonry headwalls and a timber trestle over /Dorsey Run. 

This structure is approximately sixteen feet wide a^id has an im- 

pounding effect when the stream is in the flood stage. It is re- 

sponsible for some of the flooding which occurs i^pstream. The 

existing Annapolis Junction Road crosses Dorsey Rtin on a low 

bridge which is also inadequate during periods o'f high water. 

Consequently, frequent flooding of the roadway is/experienced at 

this location. This existing structure would b^ replaced by a 

bridge on the new Frontage road. / 
i 

i 

Both the Relocated Maryland Route 32 Spur and tfie frontage road 

bridges would be designed for the 100 year sto^n and would have 

no impounding effect upon Dorsey Run. Permits ytould be required 

from both the Water Resources Administration and; the U. S. Army 

Cor-;-, of Engineers for the crossing structures./ Since this wet- 

land is non-tidal, the Water Resources Administration requires 

only a Waterway Construction Permit. A Wet Ian ji Permit is un- 

necessary. / 

This tract of wetlands is of considerable value as a unique wild- 

life area. It provides suitable habitat for ja wide variety of 

songbirds, game birds, small mammals, and deef. It is also used 

extensively by nesting wood ducks. While thfere are no known en- 

dangered species residing within this area,' some of the species 

presently using the area, such as deer anfl wood ducks, require 

the seclusion now afforded. A large number / of reptiles and am- 

phibians are also found in this area.      ; 
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The vegetation is dominated by white ash, red maple, and tulip, 

with lesser numbers of river birch, willow, sweetgum, American 

Elm and pin oak as the overstory. The understory is composed of 

hornbeam, pawpaw, and arrowwood, while Japanese honeysuckle, 

poison ivy, jewelweed, joe pye weed and cattail are some of the 

ground cover species. 

The initial construction of Relocated Maryland Route 32 Spur 

would require approximately 3.5 acres of this wetland. The ef- 

fects upon some of the more sensitive species of wildlife would 

extend beyond the construction limits of the project, and the 

populations of these species would be reduced in the* vicinity of 

the roadway. However, since the project would be located at the 

northern extremity of the wetland unit, at a narrow spot, and be- 

tween an existing road and an existing railroad, the effects 

would not be as profound as if an alternate route across the wet- 

land were selected. j 

The future extension of Relocated Maryland Route 32 across the 

area could have a far greater effect, since the wetland unit is 

considerably wider downstream, and further removed from human ac- 

tivity. 

The planned commercial development in the upper reaches of the 

Dorsey Run watershed, which could be stimulated by the implemen- 

tation of Relocated Maryland Route 32, could also have a signi- 

ficant effect upon the wetland unit. The increased runoff from 

large areas of impervious surfaces, both paved an4 under roof, 

will cause an increase in damaging sedimentation throughout much 

of this wetland/floodplain. Strict sedimentation control meas- 

ures could mitigate this impact. 
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Stream Modification and Water Quality 

After the circulation of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

some concern was voiced as to whether the proposed alignment would 

pre-empt the PL-566 Patuxent Watershed Project Site No. lk.  This 

Project has since been abandoned due to an unfavorable cost/benefit 

ratio, and is no longer of any concern.  There are no other known 

impoundments planned by the Soil Conservation Service within the 

area, and there would be no waters impounded by the proposed Relocated 

Maryland Route 32.  In compliance with the State Highway Administration 

Design Criteria, all stream crossing structures would be designed 

to cause no more than a one foot increase in water surface elevation 

of the 100 year storm. 

Minor stream channel alterations are anticipated at most of the stream 

crossings.  Since the proposed project has not progressed beyond 

the preliminary design stage, the exact nature of these alterations 

has not been determined.  Generally, they consist of channel 

straightening in the immediate vicinity of the crossing structure, 

along with the placing of stone rip-rap to protect the structures 

from flood damage.  Improvements or alterations to the stream 

channels would be designed to provide for a low flow channel to 

assure free passage for stream biota.  Permits from both the 

Maryland Water Resources Administration and the U.S. Army Corps of 
only after 

type of 

f 
i 

Engineers are required for such actions, and are granted 

careful review of plans and specifications.  The specific 

stream alteration will be determined during the design phase of the 

project.  Normally, the damage is short-term, in the form of 

sedimentation and loss of some bottom dwelling organisms.  The U.S. 

Fish and Welfare Administration will be contacted and codrdinated with 

during the design phase of the project.  If damages are irtinimized during 

construction, most streambeds will revert to normal natural conditions 

in time.  However, staged construction, or construction of future 

parallel structures, would tend to disrupt this healing ptfocess. 
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mitial construction of Relocate Haryl-nd Route 32 woutd include 

a full interchange at U. S. Route 1.  This: would necessitate the 

rechanneliZation of approximately 1.300 feet of GuiIfoxd Branch 

a small stream that presently crosses Route 1 3ust nort^ of 

savage.  Further downstream, Guilford Branch would a^a^ cross 

the freeway alignment.  A double cell box culvert is proposed at 

this location. Although it drains a fairly large area and car- 

ries a substantial amount of runoff,  there are trmes when the 

flow is very low and almost non-existent,  .he •*»•f«£^B 

choked with discarded tires, shopping carts, and other debns 

Consequently, it appears to be of comparatively low value  as  an 

.guatic ecosystem. Aside fs» construction sed^entatxon, wh.ch 
* •    ,•*. .cr doubtful that the reihanneliza- would be kept to a mxnimum, xt rs doubtful tna 

tion of this stream would bring about any environmentally sxgnx 

ficant changes.  Again, permits would be reared ^J^J^ 
Water Resources Administration and the U. S. Army Corps of Engx 

neers before any rechannelization could be done. 

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement evoked numerous comments 

on the possibility of severe erosion and resultant sedimentation. 

Since most of the soils that would be encountered in tJhe proiect 

area (see "Soils") have a high erodibility potential, this is a 

very valid concern. Most of the sedimentation would dccur durxng 

the construction process~as vegetation became reestablished, the 

probability of erosion would decrease to natural levels. In 

order to avoid and/or minimize stream damage, Maryland law re- 

quires the formulation and implementation of an approved Sediment 

Control Plan Csee "Construction Impact"). 

f 
i 
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The SHA, in conjunction with the Maryland Department of Natural 

Resources, has developed stormwater management practices to jcon- 

trol the volume and peaking of runoff from highways.  An investigation 

of the applicability  of these practices to Relocated Maryland Route 32 

would be undertaken during the design phase of the project., 

It is probable that the large areas of commercial  and industrial 

development planned for the U.S. 1 corridor will have a greater 

effect than that which would be caused by Relocated Maryland Route 
i 

32. i 
I 
! 

The combined or cumulative effect of Relocated Maryland Route 32 

and the attendant private development would increase stormwater 

runoff in the Little and Middle Patuxent River Valleys 'areas 

where periodic flooding is already a problem. i 

Many studies have been performed on the effects of road wash upon 

the receiving waters, but most results are inconclusive, jlt is 

accepted that storms have a flushing effect upon roadways;! that 

oils, grease, heavy metals, asbestos particles and other ijroad 
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dirt are washed from the highway and frequently e^id up in receiv- 

ing streams. To date, no adverse impact upon Ipcal streams has 

been noted from 1-95 and other corridor highways.; 

Highway maintenance in Maryland involves the,' application of 

herbicides and de-icing compounds, both of which may find their 

way into local streams.  Herbicides are used maihly around guard 

rails, structures,  and other hard-to-mow areas.; The State High- 

way Administration has established very rigid standards control- 

ling the use of herbicides.   When used in compliance with these 

guidelines, the possibility of surface water contamination is ex- 

tremely remote.   However,  de-icing compounds are widely used on 

all major roads throughout the state to implement the "bare road- 

way" policy of the SHA, whose purpose is to k6ep all state high- 

v;ays open and safe for travel at all  times.  'Salt  is  the most 

commonly used,  but lesser quantities of abrasives  (sand or 

cinders) are also applied at times.  Very little calcium chloride 

is used in Maryland.  Sand and cinders seldomjcontribute signifi- 

cant loads to streams, but can clog catch basj-ns and storm drains 

to some extent.  Runoff from melting snow frequently carries con- 

centrations of salt into receiving waters. ; Many studies on the 

effects of salt have been done,  principally; in those northern 

states which experience more severe winters than Maryland.  There 

have been several recorded instances of municipal water supply 

contamination in suburban areas due to saljt.  There is evidence 

that sodium stimulates algal blooms.  Groxlndwater contamination 

has been a problem in some areas due tcj, the leaching of salt 

piles, but there have been no recorded c^ses in Howard or Anne 

Arundel Counties.  The increased use  of ."beehive" salt storage 

structures may eliminate this problem entirely. 
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A potential source of pollution to local streams would be the ac- 

cidental spill of oil, chemicals, or pesticides from tanker 

trucks using the highway. Although these accidents are impos- 

sible to predict and difficult to control, a system will be es- 

tablished to deal with these occurrences. The State of Maryland 

has emergency, technical personnel available to handle these 

problems when they are notified by the StaJ:e , Police. These 

people determine the nature of the chemicals invdlved, the poten- 

tial danger to the environment, and the most feasible means of 

ciieaning up the spill. ! 
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Flood Hazard Evaluation , 

Guilford Road is subject to frequent and severe flooding at both 

the Middle Patuxent River in the vicinity of Cedar Lane, and at 

the Little Patuxent River just wes:t of Berger Roadf while Dorsey 

mn  frequently floods Annapolis Junction Road n^ar Jolly Acres 

Road.  In 1972, during tropical storm Agnes,  Dorsey Run crested 

six feet above the road, while the Little Patuxeht River inun- 

dated Guilford Road with eleven feet of water. ,' Over the years, 

many lesser storms have flooded the roadway at .'these locations, 

causing much damage and making the road impassable to motor vehi- 

cles.  Relocated Maryland Route 32 will cross the Middle Patuxent 

River on two high level bridges  Cone initiaUyl, but Guilford 

Road, which would continue to serve local traffic in this area, 

would still be subject to periodic inundation. [ Since the bridge 

of the Little Patuxent is several feet higher tlfan the bed of the 

roadway immediately to the east, it will not be(altered.  In this 

instance, the road is flooded far more frequently and severely 

than the bridge itself.   This is not the case at Dorsey Run. 

Here, the existing bridge will be replaced by ja new structure on 

the frontage road. , 
i 

i 

All stream crossings would be in accordance wj.th the Federal Aid 

Highway Program Manual, Volume 6, Chapter'7, pection 3, Subsec- 

tion 2, "Hydraulic Design of Highway Encrbachment on Flood 

Plains". ; 
i 

in compliance with the State Highway Administration's bridge 

policy, all new and/or rehabilitated hydraulic structures on the 

State Highway system and on county roads having the 100 year 

Federal Flood Insurance would be designed so 'as not to cause more 

than a one foot increase in the water surface elevation of the 

"100 Year Flood" for the waterway and its fioodplain affected by 

the proposed construction.  Therefore, the design storm for this 
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project shall be a "100 Year Storm". All transverse pipe cul- 

verts would then be designed for the 10Q year storm. The Reloca^ 

ted Maryland Route 32 Spur crossing of Dorsey Run,, wFtich was xnr~ 

tially proposed as a triple-cell box culvert, would now be dual 

bridges to accoxomodate the 100 year storm. In like manner, the 

bridges over Crickett Creek, the Middle Patuxent River, the Lit- 

tle Patuxent River and Beaver Run CCarlinda Avem^I would also be 

designed for this 100 year storm. 

The community of Allview Estates, located on the West bank of the 

Little Patuxent River north of Guilford Road, ha^ been subjected 

to a series of floods, with damages documented jas  far back as 

196 3.  Brought to a head by tropical storm A^nes, the Howard 

County Department of Public Works contracted wii^h a consulting 

firm to investigate the feasibility of improving ^tormwater con- 

veyance  in the Little Patuxent River - Beaver Run Floodplam. 

The report recommends the implementation of a program of flood- 

plain management based upon vegetation modificatidn between All- 

view Estates and Guilford Road.  It is projected that the removal 

of flow retarding vegetation would increase the *ate of runoff 

and would reduce the 100 year flood crest by tihree feet.  Hy- 

draulic computations indicate that the downstream ..effects of this 

action would be minimal.  Approximately twenty houses would no 

longer be subjected to substantial basement flooding during the 

100 year storm.  This project. Capital Project D-5-1031, Improve- 

ment of Storm Water Conveyance in the Little Patuxent River - 

Braver Run Floodplain, is scheduled to begin in early  1976. 
Since the proposed Relocated Maryland Route 32 w4uld cross  the 

Little Patuxent Floodplain through this area, particular care m 

structure design would be exercised to avoid negating the effects 

of this flood control project. ' 
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k Air Quality • 

i 

The impact upon air quality was addressed in tM Draft Environ- 

mental Impact Statement, but due to the unavailability of suffi- 

cient data, all aspects of this problem were jnot adequately 

covered. Consequently, an Air Quality Technical Report was pre- 

pared and circulated in August, 1975. This report has been re- 

viewed by the Federal Highway Administration, the'U. S. Environ- 

mental Protection Agency, and the Maryland Bureau'of Air Quality 

and Noise Control. The full text is available foij review by in- 

terested parties at the State Highway Administration, 300 West 

Preston Street, Baltimore, Maryland 21203, during normal working 

hours. I 

i 
In assessing the impact of this project uppon ambient air quali- 

ty, two alternates were considered. The "Construct" alternate 

involves the staged construction of the proposed jRelocated Mary- 

land Route 32, while the "No Build" alternate would not alter ex- 

isting Guilford or Annapolis Junction Roads. Under the "Con- 

struct" alternate, the Estinated Time of Completibn CETC) of the 

Phase I Construction would be 1980. The Phase 11 'construction of 

this project would not be completed until 2000 CETp + 20). 

i 
The projected traffic volumes throughout the corridor will exceed 

the capacity of Guilford and Annapolis Junction Ro^ds after 19 80. 

Along certain sections of the existing road design, capacities are 

presently being exceeded during periods of peak , traffic. The 

proposed Relocated Maryland Route 32 would accommodate a far 

greater volume of traffic. 
i 

Stationary sources, such as homes,  institutions, \ commercial and 

industrial establishments, contribute to the pollution of ambient 
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I air. Most of these sources use relatively cl^an-burning fuels' 

such as oil and gas; therefore, their contribution to air pollu- 

tion problems is minor. The bulk of pollutants 'generated within 

the corridor can be attributed to motor vehicles, both private 

and commercial. , 

Some impact from air pollution will be realize^ during the con- 

struction of the roadway, but will be of a minor and temporary 

nature.  For a more detailed discussion of these'impacts, see 

"Construction Impacts". j 
i 

Background levels of carbon monoxide in ambient ^ir were derived 

from data collected at the Clifton T. Perkins Hospital over the 

period from December, 1974 through April, 1975. jUsing the "roll 

back" technique, the 1980 and 2000 levels were then calculated. 

The background concentrations are as follows:    ; 
i 

1980     ,     2000 

1 hour maximum 2.1 ppm   |    1.8 ppm 

8 hour maximum 1.7 ppm   i    1.5 ppm 
i 

To predict future carbon monoxide concentration^ and dispersion 

patterns generated by vehicles using the highway; a mathematical 

model commonly known as the California Line Source Model was 

used. This model has proven to be the most reliable under open, 

rural conditions such as those encountered in the , project area. 

A sub-model known as Windros was utilized for kneterorological 

data input. ' 

In modeling the worst case carbon monoxide conditions for Reloca- 

ted Maryland Route 32, the following variables were utilized: 
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1. "Worst case" traffic conditions - peak hour (10% of 

ADT) ; 

2, "Worst case" meteorological data - Stability Class Ff 

one meter per second wind speed 

3.    "Worst case" vehicle emission factors 

2000 (ETC + 20) 

- 1980 (ETC) , 

4.    "Worst case" receptors - Receptors at right-of-way 

line with 22.5° critical wind angle and sensitive re- 

ceptors near roadway. ' 

Receptor points for which pollutant concentrations; were predicted 

were designated along six section lines,  beginning at the 

right-of-way line and extending out approximately 2,500 feet from 

the highway.  The  location of these section lin^s are shown in 

Appendix "D", (Plate D-l).  Sections A, B, and C, all "No Build", 

correspond respectively to Sections D, E, and F, Jwhich are all 

"Construct".  Since the horizontal alignment and  location of 

right-of-way lines for the two alternates are not necessarily the 

same, pairs of corresponding section lines had to be designated. 

The computed concentration levels include the background levels 

determined previously.  In all cases, the highest levels will oc- 

cur at the highway right-of-way line,  but none yill exceed 11 

percent of the one-hour National Air Quality Standard of 35 ppm, 

or 2 9 percent of the eight-hour standard of 9 ppm. 'The pollutant 

concentrations would be  greater under the "Construct" alternate 

than under the "No Build".  Although the carbon monoxide emission 

factors are generally less  for vehicles traveling)at more effi- 

cient speeds on the proposed freeway,  the increas^  in traffic 

volumes would negate any benefits derived. 
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The predicted  carbon monoxide  levels  at the  edge of  the 

right-of-way under the worst possible meteorological conditions 

are shown below: i 
i 

Peak Hour Bf-Hour Average 
19W        "HJOO       1'9W     TffOO 

Section A (No Build) 2.6 ppm 2.4 ppm 1.9 ppm 1.8 ppm 

Section B CNo Build) 3.1 ppm 2.9 ppm 2.2 ppm. 2.1 ppm 

Section C (No Build) 2.8 ppm 2.6 ppm 2.0 ppm 1.9 ppm 

Section D (Construct) 2.8 ppm 3.0 ppm 2.0 ppm 2.1 ppm 

Section E (Construct) 3.9 ppm 3.6 ppm 2.6 ppm 2.4 ppm 

Section F (Construct) 3.1 ppm 2.9 ppm 2.2 ppm 2.2 ppm 

Twenty-three sensitive receptors, including schools, churches, 

parks, libraries, and institutions, were also computer modeled. 

These, depending upon their proximity to the exiisting and pro- 

posed highways, would be generally subjected to slightly higher 

levels of carbon monoxide under the "Construct" alternate. One 

exception would be the new Hammond High School, which would ex- 

perience improved air quality, since it would be; located 2,400 

feet further from the proposed Relocated Maryland1, Route 32 than 

it is from existing Guilford Road. None of thfese sensitive 

receptors would be subjected to carbon monoxide cioncentrations 

exceeding nine percent of the one-hour, or 25 percent of the 

eight-hour National Ambient Air Quality Standards. 

As a means of assessing the impact upon ambient air, quality of 

hydrocarbons and oxides of nitrogen, and as an alternate means 

for measuring carbon monoxide, the total weight of feach of these 

pollutants (C02,  NOx,  and hydrocarbons) generated by vehicular 
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traffic on the proposed highway was calculated.  This Total Burd- 

per day. It en Analysis predicts the total quantity generated 

does not show concentration levels at any location or dispersion 

patterns. The results of the Total Burden Analysis are shown be- 

low: ' 

0^ 

No Build 

Tons Generated Per Ejay 

1980 2000 

Construct  No Build    Construct 

Carbon Monoxide  1.064 

0.119 
Total Hydro- 
carbons 

Nibrogen Oxides  0.402 

2.688 

0.307 

1.279 

1.180 

0.150 

0.463 

3.044 

0.386 

1.193 

Having reviewed the Air Quality Analysis, the U. S.', Environmental 

Protection Agency requested an analysis of the effects of both 

the I-95/Relocated Maryland Route 32 and the Baltimt>re-Washington 

Parkway/Relocated Maryland Route 32 Spur interchanges upon ambi- 

ent air quality, taking into consideration the cumulative effects 

of the volumes of traffic on both roads, and the varying speeds 

and emission factors on the ramps. The location of'section lines 

through the interchanges are shown on Plate D-l. These were then 

modeled using the California Line Source Model, and 'the computed 

concentrations were added to the background level concentrations. 

Like the section lines, the highest concentrationsj occurred at 

the right-of-way lines, and decreased gradually as'; the distance 

from the interchange increased. (See Plates D-10 through D-17 in 

Appendix D, and Tables 4 and 5). In all instances, the carbon 

monoxide levels are predicted to be higher under th^ "Construct" 

alternate than under the "No Build". The greatest concentrations 

predicted for the peak hour would be 7.5 ppm, or 21 percent of 
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Table 4 

Relocated Maryland Route 32-Interstate Route 95 Interchange 

Peak Hour Carbon Monoxide tppm) 

Distance from 
Crater of Inter- 
ch :>.nqe (feet) 

R.O.W.   1,000 

1980 
No Build Construct No 

2000 
Build Construct 

6.0 7.5 e.k 7.5 

1,100 5.6 7.1 6.0 7.1 

1,200 5.4 6.9 5-J8 
i 

6.8 

1,300 5.5 6.6 5.i8 6.6 

1,400 5.3 6.6 5.6 6.4 

1,500 5.2 6.4 5.5 6.3 

2,000 4.9 5.9 5.1 5.8 

2,500 4.6 5.7 4^8 5.5 

Eight- •Hour Average < Carbon Mono xide 

f 

No 
2000 

Build C 

i 

4(.0 

Distance From 
Center of Inter- 
change (feet) 

1980 
No Build Construct onstruct 

R.O.W.   1,000 3.8 4.6 4.6 

1,100 3.6 4.4 3.8 4.3 

1,200 3.5 4.3 3.6 4.0 

1,300 3.5 4.2 4.1 

1,4 O-O 3.4 4.1 3.6 4.0 

1,500 3.4 4.0 •J.5 3.9 

2,000 3.2 3.8 3.3 3.7 

2,500 3.1 3.6 ?.l 3.5 

f 
I 
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Table   5 

•    Relocated Maryland Route 32/Balt: Lmore-Washi ngton Parkway Interchar 

H                     Peak Hour Carbon Monoxide Cppm) 
- 

Distance from 
8     Center of Inter- 
1     change (feet) 

1980 
No Build Construct No 

2000 
Bu'ild  Construct 

•     R.O.W.     850 4.7 5.2 3.9 5.0 

•                900 4.6 5.2 3.8 4.9 

-              1,000 4.5 5.1 3.8 4.8 

1             1,100 4.4 5.0 3. 7 4.8 

1,200 4.4 4.9 3. 7 4.7 

|              1,300 4.4 4.9 3.16 4.6 

1,400 4.4 4.8 3J6 4.6 

1              1,500 4.3 4.8 3.6 
1 

4.5 

2,000 4.1 4.6 •3.14 4.3 

•              2,500 4.0 4.4 3.3 4.1 

•               Eight- -Hour Average < Carbon Monoxide tp#m) 

—     Distance from 
I     Center of Inter- 
•     change (feet) 

1980 
No Build Construct No 

2000 
BuiId Construct 

•     R.O.W.     850 3.1 3.4 2J6 
i 

3.2 

"                900 3.1 3.4 2J6 3.2 

•              1,000 3.0 3.3 2.6 3.1 

I              1,100 3.0 .--  3.3 2,5 3.1 

m                                    1,200 3.0 3.2 2J5 3.1 

|              1,300 2.9 3.2 2}5 3.0 

1,400 2.9 3.2 215 3.0 

1              1,500 2.9 3.1 215 
j 

3.0 

2,000 2.8 3.0 214 2.9 

•              2,500 2.7 2.9 2* 3 2.8 
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the standard, while the highest 8-hour average wjould not exceed 

4.6 ppm, or 51 percent of the National Ambient Ai^ Quality Stand- 

ards. The predicted CO concentrations at the riqht-of-way lines 

are shown below: 

1980 ' 2000 

No Build  Construct No Build Construct 

B-W Parkway 
Interchange - Peak Hr.  4.7 ppm   5.2 ppm  3.9 ppm   5.0 ppm 

8-Hr.     3.1 ppm   3.4 ppm  2.6 ^pm   3.2 ppm 

1-95 Inter- 
change     - Peak Hr.  6.0 ppm   7.5 ppm  6.4 ppm   7.5 ppm 

- 8-Hr.     3.8 ppm   4.6 ppm  4.0 ppm   4.6 ppm 

From July 22, 1974 to October 4, 1974, a Mobile Environmental 

Laboratory was used to continuously monitor ambient air quality 

within the study area. Five sites were monitored (continually for 

approximately two weeks each. These sites were located along ex- 

isting Guilford and Annapolis Junction Roads at jtheir intersec- 

tions with the Baltimore-Washington Parkway, U. S. Route 1, In- 

terstate Route 95, U. S. Route 29, and Maryland Route 108. Very 

high ozone levels were observed to occur during the summer—the 

season of highest oxidant readings, when oxidant standards are 

violated at most air sampling stations throughout I the Baltimore 

Metropolitan Area. Ozone concentrations ranged up to 0.17 ppm 

during this time, more than doubling the National Ambient Air 

Quality Standard of 0.08 ppm. During this same period, carbon 

monoxide levels rose as high as 6.9 ppm, or 19.7 percent of the 

one-hour standard of 35 ppm. 
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The Bureau of Air Quality and Noise Control,  a division of tke 

Maryland  State Department of Health, and Mental Hygiene, has 

non-continuously monitored several air quality parameters at 

Simpsonville in Howard County.  Of greatest concern among tfiese 

pollutants  are suspended particulates and nitrogeri dioxide.  Al- 

though suspended particulates have been monitored in Maryland 

since the late 1950>s,  only during the last several years has a 

definite trend toward improvement been noted.  While there are 

still areas of high particulate levels, there has; been a sharp 

reduction in the number of sites where the Stated  Serious and 

More Adverse Standards are exceeded.  The Simpsonville site re- 

corded an annual geometric mean of48ug/m in 1973, which is 

well below the State's More Adverse level of 65 ug/m .  The maxi- 

mum recorded at Simpsonville that year was 135 ug/ih , 5 ug/m be- 

low the More Adverse level of 140. 

Nitrogen dioxide, which reacts with, non-methane hydrocarbons in 

the presence of intense sunlight to form photochemical oxidants, 

had been monitored for several years using the jkcobs-Hochhuser 

method. Due to the recently discovered inherent inaccuracies of 

this system, the results were invalidated, and the state switched 

to the Arsenite Addition method in July 1973. Consequently, 

long-term data are not available to indicate specific trends. 

The data collected at Simpsonville for the second half of 1973 

show an arithmetic mean of 29 ug/m3 and a maximum daily average 

of 48 ug/m3.  Both are considerably less than thej State More Ad- 
3 

verse level of 100 ug/m . 
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Consistency with Transportation Control Plan;  The consistency of 

the proposed project with the Maryland State Implementation Plan 

(SIP) and the Transportation Control Plan for the Metropolitan 

Baltimore Intrastate Air Quality Control Region (TCP) has been 

reviewed in relation to three areas of possible impact upon ambi- 
1 

ent air quality:  the impact of construction actjivities, the micro- 
i 

scale carbon monoxide concentrations adjacent to; the roadway, and 
I 

the relationship of the project to the VMT reduction measures 
I 

contained in the SIP and TCP. 

The consistency of State Highway Administration projects in rela- 
i 

tion to construction activities was addressed thirough consultation 

with the Maryland Bureau of Air Quality and Noise Control.  The 

Administration has established Specifications foij- Materials, High- 

ways, Bridges, and Incidental Structures which specify procedures 

to be followed by contractors involved in State Work,  The Maryland 
i 

Bureau of Air Quality and Noise Control has revie'wed these Speci- 

fications and has found them consistent with the Regulations 

Governing the Control of Air Pollution in the Sta;te of Maryland. 
i 

The project Air Quality Analysis assessed microsckle carbon 

monoxide impact of the facility.  This analysis determined that 

no violation of State or Federal Ambient Air Quality Standards 

for carbon monoxide would occur adjacent to the existing or pro- 
i 

posed roadway during completion and design years.  As a result of 
i 

that finding, this aspect of the proposed project is considered as 

being consistent with SIP. '' 
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The effect of the project on regional VMT was evaluated due 
I 

to the effect that emissions from the highway transportation 
•' • .        .- '. 

system have on the area-wide ambient air quality*  This 

relationship has been addressed in the SIP and T<£P through 

VMT reduction strategies which are designed to reduce the 

regional concentrations of carbon monoxide and photochemical 

oxidants. ' 
i 

i 

The consistency of the subject project with the SIP and TCP 

was determined through the use of the Baltimore Regional 
i 

Environmental Impact Statement (BREIS).  The system analyzed 

in BREIS has been found to be consistent, therefope, it is 

assumed that any link included in that system is jalso cortsistent, 
i 

A review of the inputs used in the BREIS analysis indicates 

that a system similar to Phase I of the subject project was 

included in the 1995 GDP System and, as such, is included in 
i 

local land-use plans which are based on the GDP. 

I 
! 

Therefore, the subject project is considered consistent with 
i 

the objectives of the Maryland State Implementation Plan. 

i 

i 

i 

i 

Ji* 

I 
I 
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Noise i 

The impact on ambient noise conditions can be a significant im- 

pact associated with the development of a freeway. For this 

reason, a computer modeling of these effects hasibeen completed 

to determine if a significant impact on the ambient noise levels 

of the study area would be created by Relocated,Maryland Route 

32. \ 

i 

A detailed technical report on the noise impact of Relocated 

Maryland Route 32 has been performed by the Maryland State High- 

way Administration, and was circulated to those .agencies with 

specific expertise in this area for comments dn December 10, 

1975. The results of this study are summarized ;in this E.I.S. 

However, the full text of the technical report is; available for 

review by all interested parties at the State Highway Administra- 

tion offices located at 300 West Preston Street, Baltimore, Mary- 

land, during normal business hours. , 

i 

The Federal Highway Administration has established Standards con- 

cerning noise levels for specific land use categories which may 

be affected by highway development. These standards are shown in 

Table 6. If these exterior noise levels are expected to be ex- 

ceeded as a result of highway construction, then a review is made 

to determine the feasibility of mitigating measures. If the 

ameliorative measures would prove unfeasible, then; an exception 

would have to be granted by the FHWA before construction could 

proceed. 

As a means of evaluating these guidelines, a noise 'level profile 

is presented in Table 7, which shows the range ofi common noise 

generators encountered on a daily basis. 
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1 RELOCATED MARYLAND ROUTE. 32 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

)H 

TaBle € 

Noise' Standards 

Noise Level 

60 dBA* 

70 dBA 

75 dBA 

Land Use Category ; 

Tracts of land in wRicR. serenity- and cjuiet are 

of extraordinary significance and $erve an im- 

portant public need, and vrfrere thejpreservation 

of those qualities is essential if'the area is 

to continue to serve its intended purpose. For 

example, such areas could include airjphitheaters, 

particular parks or portions of parks, or open 

spaces which, are dedicated or recognized By ap- 

propriate local officials for activities requir- 

ing special qualities of serenity and quiet. 

Residences, motels, hotels, public meeting 

rooms, schools,  churches, libraries^ hospitals, 

picnic areas, recreation areas, playgrounds, ac- 

tive sports areas, and parks. 

Developed lands, properties, or activities 

not included in the above categories., 

Unlimited 

55 dBA 

Undeveloped lands. j 

i 

Public meeting rooms, schools, churchtes, libra- 

ries,  hospitals,  and other such, public build- 

ings . '; 

*   See definition of dBA in Appendix "A" 
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I I TABLE  7 | 

STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
OF MARYLAND 6 

COMMON OUTDOOR 
NOISE LEVELS 

NOISE LEVEL 
(dBA) 

Jet Flyover at 1000 ft. 

Gas Lawn Mower at 3 ft. 

Diesel Truck at 50 ft. 

Noisy Urban daytime 

Gas Lawn Mower at 100 ft. 

Commercial Area 
Heavy Traffic at 300 ft. 

Quiet Urban Daytime 

Quiet Urban Nighttime 

Quiet Suburban Nighttime 

Quiet Rural Nighttime 

100 

90 

80 

70 

60 

50 

40 

30 

20 

COMMON INDOOR 
NOISE LEVELS 

i 

Rock Band 

Inside Subway Train (New York) 

i 

Food Blender at 3 ft. • 

Garbage Disposal at 3 ft. 
Shouting at 3 ft. 

i 

Vacuum Cleaner at  10 ft. 

Normal Business, Office 

Large Business Office 

Dishwasher Next:Room 

Small Theatre, Large Conference Room 
(Background) 

i 

Library , 

Bedroom at Night! 
Concert Hall   (Ba'ckground) 

Broadcast and  Recording Studio 

Threshold of Hearing 

COMMON   INDOOR  AUD OUTDOOR  NOISE  LEVELS. 

*   HEARING  DISCOMFORT 100-120 dB(A) 
HEARING  PAIN  THRESHOLD 135  dB(A) 
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PLATE   15 

 PHASE I  CONSTRUCTION  (1980) 
PHASE II  CONSTRUCTION  (2000) 

RELOCATED     MARYLAND   RT 32 
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL STATEMENT 

MARYLAND  STATE     HIGHWAY 
ADMINISTRATION 

SENSITIVE   NOISE 
LOCATIONS 

PROJECT LIMIT: MD.RTE. 108<S>CLARKSVILLE 
TO THE   BALTIMORE - WASHINGTON FARKMAY 

I 
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Twenty-two noise sensitive a,reas have been identified £or this 

project, twenty of which are residential land uses, and two reli- 

gious  land uses.  The following is  a description of each area. 

(See Plate 151. 

1. Single family residence on Trotter Road approximately 

600 feet north of the proposed alignment. Ambient 

noise levels are predominantly noises associated with 

an isolated dwelling in a rural area, i.e., birds, 

rustling leaves, etc. 

2. Single story residence on the west side of Trotter 

Road south of proposed Relocated Maryland Route 32. 

Ambient noise levels are comprised of noise sources 

consistent with those identified for Area 1. 

3. Two story frame residence north of the proposed align- 

ment approximately 4,000 feet east of Trotter Road. 

Ambient noise sources are similar to those described 

for the first two noise sensitive areas. None of 

these three areas experiences a significant amount of 

traffic generated noise. 

4. Suburban residential development, Clarksville Ridge, 

of single family residences along Guilford Road. Am- 

bient noise levels are influenced by traffic noise 

from Guilford Road. 

5. Same as No. 4. 

6. Single family residence along Guilford Road north of 

the proposed alignment. This area does not experience 

any degree of traffic noise. 
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7. Portion of tlxe Village of Hickory Ridge within th.e 

City of Columbia, particularly the area of Halfcrown 

Court. Arobient levels are generally low, reflecting 

the lack of any degree of traffic noise. 

8. The Locust United Methodist Church, located adjacent 

to the northwest quadrant of the proposed interchange 

of U. S. Route 29 and Guilford Road. Noise levels are 

influenced by traffic noise generated from U. S. Route 

29. 

9. A portion of the residential development of Holiday 

Hills. Ambient levels are influenced by traffic noise 

from U. S. Route 29. 

10. The future Village of King's Contrivance, located ad- 

jacent to the northeast quadrant of proposed U. S. 

29/Maryland 32 Interchange. This area is presently 

undeveloped. 

11. A single family residence on Berger Road north of the 

proposed alignment. Ambient levels are influenced by 

traffice noise generated from Berger Road. 

12. Two single family residences on the north side of 

Guilford Road south of the proposed alignment. These 

residences are set back from Guilford Road and do not 

experience any degree of traffic noise. 

13. The Guilford United Methodist Church, located on Guil- 

ford Road. This area presently experiences traffic 

noise generated from Guilford Road. 
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14. Two single family residences on Carroll Heights Ave- 

nue, a dead-end street. This area does not experience 

any degree of traffic noise. 

15. A single family residence located west of U. S. Route 

1 south of its intersection with Guilford Road. The 

proposed interchange of U. S. Route 1 and Guilford 

Road will be located immediately south of this area. 

Currently, this area experiences traffic noise genera- 

ted from U. S.  1. 

1G. Single family two-story frame residence on Baltimore 

Street in Savage. The aforementioned interchange of 

U, S. 1/Guilford Road would be immediately north of 

this area. No degree of traffic noise is presently 

experienced. 

17. A two story, frame, single family residence somewhat 

removed from Guilford Road east of U. S. Route 1. No 

significant degree of traffic noise is presently ex- 

perienced. 

18. Three single family residences, located at the inter- 

section of Annapolis Junction Road and Guilford Road. 

Ambient noise levels are controlled by traffic noise 

generated from these two highways. 

19. A single family frame residence located on the south 

side of Annapolis Junction Road. Ambient levels re- 

flect partial influence by traffic noise from this 

road. 
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20. A large two and one-half story residence located on 

Hilda Road south of the proposed alignment. Ambient 

noise levels reflect some influence from traffic on 

Hilda Road. 

21. Two single family residences on the north side of 

Annapolis Junction Road. Ambient noise levels are 

controlled by traffic noise generated from Annapolis 

Junction Road. 

22. A large two and one-half story brick and frame resi- 

dence on the north side of Annapolis Junction Road. 

As with area 21, ambient noise levels are controlled 

by traffic noise generated from Annapolis Junction 

Road. 

A measurement program was conducted to determine ambient L10 
noise levels at each noise sensitive area. (L10 is defined in 

Appendix "A"). A tabulation of the results of the measurement 

program is presented in Table 8. Noise levels measured generally 

reflect the fact that at present the majority of the noise sensi- 

tive areas do not experience any degree of traffic noise. 

This Table also shows the predicted noise levels expected when 

Relocated Maryland Route 32 is in operation. These predictions 

were made using the National Cooperative Highway Research Program 

Import 117, as modified in Report 144. The traffic volumes and 

speeds used as input to this program were similar to those uti- 

lized in the air quality modeling. 
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COMPARISON OF PREDICTED NOISE LEVELS WITH AMBIENT AND DESIGN GOALS (FHPM 7.7-3)  I TABLE  8 

NOISE 

SENS. AREA 

LAND 

USE 

AMBIENT 

LI0 

DESIGN YR. 

L|o (2001) 

CHANGE 

IN L|0 

RELATION TO 

DESIGN GOAL 
ASSESSMENT 

1 Residential it9dBA 63dBA + |i| -7 
Significant impact; 
FHWA standard not exceeded 

2 Residential i|9dBA 67dBA + 18 -3 
Severe impact; FHWA 
standard not exceeded 

3 Res idential i|2dBA 70dBA + 18 equal Severe impact 

n. Residential 6ikiBA 62dBA -2 -8 Positive impact 

5 Resident ial eWBA 67dBA +3 -3 Negligible impact 

6 Residential HBdBA 60dBA + 15 -10 
Severe impact; 
FHWA standard not exceeded 

7 Residential 58dBA 68dBA + 10 -2 
Minor impact; 
FHWA standard not exceeded 

8 Religious 69dBA 66dBA -3 -1 Positive impact 

9 Res idential 62dBA 75dBA + 13 +5 
Significant impact; 
FHWA standard exceeded 

10 
Resident ial/ 
Undeveloped 

StdBA 68dBA +m -2 Significant impact; 
FHWA standard not exceeded 

II Residential 6ldBA 69dBA +8 -1 
Minor impact; 
FHWA standard not exceeded 

12 Res idential i|5dBA 72dBA +27 +2 Severe impact 

13 Rel ig ious 65dBA 68dBA +3 -2 Negligible impact 

U Res ident ial 50dBA 70dBA +20 equal Severe impact 



COMPARISON OF PREDICTED NOISE LEVELS WITH AMBIENT AND DESIGN GOALS (FHPM 7.7-3) TABLE  8 

NOISE 
SENS.AREA 

LAND 
USE 

AMBIENT 

LlO 

DESIGN YR. 
L|o (2001) 

CHANGE 

IN L,o 

RELATION TO 
DESIGN GOAL ASSESSMENT 

i 

15 Res ident ial 7ldBA 78dBA +7 +8 
Minor impact; 
FHWA standard exceeded 

46 Res idential 52dBA 69dBA + 17 -1 
Severe impact; 
FHWA standard not exceeded 

17 Residential StdBA 73dBA + 19 +3 Severe impact; 
FHWA standard exceeded 

18 Residential 6LMBA 72dBA +8 +2 Minor impact; 
FHWA standard exceeded 

19 Residential 59dBA 76dBA + 17 +6 
Severe impact; 
FHWA standard exceeded       , 

20 Residential 56dBA 69dBA + 13 -1 Significant impact 

21 Residential 68dBA 67dBA -1 -3 Positive impact 

22 Residential 67dBA 67dBA 0 -3 Negligible impact 

i 
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Of the twenty residential noise sensitive areas shown in Table 8, 

the impacts are summarized as follows: 

2 - Positive (reduction in ambient). 

2 - Negligible CO - 5 dBA increase in ambient I 

4 - Minor (6-10 dBA increase in ambient). 

4 - Significant (11 - 15 dBA increase in ambient! 

8 - Severe (increase in ambient greater than 15 dBA) 

Eleven of the noise sensitive areas consist of individual struc- 

tures which are relatively isolated from other development. 

Three consist of two residential dwellings and one is comprised 

of three single family residences. Four areas are portions of 

residential developments. Federal Highway Administration design 

noise levels would be exceeded at six of the areas. The signifi- 

cance of this occurs when feasibility of noise control is discus- 

sed later in this report. 

There are two existing churches within the limits of this project 

that would be subjected to noise from the new highway. Impacts 

fit these areas would not be adverse, as can be seen from the in- 

crease in ambient levels. The Locust United Methodist Church 

would experience design year L10 noise levels below those meas- 

ured in 1975. Contributions from U. S. 29 would undoubtedly in- 

crease as traffic volumes on U. S. 29 increase. The impact from 

Relocated Maryland Route 32 would not be adverse. 

The Guilford United Methodist Church would experience design year 

Lln noise levels 3 dBA greater than ambient 1975 levels. The 

prime generator of noise at this area is existing Guilford Road. 

Completion of the new facility would reduce traffic volumes on 
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the existing highway; thereby reducing the noise level contribu- 

tion of the existing highway.  The overall impact would be negli- 

gible. 

There would be no impact on any existing schools, colleges, etc. 

from this project. 

This project would have no adverse noise impact upon any existing 

parkland. 

It has been projected that areas presently undeveloped would be 

subjected to the : 

from the highway. 

subjected to the following Lin noise levels at given distances 

i* 

L n Level Distance from Source 

78 dBA 100 feet 

73 - 74 dBA 200 feet 

69 - 70 dBA 400 feet 

These projections were made assuming flat , open topography, and 

as such represent the anticipated maximum levels which would oc- 

cur. 

Plans to incorporate noise control measures along undeveloped land 

include one area presently zoned residential, and for which development 

plans have been completed. Coordination, concerning these measures 

has been accomplished with the Howard County Planning and Zoning 

Commission.  This area abuts the northwest quadrant of the proposed 

interchoiige of Relocated Maryland Route 32 and U. S. Route 29.  The 

area is a portion of the Village of King's Contrivance within the 

New Town of Columbia, Maryland.  Projections indicate that ambient 

levels would be in- 
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• creased by 14 dBA in the design year, a significant impact. A 

noise barrier is feasible at this location, and would probably 

consist of a combined earth berm/acoustic wall. Preliminary 

studies indicate that a reduction of approximately 10 dBA can be 

achieved. Barrier parameters have not been precisely determined. 

This would be accomplished in addition to a detailed discussion 

of alternate noise control measures during further design 

studies. 

The Federal Highway Administration has  established noise level 

standards which have been previously presented.   These represent 

a balancing of that which may be desirable and that which may be 

achievable.  Where highway agencies can achieve lower levels at 

reasonable cost,  they are urged to do so.  The Maryland State 

Highway Administration attempts to do this by limiting increases 

in ambient levels through noise control measures  to 8 - 10 dBA 

where feasible.   The feasibility of this approach is governed by 

several factors.  For example,  when a noise sensitive area con- 

sists of  a single structure or several structures,  costs  to 

i-- olement noise control measures for only a few structures may be 

substantial,  and are generally not justifiable in terms of ex- 

pense, although a limited amount of control may be achieved more 

economically.   This situation exists in fifteen of  the listed 

areas, all of which are residential in nature.  The prohibitively 

hiqh cost for noise control in these cases is not considered to 

be in the best overall public interest; therefore, noise control 

will not be considered for these areas.  Five of the six viola- 

tions  of  design noise  level standards occur at  these areas, 

necessitating the granting of exceptions to design noise levels 

at these locations. 
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Of the remaining five residential noise sensitive areas: which, in- 

volve more than a few dwellings, two would experience negligible 

impact; one minor impact, one significant impact, and the fifth, 

location is the King's Contrivance area, previously discussed. 

Only one of these five areas would experience noise levels above 

design noise level standards—Area 9. Noise control measures ap- 

pear feasible at this site, and will be fully investigated during 

the design phase of this project. 

A-eas 15, 17, 18 and 19 will experience design year noise levels 

in excess of the design noise levels. It is necessary to pursue 

an exception at each of these areas. Further analysis and sup- 

portive data to substantiate this would be prepared during the 

design phase of the project. This would be based on the consi- 

deration that, at the least, noise control measures are not 

feasible due to prohibitively high cost in relation to the amount 

of amelioration accomplished. 

Copies of this report has b^en and any future refinements or 

supplemental reports will be forwarded to the appropriate local 

agencies. 

^ 
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Estimated Displacement of Residences and Rusinesses 

An estimated ten families, totaling twenty-six persons, both, 

owner occupants and tenants, would be affected by- this- project. 

Of this total, four are tenant families, one of which, is on wel- 

fare, and the remaining six are owner occupants. Other than the 

one welfare family, the households range from lower middle to 

middle income. The largest of these families contain six 

persons. 

Two businesses will have to be relocated. One business, an 

American Oil service station, is in the process of searching for 

a replacement site. The parent oil company will assist the local 

operator with this search. The other business, a local liquor 

shore and delicatessen will also seek a new location, and defin- 

itely intends to continue operating. Ho active farm operations 

would be adversely affected. There will be no non-profit 

organization affected by this project. 

The State Highway Administration worksheet for the relocation of 

residences and businesses is included in Appendix "C". 

Minority Displacement: The racial character of the effected area 

is mainly Caucasian. There were two minority families affected 

bv this project, but they have been satisfactorily relocated in 

new housing. There are no other minorities who will be relocated 

by this project. The social and economic status of this minority 

neighborhood is basically middle class with low to moderate in- 

comes. The highway location, which by-passes this neighborhood, 

will enhance the area by increasing property values. Addition- 

ally, the easy access to the highway will bring about improved 

community services. \ 
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Relocation Plan; The housing market in Howard County has sky- 

rocketed over the past several years, making housing extremely 

expensive. Although there is ample housing of good quality, pos- 

sibly two owner occupants and three tenant occupants may require 

"housing as a last resort". "Housing as a last resort" refers to 

the case where suitable replacement housing within the financial 

means of the tenant is not available, and the SHA is forced to 

use extraordinary means to acquire adequate housing, even if the 

cost exceeds the general guidelines applicable to relocation. In 

July 1975, rental properties in the area were checked through the 

Howard County and Anne Arundel County Multiple Lists by perusing 

the Baltimore Sun and Washington Post real estate sections and by 

actual contact with local realtors. 

The two owner occupant families possibly can be relocated into 

satisfactory replacement housing that they can afford to purchase 

and maintain. This, of course, depends upon the availability of 

housing at the time of acquisition. In July of 1975, only one 

detached dwelling (not including mobile homes) was available in 

the $10,000 - $20,000 price range. 

Of the three tenant families requiring "housing as a last re- 

sort", only one will require a three bedroom replacement dwel- 

ling. This family is currently on welfare and will require ut- 

most assistance. This relocation problem is actively being pur- 

sued and this family will probably be programmed as "housing as a 

last resort" in the near future. This action will be taken only 

after every available source of replacement housing in the area 

is exhausted. 

The other two families will require one or two bedroom dwellings. 

These families are not in an active acquisition stage, but when 
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active displacement occurs, available detached replacement dwel- 

lings appear to be outside their means. Very possibly, both 

families will move into affordable apartment house or townhouse 

type rental units. Only after all avenues of replacement housing 

in the area have been exhausted will "housing as a last resort" 

be programmed. 

Due to the small number of families and businesses that would be 

affected by Relocated Maryland Route 32, there would be no appre- 

ciable impact upon neighborhoods into which the displaced persons 

are likely to move. 

Of the two businesses that must relocate, both are tenant oper- 

ated. By checking the Howard County Multiple List, three 

lease-type operations are available and three properly zoned 

sites are for sale. The suitability of these sites will be 

determined by the operators themselves. 

No known federal or municipal projects are planned for Howard 

County that would appreciably affect the housing supply and de- 

mand. The upgrading of Maryland Route 108 is a state project 

that could affect the housing market in Howard County. However, 

this project will occur after Relocated Maryland Route 32. The 

Relocated Maryland Route 32 project alone would have little im- 

pact upon the local real estate market. 

The lead time for this project, which affects ten families and 

two businesses, should be twelve to eighteen months. Consequent- 

ly, there would be ample time to satisfactorily relocate all 

those persons involved. 
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Even with the possibility of several "housing as last resort" 

cases on this project, all dislocatees could be satisfactorily 

relocated. The quantity and quality of replacement housing in 

this area poses no real problem. All relocation would be accom- 

plished in accordance with the requirements of the "Uniform 

Relocation Assistance and Land Acquisition Policies Act of 1970" 

(Public Law 91-646). Benefits and payments would be administered 

by, the Office of Real Estate District 7 Office, Frederick, Mary- 

land.' All those to be relocated would be treated in a timely, 

orderly and humane manner. 

A summary of the State Highway Administration's Relocation Assis- 

tance Program is provided in the section entitled "Probable Ad- 

verse Impacts Which Cannot be Avoided". 

IW? 
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Social Impacts 

The proposed Relocated Maryland Route 32 would parallel Guilford 

and Annapolis Junction Roads from the Baltimore-Was-hington Park- 

way near Fort Meade to Maryland Route 108 in Clarksville. With, 

interchanges spaced one and a half to two and a half miles apart 

and a series of strategically located access roads, quick and 

easy access to the highway would be available from all points 

within the corridor. Motorists would have the option of using 

either the existing road or the new highway in traveling to and 

from points in the study area. The volume of traffic using Guil- 

ford and Annapolis Junction Roads, however, would be greatly re- 

duced, making that road a far safer and quicker route. 

Presently, all modes of public transportation in the study area 

flow in a north-south direction, from Washington to Baltimore. 

There are none that cross the area from east to west in the Guil- 

ford Road/Annapolis Junction Road corridor. The Baltimore Region 

Phase II Transit Study is now underway and intends to develop a 

number of long range alternatives featuring bus, commuter rail 

and rapid rail transportation for the Region. This study is 

based on the assumption that the 1995 Primary and Secondary State 

Highway System, of which Relocated Maryland Route 32 is an integ- 

ral part, will be fully implemented. At this time, no public 

transit system is envisioned for the proposed Relocated Maryland 

Route 32 corridor. It is conceivable, however, that after 199 5 

it could be used as a bus route. 

Howard County is currently undertaking a public transit study, 

which is to be funded by the Maryland Department of Trans- 

portation and the Urban Mass Transportation Administration. They 

have no plans,  however, for public transit along this route. 
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This study will be directed by the Public Transportation Board, 

whose members will be appointed by the County Executive. 

While Guilford and Annapolis Junction Roads are not a designated 

"bike route", they are used to some extent by recreational 

cyclists. With the present volume of traffic, the narrow roadway 

width and the absence of shoulders, this is a rather hazardous 

route for cycling. The great reduction of traffic on the exist- 

ing road that would result from the construction of the freeway 

would make it far safer—not only for recreational cyclists—but 

also for those students who would cycle to and from school. 

Many children are picked up and discharged at school bus stops a- 

long Guilford and Annapolis Junction Roads.  This occurs during 

the morning rush hour, but is slightly before the evening traffic 

peak.  The heavy traffic  along this route makes it quite danger- 

ous, not only for the children who must wait at the edge of the 

road, but also for the motorists who must be prepared to make 

sudden stops.  Additionally, the frequent stops and comparatively 

slow speed of school buses tend to impede the  smooth flow of 

traffic.   The reduced number of vehicles using Guilford and 

Annapolis Juntion Roads would not only make these bus stops  less 

dangerous, but would also improve the safety of those students 

who walk and bicycle along and across  Guilford and Annapolis 

Junction Roads on their way to and from school.  The new Hammond 

High School, located on Guilford Road approximately one-half mile 

west of Berger Road,  is  scheduled  for  completion in mid 1976. 

With an estimated enrollment of 1,200  students, it will generate 

approximately 125 to 150 school bus trips daily,  all of which 

must use at least a portion of Guilford Road. 
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b Since motorists would have the option of using either the old 

road or the new freeway, or a combination of both, access to 

churches, hospitals and libraries would in no instance be im- 

paired. Access could only be improved. For the same reasons, 

fire, police, ambulance and garbage collection services would be 

improved, making them not only quicker and more efficient, but 

less costly to the taxpayers. 

The diamond interchange which was once planned at Maryland Route 

108, and which could have restricted turning movement at the 

Clarksville Fire Department and hindered egress in a southerly 

direction, is being reconsidered. A consultant is presently 

studying the feasibility of upgrading Route 108, with the 

possibility of a Clarksville by-pass. The ultimate location of 

the Relocated Maryland Route 32/Maryland Route 108 interchange 

will be dependent upon the recommendations of this study. 

With Columbia, the U. S. Route 1 Corridor, W. R. Grace Company, 

Johns Hopkins Applied Physics Laboratory, and the Fort 

Meade/National Security Agency complex as the major employment 

centers in the area, Relocated Maryland Route 32 would be heavily 

used by persons traveling to and from their jobs. These trips 

would be quicker, safer, far less aggravating, and more economi- 

cal due to the greater fuel efficiency of sustained optimum 

speeds. 

Since most of the major shopping areas are outside the immediate 

highway corridor, the proposed freeway would expand shopping 

opportunities for many people. Area merchants and other 

businesses would benefit by this improved mobility of customers, 

and service and repair businesses  could broaden their area. 
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Those desiring to shop and do business in either Baltimore or 

Washington would have better access to the major highways connec- 

ting these two cities. 

Both Savage and Gorman Parks would become more accessible to per- 

sons both inside and outside the study area, making these recrea- 

tional facilities available to greater numbers of people.  Con- 

struction of Marriott's "Great America",  a proposed Disney- 

land-type park covering approximately 850 acres  just west of the 

Interstate  95  interchange, was rejected due to the refusal  of 

Howard  County to grant rezoning; consequently, it is of no  con- 

sideration.  The new Atholton School Recreation Center, a Depart- 

ment of Interior Land and Water Conservation Fund project, is a 

neighborhood-type park located approximately one-half mile from 

the proposed freeway, and would not be affected either way by the 

project.  The Middle Patuxent Environmental Area, for which some 

properties have already been acquired, will be situated between 

Guilford Road, Route 108, and Cedar Lane.  It would bound on the 

right-of-way line of Relocated Maryland Route  32  at several 

points.  While access to the park would be improved for those 

coming from outside the immediate area, it could also be impaired 

for residents of the Clarksville Ridge and Dogwood communities 

who might otherwise have direct access via paths or trails.  This 

would be a minor inconvenience,  because they can still gain ac- 

cess to the park system by using the local road system. 

The proposed Relocated Maryland Route 32 would be relocated and 

constructed on an entirely new alignment. Therefore, disruption 

of utility services would be minimal and would only occur where 

main lines cross the road. There would be occasional traffic de- 

lays along Guilford and Annapolis Junction Roads during construc- 
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w tion, and in some instances, traffic would be detoured. This 

would occur in the vicinity of the proposed interchanges and 

would only be a temporary inconvenience. 

No significant impact  is  expected on  any racial,  ethnic, or 

religious groups; or to the elderly or handicapped. 
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Impact on Properties and Sites of Historic and Cultural Significance 

The State Historic Preservation Officer at the Maryland Histori- 

cal Trust was contacted to make a review of the Relocated Mary- 

land Route 32 project to determine the impact on historical 

properties, if any. On May 6, 1975, a letter from the Maryland 

Historical Trust was received by the State Highway Administration 

delineating the historical sites in the area and the expected im- 

pact. The text of the letter has been included in Appendix "E" 

and identifies the following sites in the area: 

37 - Athol; eighteenth century,  one  and one-half story 

stone house of four bays 

39 -  Iris House or Worthington's Quarters; 1710, two story 

house 

40 -  Moudland; c. 1848, built of local stone 

41 - Joshua Barney House; c. 1750 

90 - King's Contrivance;  two  and one-half  story brick 

eighteenth century 

15 7 - Alabama Farm; two story house 

158 - River Hill; two story stone 

161 - Due House; two story stone 

163 - Tierney Gambrel Roof House (Site); burned 

164 - White Wine and Claret (Welling's Stone House); two 

and one-half stories 

165 -  Vogel House; two story stone farmhouse much enlarged 

in early part of twentieth century by concrete block 

simulating stone 

2 67 -  Wildwood; clapboard house with log part underneath 

in one section, well preserved log smokehouse  south 

of the house 

-98- 



|37 
The numbers above are identifier nmbers for the Maryland His-^ 

torical inventory in Howard and Anne Arundel Counties. (See 

Plate 16). 

The conclusion of the Historical Trust at that time was that only 

one of these sites would be affected - the Vogel House C#165). 

This house would have to be demolished or moved because it was 

within the right-oi"- way of the freeway. After reviewing the mat- 

ter with the Howard County historical representatives, the His- 

torical Trust decided that there was no objection on historical 

grounds for taking the house for highway purposes. The reason 

for this decision was an extensive addition to the original por- 

tion of the house which considerably diminished the overall his- 

toric value of the house. 

A field review of the project in relation to historical sites was 

made on September 15, 1975 with representatives from the Maryland 

Historical Trust, Howard County Historical Trust, and the Federal 

Highway Administration. After visiting the Vogel House site, it 

was the consensus of the State and local historical represen- 

tatives that the loss of this house would not be a significant 

impact to the historical inventory. 

Again on November 24, 1975, the Maryland Historical Trust wrote 

to the State Highway Administration to reaffirm their previous 

statements in regard to the Vogel House. The text of this letter 

is also included in the Appendix. They conducted another survey 

of the property and determined that the house was not eligible 

for the National Register of Historic Places. In their opinion 

the demolition of the house for highway purposes would not entail 

a "significant" historical loss to national. State, or local his- 

torical resources.  The Historical Trust did,  however, specify 
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v%     LEGEND: 
 PHASE I CONSTRUCTION (1980) 
    PHASE II CONSTRUCTION (2000) 

RELOCATED    MARYLAND   RT. 32 
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL STATEMENT " 

MARYLAND  STATE     HIGHWAY 
ADMINISTRATION 

HISTORIC   SITES 
MARYLAND    INVENTORY 
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that some of the materials in the building may be beneficially 

re-used in the restoration of other sites, and they would like to 

be able to salvage these items. In addition, the Historical 

Trust would like to take photographs and sketch a floor plan of 

the house before any construction actions are taken. The State 

Highway Administration has agreed to these requests, and the de- 

tails will be worked out before the construction in this area 

begins. 

The State Highway Administration forwarded the material con- 

cerning the historical sites to the Federal Highway Adminis- 

tration for their review. The FHWA concurred with the oonclusions 

of the Historical Preservation Officer in declaring the 

non-significance of this action and ruled that a 4Cf1 Statement 

is not required. 

Subsequent investigations uncovered another site within Anne 

Arundel County that has historical significance.  This site is: 

94 _ Grasslands Farm; John Bowie House and Outbuildings 

The State Historical Preservation Office reviewed the historical 

significance of this site and determined that it was of local 

significance, but not eligible for the National Historical Regi- 

ster. However, since the highway would take property from the 

site, a 4(f) Statement would be necessary. The letter from the 

State Historical Preservation Officer of March 1, 1976 concerning 

Grasslands Farm, is included in Appendix "E". A 4Cf) Statement 

has been developed for the Grasslands property; this discussion 

begins on page 139. 

An archeological survey of the study area has been completed. 

The results of the survey indicate that no discernible archeo- 

logical remains or features are present within the proposed 
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right-of-way. However, certain areas do present some possibility 

of archeological interest. 

The State Archeologist has requested that no map of specific 

archeological sites be presented in publicly circulating State 

Highway Administration documents, in order to protect these po- 

tential archeological resources from unauthorized investigations 

or surveys. The complete archeology report is available for of- 

fice review at the State Highway Administration offices, 300 West 

Preston Street, Baltimore, Maryland during normal office hours. 

The results of the survey indicate that no significant arch.eo- 

logical findings are present. However, during the implementation 

of construction of Phase I, all care and consideration will be 

taken in the event archeological resources are present. The 

State Highway Administration shall be responsible for full 

compliance with state and federal rules and regulations regarding 

archeological salvage. 
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Construction Impacts 

The construction activities that will be required to build Relo- 

cated Maryland Route 32 will have an impact on the environment. 

The impact resulting from these activities would be temporary, 

and would no longer be a problem once construction has been com- 

pleted. The freeway would be built in two phases—Phase I 

(1980), and Phase II, (2000). This would entail two separate 

periods of construction activity. The Phase I construction would 

involve the most dramatic environmental change. The majority of 

the clearing and grading would be accomplished during this phase. 

All of the unpaved disturbed areas would be promptly revegetated. 

The Phase II construction would be limited primarily to grading, 

paving, and structure work. 

The proposed freeway has been designed to avoid encroachment upon 

nearby industrial, commercial, and residential structures. At- 

tempts have been made to route the roadway through vacant land. 

Therefore, the impact on surrounding homes and other structures 

would be minimal. Vibrations from earthmoving operations and 

heavy vehicles may cause annoyance to homeowners. The distance 

of construction activity on the new roadway from existing struc- 

tures makes the probability remote. 

The potential for impacting the ambient air quality during the 

construction phase does exist. Fugitive dust from grading opera- 

tions, materials handling, and the possible burning of land 

clearing debris are potential sources of this problem. In order 

to eliminate or at least minimize these problems, the Maryland 

State Highway Administration has instituted "Specifications for 

Materials, Highways, Bridges, and Incidental Structures". These 

specifications to control contractors involved in state construc- 
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tion work were developed in conjunction with the Maryland Bureau 

of Air Quality and Noise Control as consistent with existing 

state regulations. Therefore, all appropriate measures will be 

taken to minimize air pollution impacts during this time. 

Impact on ambient noise levels of the study area is also expected 

during the construction phase. However, reliable data concerning 

the noise generation from construction equipment is not available 

to predict the magnitude of this impact. Table 9 presents the 

range of noise levels expected at an observer's distance of 50 

feet. This does not show the effect of the operation of multiple 

pieces of equipment, nor the decrease in noise levels as the 

observer's distance increases or obstructions occur. The ex- 

pected impact will be mitigated by the fact that freeway con- 

struction will be generally removed from existing residences, and 

construction will normally take place between 7:00 a.m. and 4:00 

p.m. There will be periods of unavoidable annoyance during con- 

struction of the project. If complaints are made, consideration 

will be given to limiting the hours of use of construction equip- 

ment adjacent to noise sensitive areas. 

The clearing and grading of the right-of-way of the freeway may 

increase sediment loading on area streams if ameliorative meas- 

ures are not taken. Fort Meade uses the Patuxent River as their 

source of water supply for post facilities. They have commented 

on the possibility of increased turbidity as a result of freeway 

construction. Specific soil erosion and sediment control meas- 

ures, standards, and procedures established in response to the 

Federal Aid Highway Program Manual, Volume 6, Chapter 7, Section 

3, Subsection 1 "Erosion and Sediment Control on Highway Con- 

struction  Projects" will be contained in the contract documents. 
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These documents and construction procedures are subject  to the 

scrutiny of,    the Water Resources Administration and the Federal 

Highway Administration.   These agencies will not authorize the 

project until all erosion and pollution control requirements have 

been satisfied.  The State Highway Administration is required by 

State law to submit a sediment control plan and to make applica- 

tion for Waterway  Construction Permits from the Water Resources 

Administration for all stream crossings involved in the project. 

No work can begin on  any individual contract until said permits 

have been obtained and detailed schedules and methods  of opera- 

tion known as an  "Erosion and Sediment Control Plan" have been 

developed by the contractor and approved by the State Highway Ad- 

ministration.  Also, contractors are required by Chapter  245 of 

the Acts of 1970 to obtain permits from the appropriate County 

agency in cooperation with the local soil conservation district 

for any off-site work, including borrow pits, waste areas, etc. 

Undoubtedly, some temporary increase in sedimentation will occur, 

but implementation of an intelligent sediment control program 

would minimize the impact. Permanent vegetation will be es- 

tablished to control sedimentation after the construction period 

has ended. 

Some disruption of local traffic patterns is anticipated during 

construction. All reasonable attempts will be made to keep traf- 

fic flowing in a normal pattern as construction proceeds. An in- 

crease in the number of large trucks associated with grading and 

earthraoving activities will be experienced on local roadways. 

This will be a temporary situation, and is not expected to cause 

more than minor inconvenience. 
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Some borrow pits and waste areas may be. required to handle land 

clearing wastes and balance earthwork, requirements. The number 

and location of these cannot be determined until final design. 
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Secondary Impacts 

In addition to the direct impacts to the environment that are 

associated with the proposed construction and operation of this 

facility, certain indirect or secondary effects may also be real- 

ized. One effect of this transportation project. Relocated Mary- 

land Route 32, would be to increase the ability of the local 

highway network to transport both goods and services by relieving 

it of through traffic. This improved efficiency will enable the 

land uses in the study area to be more intensively utilized. 

There are many variables that can promote or limit the intensity 

of land use in any particular area. These variables include 

availability of water, sewerage, energy or power sources, trans- 

portation access, physical properties of the land, access to 

markets, and the state of the local economy. Transportation ac- 

cess is a key factor in this process of land development and can 

either act as a catalyst or inhibitor. 

in the particular case of Relocated Maryland Route 32, the 

adjoining land uses have developed at a rapid pace and are cur- 

rently overloading the Guilford and Annapolis Junction Roads 

during peak hours. The north-south highway arterials through the 

study area provide excellent access to the areas of Baltimore and 

Washington; however, the east-west connecting links are of 

considerably less capacity. Relocated Maryland Route 32 was 

planned to give a better balance to the overall transportation 

network. 

As is the case with all large public works projects. Relocated 

Maryland Route 32 could not be built just to satisfy the existing 

needs,  but because of the large costs and construction time re- 
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quired, a reasonable growth factor had to be anticipated. For 

the purposes of State highway construction, a 20 year design 

period is used. Consequently, 1980 was designated as the time of 

completion and the year 2000 (ETC + 20) as the design year. 

Realizing that the completion o£ the full project by 1980 would 

overcompensate for the existing transportation deficiency, the 

State Highway Administration opted for a two-phase schedule. 'The 

concept of staged construction avoids providing excess capacity 

in the earlier years, and is more in keeping with the growth of 

the local area. 

Undoubtedly, the completion of the first phase of the freeway 

will spur some development of adjacent land uses due to the 

immediate improvement to the traffic flow. The more intensified 

use of these industrial, commercial, and residential lands will 

put more pressure on the existing utilities and public services 

of Anne Arundel and Howard Counties. However, this land develop- 

ment will be guided by the general development and land use plans 

of the respective counties which have anticipated this growth. 

It is inevitable that the study area will undergo land use 

changes in the next 20 to 30 years as an outgrowth of development 

occurring in the metropolitan areas of Baltimore and Washington. 

The planning officials of both Howard and Anne Arundel Counties 

have implemented development plans to insure an orderly growth 

pattern, which will provide a minimum impact to the environment. 

Relocated Maryland Route 32 is one of the implements designed to 

provide this orderly growth pattern, and the State Highway 

Administration has worked with both Counties in the carrying out 

of their plans. 
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Impacts to the environment will result as land is converted from 

vacant land to residential, commercial, and industrial. These 

impacts will include increased air pollution, higher ambient 

noise levels, larger storm water flows and sedimentatioii loading, 

and more population density and congestion. These impacts will 

not happen suddenly, but over the long term they will be easily 

observable. The overall effect will be to change the study area 

to a more suburban environment, in accordance with the land use 

plans of the region and Counties. 
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ALTERNATIVES 

There are many alternative methods of providing improved trans- 

portation access to the study area. The process of selecting the 

best alternative for this project has encompassed many years of 

planning on state and local levels. The project has been refined 

and adjusted in response to the comments of many private indivi- 

duals and governmental agencies. 

Basically, five main alternatives have been evaluated in arriving 

at the present project. These alternatives will be described be- 

low with a brief discussion of the advantages and disadvantages 

of each. These five alternatives fall into two categories: Build 

or No Build. All of the alternatives are shown on Plate 17. The 

"Build" alternatives utilise the existing elements of the freeway 

which have been constructed under other contracts. These exist- 

ing portions include the improved relocation of Maryland Route 32 

west of Clarksville; the 1-95 Interchange, and the Vollmerhausen 

Road Bridge over the proposed freeway. 

After circulation of the draft environmental impact statement, 

and giving due consideration to the potential impacts on the en- 

vironment and comments from the public, the Maryland State High- 

way Administration has decided that Alternative 1 should be im- 

plemented. This alternative will achieve the transportation ob- 

jectives of the project, while affording minimal adverse impact 

on the environment. 
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Alternative 1 

This is the alternative chosen for implementation as described 

throughout the foregoing report. (See Major Design Features). 

It would consist" of a dual four-lane/eight-lane freeway with ac- 

cess control, interchanges, frontage roads, and grade separation 

structures. The construction would take place in two stages: 

Phase I (1980), and Phase II C2000). This alternative would pro- 

vide the needed traffic capacity in the study area, and has been 

approved by Anne Arundel and Howard Counties as meeting the in- 

tent of their general development plans. 

The disadvantages of this alternative would be an increase in 

ambient air and noise levels, and the probability of increased 

stormwater runoff in the study area over the long-term. Tempor- 

ary construction impacts due to dust, noise, and traffic inter- 

ruption would be likely to occur; however, these impacts would be 

short-term. Potential exists for increased sediment loadings in 

local streams during the construction phase, but implementation 

of a sediment control program would minimize this impact. 

Alternative 2 

This is also a "Build" alternative. It is essentially the same 

as Alternative 1. This alternative would take a more southerly 

route from U. S. Route 29 to 1-95 than Alternative 1. The maxi- 

mum diversion from the Alternative 1 alignment occurs at Broken 

Land Parkway, where Alternative 2 is approximately 1,500 feet to 

the south of Alternative 1. This alignment would follow- the 

south side of the Little Patuxent River, predominantly within the 

floodplain of the river. 

-Ill- 

I 



I i^sP- 

v 
p 

This alternative would involve fewer crossings of watercourses by 

the main roadway, but impact upon water resources would be more 

severe. Alternative 1 crosses the watercourses more nearly at 

right angles, causing a minimum of relocation and intrusion of 

the streambed. Alternative 2 would require stream crossings 

which are almost parallel to the streambed, and construction of 

the Shaker Drive (Xing's ContrivanceI and Broken Land Parkway in- 

terchanges would involve a considerable amount of stream modi- 

fication. In addition, a proposed granite quarry operation would 

be taken in this action, precluding the use of this natural re- 

source and adversely impacting the local economy. All other im- 

pacts would be similar to Alternative 1. 

Alternative 3 

This "Build" alternative follows Alternative 1, except between U. 

S. Route 1 and the Howard County line, where it takes an align- 

ment slightly to the north. At Hilda Avenue this deflection is 

about 150 feet north of Alternative 1. This minor alignment 

change was one of the first alignments considered, but was elimi- 

nated because of the impact on local residential properties. 

This alternative would require the taking of three additional 

homes which are located along the south side of existing Annapo- 

lis Junction Road, and it would move the roadway from 50 to 120 

feet closer to four other homes. This reduction in the distance 

from the roadway would cause higher noise and air quality levels 

to be observed at these homes, as well as more adverse impact 

from construction activities. Other than these differences, the 

environmental impacts would be the same as those previously de- 

scribed for Alternative 1. 
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This "Build" alternative was initiated in response to a public 

hearing corament from the owner of Grassland Farms. The route 

follows Alternative 1 with, a major alignment modification occur- 

ring east of U. S. Route 1. From U. S. Route 1 this alignment 

would proceed about 2,500 feet northeast of . Alternative 1, 

roughly parallel to existing Maryland Route 32. The roadway 

would cross the Baltimore-Washington Parkway about 2,500 feet 

northeast of the present Annapolis Junction Road Interchange, and 

would dead-end at Rockenbach. Road behind the National Security 

Agency. 

This alternative presents several disadvantages that would make 

implementation difficult. The construction of this alternative 

would involve approximately 3,400 linear feet more roadway than 

Alternative 1, requiring an additional structure over the B-W 

Parkway. At the point of crossing of Dorsey Run, a longer struc- 

ture would be required due to the expanse of wetland in this 

area. The additional cost of this extra work would be in excess 

of $3.5 million, which is a substantial outlay of money for mini- 

mal benefits. 

The alignment of this alternative does not have a logical termi- 

nus at the National Security Agency, and would not provide a con- 

tinuous flow of traffic. In addition, this alignment is not in 

accordance with the land use plans of either Anne Arundel or 

Hov/ard Counties. 

A significant safety problem would be presented by having Relo- 

cated Maryland Route 32 Spur diverge from Relocated Maryland 

Route 32 almost within the bounds of the U.  S.  Route 1 Inter- 
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change. Signing needed to inform motorists of traffic patterns 

would be impossibly crowded, leading to confusion and potentially 

dangerous situations. 

Alternative 5 

This is the "No Build" alternative, and it assumes that no im- 

provements will be made to Guilford or Annapolis Junction Roads 

other than those items necessary to maintain the present condi- 

tions of the road surface. This alternative would not be without 

impact on the surrounding environment. The increased traffic 

projected for the roadway under the "No Build" conditions would 

overload this artery beyond its present capacity, resulting in 

lower operating speeds and increased backups at major intersec- 

tions and stoplights. These conditions would tend to slightly 

increase air pollution and noise levels on properties immediately 

adjacent to the roadway. However, the air and noise impact re- 

sulting from this alternative would be the least adverse of all 

the alternatives considered. 

The accident rate on the road is currently among the highest in 

the State of Maryland, and is likely to increase with the growth 

of traffic volumes and the already existing poor horizontal and 

vertical alignments. The completion of Hammond High School in 

mid-1976 would alone add 125 to 150 bus trips daily over existing 

Guilford Road without counting the associated car trips per day. 

The construction of this alternative would not encourage land 

development in the area, thus generating less total corridor 

traffic than under the "Build" alternatives. Traffic would in- 

crease to a point where road capacity would be met, thereby limi- 

ting further development of surrounding land. 
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A variation of this alternative also considered the possibility 

of improving the existing Guilford and Annapolis Junction Roads 

within its present right-of-way. This was found to be unfeasible 

for the following reasons: 

1. Traffic projections indicated the need for a minimum 

of four lanes of roadway throughout the study area by 

1980. 

2. Some access controls and grade separation structures 

would be required to keep traffic flowing at a 

reasonable rate. 

3. The roadway was "locked in" on both sides by existing 

land uses, and in most cases, widening of the road 

would have involved the taking of structures on one 

or both sides of the road. 

4. The existing roadway lies in the floodplain in cer- 

tain areas near Cedar Lane, Berger Road, and Jolly 

Acres Road, and is subjected to occasional flooding, 

which renders the roadway impassable. 

5. In order to provide reasonable access controls, an 

extensive service road system would be required. 

6. In order to correct the many horizontal and vertical 

problems existing in the present roadway, substantial 

cuts and fills would be required which would severely 

disrupt adjacent land uses, and would temporarily im- 

pede utility services (gas, water, telephone). 

7. Maintenance of traffic during the construction phase 

would be more disruptive than any of the alternates 

studied. 
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Probable Adverse EnvironinentaT Affects Which Cannot Be: Avoided . 

The construction of Relocated Maryland Route 32 would have a num- 

ber of environmental effects. Some of these effects can be 

avoided, some are unavoidable, and most of these effects could be 

reduced through appropriate ameliorative action. In general, the 

impact upon ambient air quality would be negative Csee Air Quali- 

ty Impact). While the increased and sustained vehicle speeds 

which would occur on the freeway would reduce carbon monoxide 

emission rates (while having the opposite effect upon nitrogen 

oxides emissions), the increased volume of traffic would raise 

the volume of pollutants generated within the corridor, degrading 

air quality. Using the projected traffic volumes through the 

year 2000, the National Ambient Air Quality Standards are pre- 

dicted not to be exceeded. Should these standards be exceeded, 

the Governor is empowered, under the Maryland Air Pollution Epi- 

sode System, to take whatever steps are deemed necessary. This 

includes the reduction of traffic and closing of highways to re- 

duce air pollution levels. 

Throughout much of its length, predicted noise levels for the 

year 2 001 would exceed Federal Highway Administration standards, 

causing impacts ranging from negligible to severe. At this 

stage, no noise abatement plans have been finalized for this pro- 

ject. Various measures which could ameliorate noise levels in- 

clude the construction of berms and other types of noise bar- 

riers. These measures vary in effectiveness and cost from site 

to site, and would be implemented when the need arises. 
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As  discussed in "Stream Modification and Water Quality Impacts", 

the impact, upon local waterways would be in the form of construc- 

tion related impacts such as sedimentation and the long-term im- 

pacts associated with runoff carrying highway dirt and mainten- 

ance chemicals.  The former would be substantially reduced by the 

formulation and implementation of a sediment control plan as re- 

quired by law.  Strict adherence  to  this  plan, along with con- 

stant on-site inspection, would control erosion, minimizing  its 

impact upon the receiving waters.  The magnitude of the  effects 

on local streams of road wash and de-icing compounds contained in 

highway runoff has not been  ascertained.  As the streams become 

increasingly stressed due to local development, this impact could 

become a more important factor.  With the exception of reducing 

the use of de-icing compounds, which is unlikely, it is doubtful 

that the effects of highway runoff can be curbed once ultimate 

development has been completed. 

The water table may possibly be depressed by the proposed cut ap- 

proximately five (5) feet below the piezometric surface at 

Station 1010 near Hilda Avenue. Several homes in this area are 

presently dependent upon wells for water supply. All feasible 

alternatives to this undercutting have been investigated, and 

based on economic analysis and engineering considerations, the 

profile is properly designed. The impact has been minimized by 

establishing the grade as high as feasible. Should the wells in 

fact suffer a loss in water supply due solely to the referenced 

cut into the permeable aquifer, the State Highway Administration 

would take appropriate measures to restore water supply to the 

affected dwellings. 
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The potential impact upon local streams would be reduced by the 

use of bridges in lieu of box culverts at most of the stream 

crossings CSee "Major Design Features"). Not only would this 

leave the stream bottom in a .natural condition, permitting the 

free passage of aquatic life, but would also lessen the possi- 

bility of flooding (see "Flood Hazard Evaluation"). 

The project would stimulate growth and development throughout the 

subject corridor; probably at a rapid pace. This intensified 

land usage would place a severe strain upon the natural resources 

of the area, and from some viewpoints is undesirable. However, 

the freeway is an integral part of the 1971 General Plan for 

Howard County, in which the development plan for the entire 

county is delineated. Similarly, the freeway has been incorpora- 

ted in the General Development Plan of Anne Arundel County. 

This project would be designed with an alignment extending 

through basically undeveloped land, thus it would displace com- 

paratively few families and businesses. While some displacements 

are inevitable, this impact would be minimized. No neighborhoods 

would be severed, nor would any undue hardships be placed upon 

any minority groups. 

Although the displacement of some residences and businesses is 

necessary for the project, the SHA will make every effort to re- 

locate these people in a satisfactory manner, as shown in the 

following discussion. 

Summary of Relocation Assistance: All State Highway Administra- 

tion projects must comply with the provisions of the "Uniform 

Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act 
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of 1970" CP.L. 91-646) and/or the Annotated Code of Maryland, 

Article 21, Section 12-2 01 thru 12-209. The Maryland Department 

of Transportation, State Highway Administration, Bureau of 

Relocation Assistance, administers the Relocation Assistance Pro- 

gram in the State of Maryland. 

The provisions of  the Federal and State Laws require the State 

Highway Administration to provide payments and services  to 

persons  displaced by a public project.  The payments  that are 

provided for 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. 

In addition, but within the above limits, certain payments may be 

made for increased mortgage interest costs and/or incidental ex- 

penses.  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 

displaced residences include actual moving costs up to  50 miles 

or a schedule moving cost payment up to $500.00. 

The moving cost payments to businesses are broken down into 

several categories, which include actual moving expenses and pay- 

ments "in lieu of" actual moving expenses. The owner of a dis- 

placed 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 moving expenses are limited to a 50 mile 

radius. In both cases, the expenses must be supported by re- 

ceipted bills. An inventory of the items to be moved must be 

prepared, and two estimates of the cost must be obtained. The 

owner may be paid an amount equal to the low bid or estimate. In 

some circumstances, the State may negotiate an amount not to ex- 

ceed the lower of the two bids. The allowable expenses of a 

self-move may include amounts paid for equipment hired, the cost 

of using the business's vehicles or equipment, wages paid to 

persons who physically participate in the move, and the cost of 

the actual supervision of the move. 

When personal property of a displaced business is of a low value 

and high bulk, and the estimated cost of moving would be dispro- 

portionate in relation to the value, the State may negotiate for 

an amount not to exceed the difference between the cost of 

replacement and the amount that could be realized from the sale 

of the personal property. 

In addition to the actual moving expenses mentioned above, the 

displaced business is entitled to receive a payment for the ac- 

tual direct losses of tangible personal property that the busi- 

ness is entitled to relocate but elects not to move. These pay- 

ments may only be made after an effort by the owner to sell the 

personal property involved. The costs of the sale are also reim- 

bursable moving expenses. If the business is to be reestab- 

lished, and personal property is not moved but is replaced at the 

new location, the payment would be the lesser of the replacement 

costs minus the net proceeds of the sale or the estimated cost of 
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moving the item. If the business is being discontinued or the 

item is not to be replaced in the re-established business, the 

payment will be the lesser of the difference between the 

depreciated value of the item in place and the net proceeds of 

the sale or the estimated cost of moving the item. 

If no offer is received for the personal property, the owner is 

entitled to receive the reasonable expenses of the sale and the 

estimated cost of moving the item. In this case, the business 

should arrange to have the personal property removed from the 

premises. 

The owner of a displaced business may be reimbursed for the ac- 

tual reasonable expenses in searching for a replacement business 

up to $500.00. All expenses must be supported by receipted 

bills. Time spent in the actual search may be reimbursed on an 

hourly basis, but such rate may not exceed $10.00 per hour. 

In lieu of the payments described above, the owner of a displaced 

business is eligible to receive a payment equal to the average 

annual net earnings of the business. Such payment shall not be 

less than $2,500 nor more than $10,000. In order to be entitled 

to this payment, the State must determine that the business can- 

not 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. 

Considerations in the State's determination of loss of existing 

patronage are the type of business  conducted by the displaced 
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business and the nature of the clientele. The relative impor- 

tance 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 ex- 

penses payment, the average annaul 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,  with approval of the 

Federal Highway Administration, 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, not for twelve consecutive 

months during the two taxable years prior to the taxable year m 

which it  is required to relocate, the owner of the business is 

eligible to receive the  "in lieu of" payment.  In all cases, the 

owner of the business must provide information to support its net 

earnings,  such as income tax returns, for the tax years in 

question. 

For displaced farms and non-profit organizations, actual reason- 

able 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 a displaced 

farm may be paid a minimum of $2,500 to a maximum of $10,000 

based upon the net income of the farm, provided that the farm 

cannot be established in the area or cannot operate as an eco- 

nomic unit. 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 avail- 

able 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. 

In the event adequate replacement housing is not available to re- 

house persons displaced by public projects or that available 

replacement housing is beyond their financial means, replacement 

"housing as a last resort" will be utilized to accomplish, the re- 

housing. Detailed studies will be completed by the State Highway 

Administration and approved by the Federal Highway Administration 

before "housing as a last resort" could be utilized. "Housing as 

a last resort" could be provided to displaced persons in several 

different ways although not limited to the following: 

1. An improved property can be purchased or leased. 

2. Dwelling units can be rehabilitated and purchased or 

leased. 
3. New dwelling units can be constructed. 

4. State acquired dwellings  can be relocated, rehabili- 

tated, and purchased or leased. 

Any of these methods could be utilized by the State Highway 

Administration and such housing would be made available to dis- 

placed persons. In addition to the above procedure, individual 

replacement housing payments can be increased beyond the statu- 

tory limits in order to allow a displaced person to purchase or 

rent a dwelling that is within his financial means. 
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A more detailed explanation of the benefits and payments avail- 

able 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. 

In the event adequate replacement housing is not available to re- 

house persons displaced by public projects or that available 

replacement housing is beyond their financial means, replacement 

"housing as a last resort" will be utilized to accomplish the re- 

housing. Detailed studies will be completed by the State Highway 

Administration and approved by the Federal Highway Administration 

before "housing as a last resort" could be utilized. "Housing as 

a last resort" could be provided to displaced persons in several 

different ways although not limited to the following: 

1. An improved property can be purchased or leased. 

2. Dwelling units can be rehabilitated and purchased or 

leased. 

3. New dwelling units can be constructed. 

4. State acquired dwellings  can be relocated, rehabili- 

tated, and purchased or leased. 

Any of these methods could be utilized by the State Highway 

Administration and such housing would be made available to dis- 

placed persons. In addition to the above procedure, individual 

replacement housing payments can be increased beyond the statu- 

tory limits in order to allow a displaced person to purchase or 

rent a dwelling that is within his financial means. 
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The "Uniform RGlocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition 

Policies Act of 1970" requires that the State Highway Adminis- 

tration shall not proceed with any phase of any project which 

will cause the relocation of any person, or proceed with any 

construction project until it has furnished satisfactory assur- 

ances that the above payments will be provided and that all dis- 

placed persons will be satisfactorily relocated to comparable de- 

cent, 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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The Relationships Between Local Short Term Use of the Environment 

and the Maintenance and Enhancement of Long Term Productivity 

This proposed freeway, like most construction projects of this 

magnitude necessarily involves a number of compromises or 

trade-offs. Only by comparing the gains or long term benefits 

that would be realized with the significant environmental losses 

can the desirability of this project be evaluated. Since the 

proposed action involves the construction of a major transpor- 

tation facility, its principal benefits are transportation re- 

lated. Improved transportation through the corridor would re- 

sult, providing rapid and uncongested commuter and inter-regional 

travel. The movement of goods, services and troops through the 

area would be facilitated. An improvement in public services, 

such as fire and police protection, ambulance service and trash 

collection, would be realized. This modern, controlled access 

facility would offer a far safer means of travel, greatly re- 

ducing the high monetary costs to motorists and the human suffer- 

ing and misery resulting from automobile accidents. 

If the "No Build" alternate were selected, motorists would be 

subjected to ever-increasing congestion and traffic delays on the 

existing two-lane facility. The excessively high accident rate 

on the existing roadway would only worsen as its capacity is ex- 

ceeded. Much commercial traffic would be rerouted through other 

areas, lessening the desirability of the corridor as a location 

for new commerce and industry. This would be contrary to the 

General Development Plans set forth by both Howard and Anne Arun- 

del Counties. 
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The environmental losses suffered as a result of the construction 

of Relocated Maryland Route 32 could be broken down into 

short-term or construction impacts and long—term effects.. The 

short-term impacts would occur during both the initial and ulti- 

mate phases of construction and would include noise, dust and 

vibrations from heavy equipment, minor traffic delays, temporary 

service disruptions and some unavoidable sedimentation. 

The long-term impacts would have a more profound effect upon fu- 

ture generations. These would include the commitment of large 

areas of land for the highway, increased noise levels, impaired 

air quality, reduced stream quality and the loss of several key 

natural areas. Growth, be it residential, commercial or indus- 

trial, can be a blessing or an ill, depending upon the point of 

view. This project would certainly facilitate the growth antici- 

pated under the two county General Development Plans. It could 

also induce additional rapid growth for which these two political 

subdivisions may be unprepared. Such unwarranted growth would 

not only strain the capacities of the counties to provide the 

attendant public utilities and services, but could also irrepar- 

ably alter the carefully formulated General Development Plans of 

both Howard and Anne Arundel Counties. 

-126- 



I 
I 

f 
I 

hi 
Irreversible & Irretrievable Conttnitfflent of Resources 

The construction of highways could be classified as an irrever- 

sible or irretrievable commitment of resources. Approximately 

770 acres of land, the primary resource, is irretrievably commit- 

ted to an intensive use, a freeway, which precludes its use for 

secondary resources such as mining, timber, wildlife, agricul- 

tural production, or less intensive cultural uses such as hous- 

ing, schools and industrial plants. If the proposed transpor- 

tation facility is no longer needed as part of the transportation 

network, or if a greater need arises for the land upon which the 

highway is situated, it could conceivably be converted to another 

land use at great expense. It would be possible to convert to a 

less intensive cultural use such as a shopping center, but virtu- 

ally impossible to revert to a natural area. If such an improb- 

able situation were to occur, recognition would be made of bene- 

fits derived and a proportionate amount of the public funds and 

efforts committed to the project could be classified as the 

irretrievable portion. In this case, the construction materials 

could also be considered irretrievably committed, since the sal- 

vage value for most would be nil. Relocated Maryland Route 32, 

through the inducement or stimulation of growth in the project 

area, would irreversibly commit other land resources in a like 

manner to more intense uses. This project would not afford ac- 

cess to any previously inaccessible area as the proposed facility 

is located within the general corridor of the existing route. 

-127- 



I 

COMMENTS AND COORDINATION 
fa 

The first group of coraments received on this project re- 
sulted from the public hearing conducted at Savage Elementary 
School. This corridor-design public hearing was held on October 
19, 1970 and was concerned with only a small segment of the pro- 
ject from 1-95 to the Baltimore-Washington Parkway. The follow- 
ing is a summary of the comments received: 

Verbal Testimony 

Witness 

Robert Smith 
National Security 
Agency 

Marion McCoy 
Anne Arundel 
County 

Al NeVasio 
Maryland Civic 

John Bowie 
Property Owner 

John Everhardt 
Property Owner 

Rudy Nothdurft 
Citizen/Motorist 

Albert Aaron 
Owner of Holiday 
Inn on 19 8 

Synopsis of Comment Disposition of Comment Page 

1) Desires speedy high-  1) - 
way improvement 

1) Supports highway     1) 
2) Retain Maryland      2) 

Route 198 interchange 

1) Retain Maryland      2) 
Route 198 interchange 

1) Opposed to widening  1) 
and access control. 

2) Recommends new align- 
ment (Alternate 4)    2) 

1) Wants better turn-   1) 
ing radius. 

1) Wants initial con-   1) 
struction of dual 
highway. 

1) Retain Maryland      1) 
Route 19 8 interchange 

B-W Parkway inter- 
changes under study 

46 

B-W Parkway inter-   46 
changes under study 

Road presently sub-  22 
standard for volume 
of traffic 
Alternate 1 selected 113 

Improved turning      - 
radius recommended. 

Dual highway planned 14 
for initial phase. 

B-W Parkway inter-   46 
changes under study. 

Frank Brady 
Laurel Race Track 

Nicholas Andrew 
Citizen 

1) Retain Maryland      1) B-W Parkway inter-   46 
Route 198 interchange changes under study. 

1) Retain Maryland      1) B-W Parkway inter-   46 
Route 198 interchange changes under study. 
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Witness 

Mrs.   Lev 
Columbia Transport 
tation Commission 

Marvin Anderson 
Attorney for Bowie 

Mr. Keagan 
Property Owner 

John Krandal 
Citizen 

William Smith 
Property Owner 

Charles Webb 
Attorney for 
Gibson 

Mrs. Dorothy 
Williams 
Property Owner 

Synopsis of Comment 

1) Supports highway 
proposal. 

1) Challenges access 
controls, highway 
network, etc. 

1) Objects to increased 
property taxes. 

1) Retain 198 inter- 
change 

1) Objects to proximity 
of highway 

1) Objects to access 
controls in front 
of clients property 

1) Objects to Right-of- 
Way taking, etc. 

Disposition of Comment  Page 

1) — 

1) Existing road is      22 
sub-standard 

1) — 

1) B-W Parkway inter-    46 
changes under study. 

1) Alternate 1 selected 110 

11 Owner to be com- 
pensated. 

14 

1} Alternate alignments  110 
infeasible. 

Written Testimony 

Witness 

f. orge R. Lewis 
D-.-pt. of General 
Services 

James G. Everhardt 
Property Owner 

Francis Beverina 
Property Owner 

Charles Williams 
Property Owner 

Marvin Anderson 
Attorney for Bowie 

Synopsis of Comment 

1) No comment 

Disposition of Comment 

1) Requests better turn- 1) Would be provided 
ing radius at Hilda 
Avenue and Service Road 

1) Objects to highway   1) Existing road 
network sub-standard 

14 

1) Objects to Right-of- 1) Alternate alignments  110 
Way taking, etc.        infeasible. 

1) Objects to Right-of- 1) Alternate alignments 110 
Way taking, etc.        infeasible. 

22 

f 
i 

-129- 



I 

I Witness 

William P. Kerns 
Anne Arundel 
Schools 

Edward H. Utz 
Anne Arundel 
Fire Department 

Herman S. O'Neill 
Howard County 
DUpt./of'Public 
Vorks • •••• '• • * ' 

Roland B. Handley 
U.S. Dept. of 
Interior 

Thelma Gibson 
Property Owner 

H.C. Zepp 
Baltimore & Ohio 
Railroad 

nt 
Synopsis of Cojnment 
•—ri i   •. -O •< -^ • i—r—•——•—*—^^—>r—i—•—t— 

Disposition off Cojnment 

1) Recommends extension  1) Extension would be 
of,  frontage road to     provided 
better serve school 
bus route. 

1} Same as above for 
fire vehicles. 

1) Turnarounds needed 
at severed roads. 

1) Cautions to protect 
Patuxent River. 

1) Objects to denial of 
access along U. S. 
Route 1 

1) Extension would be 
provided. 

1) Turnarounds would 
be provided. 

1) Sediment and erosion 
control measures to 
be implemented. 

1) Access would be 
provided to existing 
Guilford Road 

Page 

14 

14 

14 

103 

14 

1) Requests removal of   1) 
existing Maryland Route 
32 bridge over railroad 
prerequisite for rail- 
road approval. 

Infeasible since exist- 
ing Route 32 will con- 
tinue to serve local 
traffic. 

14 

Marvin Anderson   1) Request consideration 1) Reviewed by Maryland 
Attorney for Bowie   of farm as historic     Historical Trust. 

site. 

139 

100 

Marvin Anderson   1) Requests audience to  1) Alternate 4 abandoned 113 
Attorney for Bowie   discuss Alternate 4.     in favor of Alternate 1. 

David H. Fishman 
Attorney for 
Laurel Race Track 

1) Retain 19 8 inter- 
change. 

1) B-W Parkway inter- 
changes under study. 

46 

Marvin Anderson   1) 
Attorjriey for Bowie 

Alternate 4 would 
not affect churches 
as determined by 
field review. 

1) Alternate 4 abandoned 113 
in favor of Alternate 1. 

f 
i 

The coordination process was initiated on December 15, 
1971, when the State Highway Administration sent a letter to all 
•interested local, state and federal agencies notifying these par- 
ties of its plans and soliciting comments related to the project. 
The comments which were received were listed in the Draft 
Environment Impact Statement. 
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In accordance with the Federal Highway Administration's 

Policy and Procedure Memorandum 90-1 dated August 24, 1971, con- 
cerning implementation of Section 102 {2) (.c) of the National 
Environment Policy Act of 1969, a Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement was prepared. On May 12, 19 72, this statement was cir- 
culated to federal, state and county agencies, and local elected 
officials CSee Distribution List in Appendix E ). The following 
comments on the draft statement were received: 

Comments on Draft Environmental Statement 

Respondent Synopsis of Comments Disposition of Comments  Page 

Robt. S. Norton,Jr. 1) Pre-emption of flood  1) Flood control pro-     57 
Chief, Surface        control project.        ject has been aban- 
Water Resources doned. 
Administration 

Mrs. Marion J.    1) 
McCoy 
Anne Arundel County 
Planning & Zoning 
Officer 2) 

Objects to absence of 1) 
future Patuxent Free- 
way-Baltimore-Washing- 
ton Parkway interchange. 
Lack of assessment   2) Covered in Final 
of long range 
commitments. 

Baltimore-Washington 
Parkway currently 
under study. 

Environmental 
Statement. 

46 

45 
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Robert N. Young 
Executive Director 
Regional Planning 
Council (Regional 
Clearinghouse) 

Robert J. Blanco 
U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency 

1) Consideration of im-  1) 
pacts by proposed 
Marriott recreation 
park. 

2) Urges coordination 
with open space 
proposals. 

1) Request assessment of 1) 
impact upon Little 
Patuxent River Con- 
servation Area. 

2) Assessment of long   2) 
range commitments 
within Anne Arundel 
County. 

3) Assessment of air    3) 
quality due to stimu- 
lated development. 

4) Consideration of ini- 4) 
tial single roadway 
as ultimate highway 
improvement. 
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Plans for Marriott 
park have been 
abandoned. 

2) Coordination 
taken place. 

has 

Principal impacts 
would be noise and 
loss of wildlife 
habitat. 
Alignment of Patuxent 
Freeway in Anne 
Arundel County not 
yet determined. 
Impact upon air 
quality would be 
negative. 
Insufficient for 
projected traffic 
volume. 

96 

51 

51 

45 

107 

115 
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Respondent Synopsis of Comments Disposition of Comments Page 

5) 

1) John A. Busterud 
Deputy Assist. 
Secretary, U.S. 
Dept. of Defense 

J. Herbert Clawson,!) 
Jr., Chief, Div. 
of Land Development 
and Transportation 
Planning, Howard 
County 

John H. Gibson    1) 
Acting State Con- 
servationist, U.S. 
Dept. of Agricul- 
ture, Soil Con- 
servation Service 

Jean J. Schueneman 1) 
Director, Bureau of 
Air Quality Con-   2) 
trol, Dept. of 
Health and Mental 
Hygiene 

Mark Abelson 
Regional Coordin- 
ator, U.S. Dept. 
of Interior 

1) 

2) 

3) 

4) 

Consideration of mass 5) 
transit. 

Cautions to protect  1) 
water quality. 

Alternate 2 undesir-  1) 
able. 

Encouraged by SfH.A,  1) 
sediment and erosion 
control programs. 

Various aspects of   1) 
air quality. 
Suggests study of    2) 
regional impact of 
expressways in 
Balto.-Wash. Corridor. 

Concern over threats  1) 
to water quality by 
eroision and sedi- 
mentation. 
Concern over two     2) 
wooded areas. 

Possible conflict    3) 
with Atholton School 
Land and Water Con- 
servation Fund project. 
Consultation with Md. 4) 
Historical Trust. 

Two studies now 
underway. 

Implementation of 
approved Sediment 
Control Plan. 

Alternate 1 
selected. 

93 

103 

111 

Implementation of 
approved Sediment 
Control Plan. 

103 

Supplemental air 
quality statement. 
Regional Planning 
Council study being 
updated. 

64 

Implementation of 
approved Sediment 
Control Plan. 

103 

The two wooded areas 50 
mentioned are not in 
public ownership. The 
woodland north of 
Heritage Hills would 
be impacted during 
Phase II, by remov- 
ing 615 acres of the 
of the 22 acre tract. 
The Trotter Rd. reloc- 
ation has been eliminated, 
Therefore, there will be 
no impact on the second 
woodland. 
Project completed   96 
- no conflict. 

Completed 98 
139 
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Respondent Synopsis of Comments Disposition of Comments Page 

r 
i 

John E. McKenna    1) 
Regional Environ- 
mental Coordinator 
U.S. Dept. of Health 
Education & Welfare. 

Concurs with general  1) 
content. 

Vladimir Wahbe 
Secretary 
Dept. of State 
Planning (State 
Clearinghouse) 

1) 

2) 

3) 

Stanley D. Doremus 1) 
Deputy Assistant 
Secretary 
of the Interior 

2) 

3) 

4) 

1) 

2) - 

Relays concerns of 
Bureau of Air Quality 
Control. 
Relays concerns of 
Dept. of Natural 
Resources. 
a)  Impact upon 

waterways, 
Impact upon 
wildlife habitat. 
Impact upon fee 
hunting area. 
Possible effects 
upon two conserva- 
tion areas by future 
extensions. 

Justification for     3) 
growth stimulation. 

The FHWA should apply 
criteria of eligibility 
of Grassland Farms for 
the National Register of 
Historical Places 

b) 

c) 

d) 

Supplemental air 
quality statement. 

64 

The project site should 
be surveyed for evidence 
of archeological remains, 
Suitable mitigation 
measures affecting the 
barn should be agreed 
upon. 
Comments made by DOI 
on July 7, 1972 on the 
project should be 
addressed. 

a) Sediment control 103 
Plan implementation. 

b) Negative impact  52 
would be experienced. 

c) Negative impact  16 
would be experienced. 

d) Neither area would - 
be affected. 

In concurrence with  45 
General Development 
Plans of both 
counties. 

FHWA and MSHA       100 
concur in determination 
made by the State 
Historic Preservation 
Officer.  See the 
letter from the State 
Historic Preservation 
Officer in the 
Correspondence Section 
dated March 16, 1977. 
Results of archeological 
survey indicate no  100 
remains. 101 
During final design 142 
stage appropriate 
measures will be 
agreed upon. 
Comments addressed 
in the FEIS. 
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On August 15, 1973, a corridor-design public hearing was 
held for that portion of, the roadway from west of U. S. Route 29 
to 1-95, and simultaneously, a corridor public hearing for Mary- 
land Route 108 to west of U. S. 29. This combined public hearing 
v/as held at Atholton High School, and resulted in the comments 
which follow: 

I 

Verbal Testimony 

Witness 

Edward Cochran 
Howard County 
Council 

Thomas Mohler 
Reading letter of 
Clarksville Ridge 
Citizens Assoc. 

Synopsis of Comments 

Impact of Trotter Road 
Interchange on planned 
Middle Patuxent En- 
vironmental Area by 
Howard County. 

Objects to proximity 
of highway and highway 
generated noise. 

Disposition of Comments Page 

Plans for Relocated      50 
Trotter Road and Trotter 
Road Interchange have 
been abandoned. 

Alignment has been 
shifted away from 
Clarksville Ridge. 
Federal noise standards 
would not be exceeded. 

31 

Dr. Michael 
Lauriante 
Clarksville Ridge 
Citizens Assoc. 

Objects to shifting 
original alignment off 
W. R. Grace toward 
Clarksville Ridge. 

Alignment has been 
shifted away from 
Clarksville Ridge. 

31 

Richard T. Ellis 
Property Owner 

Objects to Trotter Road 
Relocation and Inter- 
change . 

Plans for Relocated      50 
Trotter Road and Trotter 
Road Interchange have 
been abandoned. 

Mr. Carl Huber 
Middle Patuxent 
Valley Assoc. 

Objects to Trotter Road 
Interchange. 

Malcom C. Thomas  Objects to service 
Christ Memorial   road configuration. 
Presbyterian Church 

Bruce Rushlow 
Christ Memorial 
Presbyterian 
Church 

Objects to service 
road configuration, 

Plans for Trotter Road 
Interchange have been 
abandoned. 

Service road not part 
of this project. 

Service road not part 
of this project. 

50 

Clifford M. 
Stretmater 
Clarksville Ridge 
Citizens Assoc. 

Objects to proximity 
of highway. 

Alignment has been 
shifted away from 

Clarksville Ridge. 

31 

r •134- 
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k Witness 

Fred Oyhus 
Clarksville Ridge 
Citizens Assoc. 

T. H. Dike 
Property Owner 

Robert E.Phillips 
Property Owner 

Irvin Gaither 
Property Owner 

Robert E. Woodall 
Property Owner 

Sally Ann Cooper 
Property Owner 
Holiday Hills 

77* 
Synopsis of  Cominehts Disposition of  Coinments    Page 

Objects to proximity 
of highway. 

Questions construction 
responsibility of 
service road. 

Objects to proximity 
of highway. 

Is their property in- 
cluded within Maryland 
Route 108 interchange? 

Inquired planned water 
and sewer improvements 
within this area. 

Wants S.H.A. to con- 
sider recommendation 
of Holiday Hills Civic 
Association and con- 
struct alternate "B". 

Alignment has been       31 
shifted away from 
Clarksville Ridge. 

Service road has „ 
been constructed by 
others. 

Alignment has been       ^1 
shifted away from 
Clarksville Ridge. 

Interchange location      14 
will be resolved upon 
completion of Maryland 
Route 108 study. 

Water and sewer are       _. 
the responsibilities 
of Howard County. 

Newberry Drive 15 
selected as access 
road to Holiday Hills. 

f 
1 
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Witness 

Written Testimony 

Synopsis of Comments 

J. H. Clawson     Conforms with Howard 
Howard County Land County General Plan 
Development &     for Highways 1971. 
Transportation 
Planning 

Paul F.L.LePore 
Howard County 
Fire Adminis- 
trator 

W. 0. Filbert 
Howard County 
D. P. W. 

Impact upon Clarks- 
ville Volunteer Fire 
Station. 

(11 

Disposition of Comments  Page 

Project is part of        - 
General Plan for 
Highways. 

Location of Maryland 
Route 108 interchange 
has not been determined. 

County's plans for      Location of Maryland 
Trotter Road Relocation, Route 108 interchange 
Cedar Lane, access to   has not been determined. 
Holiday Hills and new   Plans for Relocated 
maintenance facilities  Trotter Road have 
at Routes 108 and 32.    been abandoned. 

14 

14 

50 

F. Leonard Dunn 
Howard County 
Recreation and 
Parks 

Gerald W. von 
Mayer 
Hov/ard County 
Planning & Zoning 

Objects to Relocated 
Trotter Road and Pin- 
dell School Road 
access ramp. 

Objects to Trotter Road 
interchange.  Impact 
upon Little & Middle 
Patuxents and Crickett 
Creek should be mini- 
mized.  Holiday Hills 
access should be from 
relocated Pindell 
School Road. 

Plans for Relocated 
Trotter Road have been 
abandoned. 

50 

Plans for Relocated      50 
Trotter Road have been 
abandoned.  Implementa- 
tion of sediment control 103 
plan would minimize im- 
pact upon streams.  New- 
berry Drive would provide 15 
access to Holiday Hills. 

f 
1 

G. R. Walters 
Howard County 
Police Department 

Clifford M. 
Stretmater 
Property Owner 

Richard T. Ellis 
Trotter Road 
Association 

Supports highway 
proposal. 

Objects to proximity 
of highway. 

Objects to Trotter 
Road Relocation and 
Interchange with list 
of names agreeing with 
his position. 

-136- 

Alignment has been       31 
shifted away from 
Clarksville Ridge. 

Plans for Trotter Road   50 
Relocation and Inter- 
change have been 
abandoned. 
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Dudley P. 
Jackson, M.D. 
Property Ov/ner 

James Salango 
Minister-Christ 
Memorial Presby- 
terian Church 

Charles E. Hogg 
Attorney for 
W.R. Grace 
Company 

Malcolm C. Thomas 
Property Owner 

Mr. & Mrs. Wm. 
E. Tolson 
Property Owners 

Cay G. Weinel,Jr. 
Howard Research 
& Development 

Mr. & Mrs. 
Michael J.Baluck 
Property Owners 

IfS 
Syhopsis of CdMnehts    Disposition of Coinments Page 

Objects to Trotter 
Road Relocation and 
Interchange. 

Objects to service 
road configuration in 
area of church property. 

Support of highway and 
amenable to a shifting 
of the road resulting 
in a minimal encroach- 
ment on its property. 

Plans for Trotter Road "  50 
Relocation and Inter- 
change have been abandoned. 

Service road not a part   «* 
of this study. 

Alignment has been 
shifted onto W. R. 
Grace property. 

31 

Objects to configuration Service road has been 
of service road near    eliminated in this 
Allview Estates.        area. 

Object to proximity 
of the highway. 

Supports project but 
questions construction 
responsibility of ser- 
vice roads shown on 
their property. 

Object to Trotter 
Road Relocation and 
Interchange. 

Alignment has been 
shifted away from 
Clarksville Ridge. 

Interchange at King's 
Contrivance is planned 
with some service road 
construction by devel- 
oper. 

Plans for Trotter 
Road Relocation and 
Interchange have 
been eliminated. 

14 

31 

16 

50 

f 
i 
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In August of 1975, an Air Quality Technical' Report was 

circulated to the Environmental Protection Agency, the Maryland 
Bureau of Air Quality and Noise Control, and the Federal Highway 
Administration. A summary of their comments to this supplemental 
report is shown below: 

Respondent 

Environmental 
Protection Agency 

Maryland Bureau 
of Air Quality and 
Noise Control 

Synopsis of Comments 

1) Wanted "worst case" 
carbon monoxide 
modelling. 

2) Desired 1-95 and B-W 
Parkway interchanges 
to be modelled. 

3) Analysis of regional 
air quality. 

1) Concerned by size of 
facility-traffic 
generator. 

2) Desired analysis of 
monitoring data. 

Disposition of Comments Page 

1) "Worst case" condi-   66 
tions have been 
used. 

2) Interchanges have     68 
been modelled. 

3) See Air Quality       73 
Report. 

1) The number of 6 
lanes to be built 
have been reduced. 

2) Data included 71 
in report. 

All of these comments, beginning in 1970, are part of the 
coordination process that the Maryland State Highway Adminis- 
tration has maintained with local, state and federal agencies 
during the course of this project. Response to these comments 
has been made in this Final Environmental Impact Statement and 
modifications to the project as a result of the comments have 
been incorporated where applicable. 

f 
i 
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Location of the Site: Grasslands Farm has been listed on the 

Maryland Historical Inventory for Anne Arundel County as Site 

#94. The entire property has been denoted as an historical 

place. Grasslands Farm, consisting of the John Bowie House and 

several outbuildings, is located on the northwest quadrant of the 

intersection of existing Maryland Route 32 CAnnapolis Junction 

Road) and the Baltimore-Washington Parkway. 

Description of the Site and the Proposed Action: The total 

Grasslands property is 180.109 acres in size. The site is cur- 

rently in private ownership and is being utilized for agricultur- 

al purposes by the tenant. There is one house, three barns, one 

corn crib, one former slave quarters building, and several small- 

er outbuildings on this property. The improvements to the prop- 

erty date from the early 1800's. 

The proposed action, being the construction of Maryland Route 32 

Spur, will take approximately 8.35 acres or 4.6% of the Grass- 

lands property. Approximately 5.35 acres of the proposed acqui- 

sition would be north of the existing Maryland Route 32 

right-of-way and 3.00 acres south of the right-of-way. This 

right-of-way acquisition will also involve the taking of a 1-1/2 

story barn on the Grasslands property. This wooden barn rests on 

a stone foundation and would be demolished as part of the roadway 

development plan. The barn structure itself, is in poor condi- 

tion with part of the roof and one wall caved in. Plate 18 shows 

the layout of the property and the barn which would be affected 

by the proposed action. 

At the present time, existing Maryland Route 32 is a two lane 

roadway, with no access controls, poor vertical and horizontal 

alignments,  and  is  subject  to  flooding from Dorsey Run.  The 
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traffic increases projected over the ne-xt thirty years, resulting 

from Fort George G. Mea,de and the National Security Agency, would 

exceed the capacity of the existing roadway, presenting a signify 

icant safety problem. 

The proposed Maryland Route 32 Spur would be a four lane control- 

led access arterial highway with at-grade intersections and a 

frontage road. Twin bridges will be utilized to span Dorsey Run 

to alleviate flooding on the new roadway. 

The right-of-way for the proposed project would closely follow 

the existing Maryland Route 32 right-of-way. The new roadway 

would require a minimum 250 foot wide right-of-way, whereas the 

existing right-of-way is only 30 feet wide. 

Impact of the Action: The appropriation of 8.35 acres of land 

and the loss of the 1-1/2 story barn are the major impacts to the 

historic property. The Maryland Historic Preservation Officer 

has been consulted, and his review of the case has concluded that 

the barn is an integral part of the historic property. He has 

also ruled that, although the farm has some local historical 

significance, it is not eligible for listing on the National 

Register of Historic Places. Due to the deteriorated condition 

of the barn and its relationship to the overall site, the Preser- 

vation Officer has determined that the loss of the barn would not 

significantly diminish the historic qualities of the site. The 

letters concerning this subject from the Maryland Historic 

Preservation Officer, dated March 1, 1976, and March 16, 1977, 

have been reproduced in Appendix "E". 
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Feasible Alternatives; One alternative was studied which would 

have routed the road north of the historic property, terminating 

in the parking lot of the National Security Agency just east of 

the Baltimore/Washington Parkway. This alternative was rejected 

for the following reasons: 

1. This alignment does not fulfill the objectives of the 

land use plans of either Howard or Anne Arundel Coun- 

ties, because it would not provide a through route be- 

tween Annapolis and 1-70. 

2. Approximately 3,400 more linear feet of roadway would 

be required than the chosen alignment. 

3. An additional overpass would be needed to cross the 

Baltimore/Washington Parkway. 

4. The crossing of Dorsey Run and its floodplain would 

necessitate a longer bridge. 

5. Total additional costs would jbe in excess of $3.5 mil- 

lion. 

6. Continuous flow of traffic could not be provided 

through the National Security Agency parking lot to 

the local highway network. 

An attempt to shift-the roadway further to the south of existing 

Maryland Route 32 would meet most of the same problems encoun- 

tered above. In addition, an alignment to the south would more 

severely  impact the Anne Arundel County Wetlands  Unit  #1,  and 
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necessitate the relocation of the Fort Meade Branch, of the Ches- 

sie System railroad line, which in turn would displace an old 

slaves quarters building on the Grasslands property. The top- 

ography south of existing Maryland Route 32 would also present a 

problem, requiring more extensive grading and filling. 

The chosen alignment for Relocated Maryland Route 32 Spur falls 

within an established transportation corridor (Annapolis Junction 

Road and the Chessie System Railroad Line). Expansion of the 

roadway within this transportation corridor provides the least 

costly alternative with the minimum environmental impact, al- 

though a portion of the historical Grasslands property would be 

converted to highway useage. 

Mitigating Measures; The deteriorated condition of the barn 

would make it impossible to move it to another location on the 

property. However, the State Highway Administration would give 

favorable consideration to salvaging all materials during the 

demolition of the barn and stockpiling the materials, if the own- 

er would like to rebuild the barn at a later date. 

In lieu of relocating the barn, the State Highway Administration 

would compensate the owner for the economic loss to his property. 

This particular barn is not currently being used by the owner be- 

cause of its poor structural condition, and there are two other 

smaller barns on the property. 

A modest shift of the proposed roadway eastward of existing Mary- 

land Route 32, would entail a greater impact on the Grasslands 

property, by requiring more land and perhaps more structures. 

Additionally, the further the proposed roadway is from the main 

Bowie house, the less the visual, acoustical, and aesthetic im- 

pact on the home. 
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During final design of the p.roject, the State Highway Administration 

will enter into a formal agreement with the owner, which is 

satisfactory to the owner, for final mitigation measures relating 

to the barn. 
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DEFINITION OF TERMS 

access roads 

arterial highway 

biota 

A roadway facility by means of which, vehicles 
can enter or leave an arterial highway. 

A major thoroughfare which carries a signifi- 
cant portion of local or regional traffic vol- 
ume, together with all rights-of-way for con- 
struction and operation thereof. 

All species of plants and animals within a 
certain ecosystem. 

collector- 
distributor roads Roads apart from the main roadway designed to 

keep accelerating and decelerating traffic 
separated from the through traffic flow. Used 
especially on high speed roads where several 
interchanges are built within a short distance 
of each other. 

controlled 
access arterial 
highway 

decibel 

dB(A) 

Emission factor 

A major thoroughfare of two or more traffic 
lanes in each direction, having the same 
characteristics an an expressway, except that 
the conflict of cross-streams of traffic need 
not be eliminated at every intersection by 
means of grade separation structures. 

A unit of sound pressure level. 

Sound pressure levels in decibels measured 
with a frequency weighting corresponding to 
the "A-Scale" on a sound level meter. The 
A-scale tends to suppress lower frequencies 
(e.g., below 1,000 Hz.) and approximates the 
auditory response of the human ear. 

The average amount of pollutant emitted by a 
pollution source per unit time or unit of ac- 
tivity. Automobile emissions are defined on a 
per mile basis. 

A-l 
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Expressway 

floodplain 

freev/ay 

frontage road 

if 
A major thoroughfare of two or more lanes in 
each direction designed to eliminate principal 
traffic hazards. An expressway has the fol- 
lowing characteristics: a) a median divider 
separating opposing traffic lanes to eliminate 
head-on collisions and sideswiping? b) grade 
separating structures to eliminate the con- 
flict of cross-streams of traffic at all in- 
tersections; c) points of access and egress 
limited to predetermined locations; d) verti- 
cal curves of lengths sufficient to provide 
long sight distances; and e) shoulder of ade- 
quate width to permit vehicles to stop or park 
out of traffic lanes. 

That land adjacent to a body of water tstream, 
river, etc.) which is preiodically inundated 
as a result of stormwater flows or runoff. 

A fully controlled-access, divided, high 
speed, high capacity, arterial highway. All 
crossings are separated by bridges; pedes- 
trians, animals, and cyclists are excluded; 
and abutting property owners are denied direct 
access to the roadway. 

A road auxiliary to and located on the side of 
an arterial highway for service to abutting 
property and adjacent areas and for control of 
access. 

grade separation 
structure 

groundwater 

"housing as a 
last resort" 

A highway overpass or bridge carrying one 
roadway over another without providing access. 

The supply of fresh-water encountered at the 
water table below the ground surface. Water 
bearing geologic strata below ground are re- 
ferred to as aquifers. 

Refers to special efforts made by the SHA to 
find suitable housing for people displaced by 
a highway project. If suitable housing cannot 
be found within the financial means of the 
displaced residents, then extraordinary 
methods may be utilized to get these people 
relocated satisfactorily. 
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L The sotmd  level  exceeded 10  percent of the 
10 tiine (t;he tenth percentile) for the time peri- 

od under discussion. This value ms an mai- 
cator of both the magnitude and frequency of 
occurrence of the loudest noise occurrence. 

Srvicf TraffiC  Six levels of traffic service identify the 
conditions existing under various speed and 
volume conditions on any street or highway. 
These levels of service, designated A through 
F describe the best to worst conditions res- 
pectively. A detailed description of each 
level of service is given below: 

Level of Service A; Condition of free flow, 
^ith row volumes and high speeds. Tr^ff^c 

density is low, with speeds controlled by 
driver desires, speed limits and physical 
roadway conditions. There is little or no re- 
striction in maneuverability due to the pre- 
sence of other vehicles, and drivers can main- 
tain their desired speeds with little or no 
delay. 

Level of Service B: The zone of stable flow, 
with operatspeeds beginning to be restricted 
somewhat by traffic conditions. Drivers still 
have reasonable freedome to select their 
speed. Reductions in speed are unreasonable, 
with a low probability of traffic flow being 
restricted. 

Level of Service C: In the zone of stable 
flow, but speeds and maneuverability are more 
closely controlled by the higher volumes. 
Most of the drivers are restricted m their 
freedom to select their own speed._ A rela- 
tively satisfactory operating speed is still 
obtained, with service volumes suitable for 
urban and rural design. 

Level of Service D: Approaches unstable 
flow, with tolerable operating speeds being 
maintained though considerably affected by 
changes in operating conditions. Fluctuations 
in volume and temporary restrictions to flow 
may cause  substantial  drops  in operating 
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b speeds. Drivers have little freedom to man- 

euver, and comfort and convenience are low, 
but conditions can be tolerated for short 
periods of time. 

Level of Service E (Capacity): Cannot be de- 
scribed by speed alone, but represents opera- 
tions at even lower operating speeds than in 
level D, with volumes at or near the capacity 
of the highway. At capacity, speeds are 
typically, but not always, in the neighborhood 
of 30 mph. Flow is unstable, and there may be 
stoppages of momentary duration. 

Level of Service F: Forced flow operations at 
low speeds, where volumes are above capacity. 
These conditions usually result from queues of 
vehicles backing up from a restriction down- 
stream. Speeds are reduced substantially and 
stoppages may occur for short or long periods 
of time because of the downstream congestion. 

Any undesirable audio signal or sound. 

Parts per million; used to express the concen- 
tration of pollutants in air or water. 

peak hour The hour of the day when the  highest traffic 
volume occurs, usually between the hours of 
4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m. The peak hour traffic 
volume is taken to be approximately ten (10%) 
percent of the average daily traffic for the 
purposes of this report. 

rapid transit     A form of public transportation by which large 
volumes of people are moved over fixed routes 
(e.g., subways). 

Riaht-of-wav      The  area acquired and reserved by the SHA for 
y construction of the roadway and appurtenances 

thereto. 

service road      A roadway providing  continuity of access on 
the adjacent secondary roads, where the con- 
struction of the freeway may have severed or 
disjointed the secondary roads system. 

noise 

ppm 
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traffic 
capacity The maximum number of vehicles which have a 

reasonable expectation of passing over a given 
'section of a lane or roadway in one direction 
(or in both directions for a two-lane or a 
three-lane highway) during a given time period 
under prevailing roadway and traffic condi- 

- tions. Capacity is designated as Level of 
Service E. 

wetlands Land or area such as  swamps, tidal flats,  or 
floodplains, which contain much soil moisture. 
Wetlands have a great capacity to absorb flood 
flows and also to support an abundance of 
varied and unusual species of plants, animals, 
and aquatic life. 
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Eoadway Profiles and Typical Sections 
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STATE  HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
2 0 0     Vf E 1 T     P M £ 55 T O S     S T .1 S 2 T 

^3^ 

Kay 12, 1972 

.-AVID   H.   rlSHt* 
STATi    HICH^AY    .'. D " " > i « '* A TO * 

A»-3   Cw.;M^*-S    C.»   CS-^'-HilO** 

ThOMAji 3. -riAnros 
S. SVVTEP QOSLEY .'!•. 
riAflL.iV i'. LIBISSV-/ua 
W.Vl.TSB   1UCH£« 
LUJLit H. r;VAS» 
ARTHua n. f.»tcz. J*. 

FIA.tX  VHCHP 

f 
I 

Contract No. H0-292- -771 
Patircent Freeway 
Haryland Route 103 to Anne 
Arundel County Line 

Contract No, AA-739-1-571 
HO-292-27-771 

Relocated Maryland Route 32 
Patuxent Freeway to Baltimore- 
Washington Parkway 

Re: Draft Environmental' Impact 
Statement 

Transmitted for your review is craft copy of this A&Tinistration's "Envirorcnental 
Impact Statement" dated April lU, 1972, on the above referenced project. The 
Statement has been prepared in accordance with the Federal Highway Administration's 
Policy and Procedure Memorandum 90-1 dated August 2U, 1971, concerning imple- 
mentation of Section 102(2) (C) of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969. 
Paragraph 6c & d of this directive requires this information "be furnished to 
appropriate Clearinghouse and concerned agencies (Circular BOB A-95). 

Those interested in the project are requested to review the enclosed and submit 
pertinent comments on or before June 30, 1972, to Mr. Philip R. l-ftller, Chief, 
Bureau of Special Services, State Highway Administration, 300 West Preston Street, 
Baltimore, Maryland 21201. All responses will be considered in developing the 
"Final Environmental Impact Statement", and in preparing the facilities ultimate 
design* 

At the combined Corridor-Design Public Hearing for that portion of the project 
between Interstate Route 95 and the Baltimore-Washington Parkway held October 19, 
1970, public organizations and individuals in attendance were infonaed of the 
pertinent project data. In addition, interested parties have been contacted and 
apprised of the project development in order to establish the necessary planning 
and design coordination as is included within the Statement. It is intended to 
conduct a combined Corridor-Design Public Hearing for the portion of the project 
between V. 5.  Route 29 arid Interstate 95 simultaneously with a Corridor Public 
Hearing for the portion of the project between Maryland Route 108 to U. S. 
Route 29. 
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AA~739-1->71 
1-IO-292-    -771 

¥ 7 

O    „ May -12, 1972 

:^l'J,JR/gg3 

At tachments: 

Very tr^jly jours, 

VJalter E. Wcodford, Jr, 
Chief Engineer 

Draft Statement (  ) 
Distribution list 

CC: State Highway A&ninistrator 
Depitty Cliief Engineer- Development 
Assistant Chief Engineer- Design 
Bureau of Highway Design 
Bureau of Special Services 
Bureau of Bridge Design 
Bureau of Location and Surveys 
Bureau of Program Scheduling and Control 
Bureau of Planning 
Bureau of Landscape Architecture 
Hight of Way Division, Federal-Aid Section 
District Right of Vfey Engineer(s) 
District Engineer(s) 

f 
i 
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ior.tract I •!o.  P.k-?}?-1-171 
Her. tract o.  Hr-^2-    -771 

r-.^way 
P.alocated i-'ar;.'L-5':i  ''ioul? 32 
Varvl.inri  "/-jt^ IC'i  to 
Bilt'^r.cro-vJashir.rtcn rark-iay 

m:sT EV"T^''::'-nr^r;L IMPACT sTArsyffiT- 

-T3T?.13TTTI0N L13? 

^e^eral A^sncifts 

Department of the Interior 
Assistant Secretary for Prop.ra-T1. Policy 
Washington, D, C. 202h0 . 
Attn: Director, Fnvironnpntal Project Review 7 Copies 

V-r.  Theodore R. Robb 
Repional Administrator 
Department of Housing (.- Urban Development 
Curtis Building 
Sixth & Walnut Streets 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 191^6 
Attn: Mr. William Kaplan 

Assistant Regional Administrator 1 Copy 

Dr.  T. C. Byerly 
Office of the Secretary 
Department of Aprriculture 
Waahin«ton,  n.  C.    2025n 1 CcW 

Dr.  Sidney R. Oallcr 
Deputy Assi stant 
Secretary for F.nvj roa^.ental Affairs 
Ti.  S.  nepartnent of Ccirr.erce 
Dith &• Constitution Avenues 
Room 3876 
Washington, n. C. 20235 3 Copies 

Department of Health, Fducation A- Welfare 
Assistant Secretary for Health ft Science Affairs 
HEW - Worth Building 
Washington, D. C,  20202 1 CoP.V 

x** 

1 
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Knvironnental Protection Agency 
"'r. Chnrlas Fabrikant 
nirectcr of Tr.paot Statements Office 
16?6 'K1 Street, W. W. 
Washington, D. C. 2QU60 5 Copies 

Mr. Frank Carlucci, Diracter 
Office of Fconomic Opportunity 
1200 - 19th Street, N. W. 
Washington, D. C.  20^06 1 Copy 

Department of Defense 
I>r. Louis M. Rousselot 
Assistant Secretary for Defense 
The Pentagon - Room 3E172 
WashinRton, n. C. 20301 1 Copy 

Mr. John It. Gibson 
Acting State Conservationist 
u. S. Department of Agriculture 
Room ^22 
U321 Hartwick Road 
College Park, Maryland 207hO 1 Copy 

State Agencies 

Kr. Edtd.n L. Powell, Chief 
State Clearinghouse 
nepartment of State Planning 
301 West Preston Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21201 8 Copies 

>'r. Harry R. Tfu^hes, Secretary 
Derartment of Transportation of Maryland 
P. n. Box fi7$$ 
FrJenfiship Tntemational Airport. 
Baltimore, Majn^land 212140 1 Copy 

Mr. James R. Coulter, Secretary 
Department of Natural Resources 
State Office Building 
Annapolis, Maryland 21liOU 1 Copy 

Mr. William A. Parr, Director 
Department of Forests and Parks 
State Office Building ! 

Annapolis, Maryland 2llt01 1 Copy 
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Vr. ''a!)! W. MCKT-JQ, Director 
Ocpartnefic of '.-Jater Resources 
State Office Building 
Annapolis, Maryland 2lJj01 

)'r.  Fred VJ, Si sling 
Achinp Director 
Fish and Wildlife Administration 
State Office Puilding 
Annapolis, Maryland 2l);01 

r)r, Neil Solomon, Secretary 
Department of Health and Mental Hygiene 
301 West Preston Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21201 

Kr. Robert N. Young, Executive Director 
Baltimore Regional Planning Council 
St. Paul b Monument Streets 
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 

yjfi 

1 Cnoy 

1 Copy 

1 Cooy 

1 Copy 

County Agencies 

Mr. George F. Neimeyer, Director 
Department of Public Works 
1 Broad Creek Parkway 
Annapolis, Maryland 211*01 

Mrs. Marion J. McCoy 
Planning and Zoning Officer 
The Arundel Center 
Annapolis, Maryland 21h01 

Dr. Kdward J. Anderson 
Superintendent of Schools 
Green Street 
Annapolis, Maryland 21)401 

Mr. William A. Altman 
Director of Public Works 
County Office Building 
Kllicott City, Maryland 210U3 

1 Copy 

1 Copy 

1 Copy 

1 Copy 
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Vr. Thomas '),  Harris, .Tr> 
director of Pla'r.rdr^ and Zonir.g 
Coun'ty Office Suilding 
F.l'Jicott City, Maryland 2I03>3 

?-:r. J. Herbert Clawson, Jr., Chief 
division of Land Developr.ent and 
Transportation Planning 
County Office Building 
Ellicott City, Maryland 210U3 

Col. F. Leonard Dunn, Director 
Recreation and Park Development 
3Ut?0 Court House Drive 
Ellicott City, Maryland 210U3 

Dr. M. Thomas Goedeke 
Superintendent of Schools 
Howard County Board of Education 
Clarksville, Maryland 21029 

1 Copy 

1 Copy 

1 Copy 

1 Copy 

I,ocal Elected Officials 

The Honorable Joseph W. Alton, Jr. 
Anne Arundel County Executive 
The Arundel Center 
Annapolis, Maryland 21UC1 

The Honorable John H. Downs, Chairman 
Anne Arundel County Council 
The Arundel Center 
Annapolis, Maryland 21U01 

The Honorable Omar J. Jones 
County Executive 
Court House 
Ellicott City, Maryland 210k3 

The Honorable William S. Hanna, Chairman 
County Council of Howard County 
Court House 
Ellicott City, Maryland 210h3 

1 Copy 

1 Copy 

1 Copy 

1 Copy 

• 
Total 6$  Copies 
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STATS   OF   MARYLAND 

DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES 

STATS   OFFICE   BUILDING 

ANNAPOLIS.   MARYLAND   21401 

May  31,   1972 

HERBERT H. SACHS 
DIRECTOR 

1^ 

2    197> 

Mr. Philip R. Miller, Chief 
Bureau of Special Services 
State Highway Administration 
300 West Preston Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21201 

Re:  Contract No.  HO-292- -771 
Patuxent Freeway 
Maryland Route 108 to Anne 
Arundel County Line 

Contract No; AA-739-l-57L^" 
rf6-292~27-771 

Relocated Maryland Route 32 
Patuxent Freeway to Baltimore- 
Washington Parkway 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

Dear Mr. Miller: 

The above referenced project in Howard County has received 
the necessary review relative to the coordination process.  The 
Department has the following comment: 

The proposed alignment would pre-empt the 
PL-566 Patuxent Watershed Project Site #1. 
For further information regarding this flood 
control project, contact Mr. William we1don, 
State Conservation Engineer, 1J.S.D.A., Soi] 
Conservation Service, Room 522, 4321 Hartwick 
Road, College Park, Maryland 20740. 

f 

\\ £ - '556 - 6»4S7 
x Blio 

:*   M.   OeC^coi   5SC2) 

R5N:MAP:csc 

EXHIBIT HI 

Very truly yours, 

Robert S. Norton, Jr., Chief 
Surface Water Management 

AN AGENCY OP THE MARYLAND DEPARTMENT  OF NATURAL  RESOURCES 
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June 6,   1972 

Mr.   ?.obart S.   Kortoa,  -Ihiet 
Surface iv'acar Mana^eraent 
.">spartrDant of  '.Jatar  Xesourcaa 
Scuta Office buildinj 
Annapolis, Maryland     21401 

Dear Mr.   Norton: 

Contract lo.   K0-292-  ••'/71 
ratu:cent Freaway 
Maryland  ilouta 108 to 
Aiine Arundel  County Lins 

Contract No. M-ySS-l^ZJ- 
]{0-292-27-771 

Relocated Maryland Route 32 
Patuxent Freaway to 
Baltimore-Waahlngton Parkway 

lie:  ihraft Snviroranental Impact Statevnent 

Xsference ia made to your letter dated May 31, 1972 cororaenting upon the 
draft environmental impact stateinent and advising that the proposed highway 
improvement would pre-empt the PL-566 Patuxent Watershad Project Site #1. 

Page 5 of the statement, copy attached, indicates the proposed dart site 
IA will not be effected by the propossd highway iiaprovainent. This 
relationship between the dam and the highway waa verbally reaffirmed by 
.ir.   Jon V. DeGroot or the Soil Conservation Service during a tolephoua 
conversation with this office on June 5, 1972. 

The Soil Conservation Service has been furnished a copy of the dralt 
environmental impact statement for review and comment. 

Very truly yours. 

t 
i 

r.;j;/jiw 
Enclosure 
CC:  Soil Conservation Service 

Attu: Mr. John '.{.  Gibson 
Mr. "R. M. Thompson 
Green Assoc. 

Attn:  Mr. A. V.  Oraini 

EXHIBIT BT 

Philip R. Miller, Chief 
Bureau of Special Services 
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JUN 19 137Z 

r.l- >.loiJAl« S Sti'i-t 

- "WHS 

3nnr Unmticl Coimtp 

aiuupolis.   ftlnri'Linii  21404 
\   y 

Jjr.a   IS,   1972   UW 

H'J 
E C E i V E D 

OLPUIV Crl! 

Mr. Oavid H. Fisher, Adninistrazor 
5 •'. ii Ze Hi ghway A dm i n i s t ra t i o- 
P. 0. Box A-717 
Baltimore, Maryland  21203 

Re:     Draft Env i ronmer.tal Szater-.ent for Pat'-xent Freeway and 
Maryland Route 32 

Dear Dave, 

Our review of the above-named 
u 11,-3 solved regarding the coo re 
tensions of the Patuxent Free1, 
uhat "no interchange can be p.- 
more-Washington Parkway and tr 
interconnection between these 

When vie  met with you and your 
out to us that plans for fufj; 
the draft environmental state.- 
ject.  We do not believe that 
impacts of succeeding phases i 

draft statement still leaves important issues 
iination of the pending project with future ex- 
•ay.  We cannoc accept the statement on page 53 
-ovided for the Patuxent Freeway" at the Balti- 
:at the Route 32 interchange will provide the 
routes both initially and ultimately. 

engineering- staff on April 21st, it was pointed 
•e extensions of roads are a necessary part of 
ent requiremonts, such as in the Route k2h  pro- 
th is draft Statement sufficiently assesses the 
n order to justify your selected alternative. 

P 

We  would   like   to  be  advised  of  your   latest  studies   for   resolving  the  many  con- 
flicts  which  are   becoming more  apparent  along   this   corridor.     We  have  not   yet 
received  your   latest  engineering plans   for   review. 

We  have  noted   that   a   letter  eJated   January  5,   197?-,   rcg.irdincj Md.   Route ^2^ was 
inadvertently   included   in   the   back   section  of   the   report   with   copk-,   of   corrc- 
pondence.     We   trust   that   this   letter will   be   re-filed with  your  Route ^2'*   records 

1   Sincerely  youra»v/ 

Klarion  J.   Wczfij*"'     •        f 
Planning £. Zdnjnq Officer 

MJM:RD:asm ^^ 
cc:     R.N.  Young,   Executive  Director,   Regional   Planning  Council 

I 
EXHIBIT 3: 
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JUN 20.1972 

Ravlav and Coataant Tranaalttal Heaorandua 
Hatropolitan Clearinghouae 

Attached to'this transmittal letter ia a a*»orandua vhich 
resents the Hetropolitan Cleariaghou«e conxnenta and includes a 
ertlficatlon of Council action. 

You should now cotaplste And file your fonaal application, 
copy o? this neajoramdua and certification amat ba attached to 

our application. Please notify the Metropolitan Clearinghousa 
f the filing date and the amount of federal funds requested aa 
oon aa the application ia completed.  If you have any questions, 

pleaae contact Robert Vogel (383-5839). 

Sincerely, 

^£^uJ7>/,^* 
Robert N. Young 
Executive Director 

v   '^%y 

Anr pplicont - 4 copies 
eferral Coordinator - 1 copy 
tate Clearinghouse - 1 copy 

f 
I 

cc:    Mr.  W.   E.   Woodford 
Mr.  H. G.   Downs 
Mr.  J.  L.  White 
Mr. R.  M.  Thompson 
Mr.  N.  B.  Friese 

?/- 

EXHIBIT 21 
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R2GICNAL PUNNING CCUNCIN^ 
701 St. Paul Street 
Baltiaiore, Maryland 21202 

R & R File No. 71-16? 
3 &  ? Committea June 2, 1972 

R3VTEW AND REFERRAL STAFF MEMORANDUM 

PROJECT IDQITTFICATION 

Jviriadiction: Anna Arundel County and Howard County 

Project Name: Revised Environmental Statement Related to the Construction of the 
Patuxent Freeway and Relocated Md. Rte. 32 from Md, Rte? 108 to 
the Baltimore-Washington Parkway 

A'solicants 

Coat: 

State Highway Administration 
Notification/Application received August 26, 1971 

KA 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

This is the revised draft of the Environmental Impact Statement for the construction 
of the initial 2Li foot roadway of the ultimate dual Patuxent Freeway and Relocated 
Md. Rte. 32 from Md. Rte. 108 to the Baltimore-Washington Parkway, a distance of 
10,U miles, 

STAFF COMMENTS 

The Regional Planning Council, at its meeting on June 21, 1968, approved a staff 
report recommending grant approval for the construction of Md. Rte. 32 from U.S. 
Rte. 29 to the Anne Arundel County Line. The staff reiterates the need for that 
facility, as well as the additional milage presented in this referral. 

However, the Regional Planning Council, at its meeting on September 17, 1971, 
rejected the Environmental Statement as then presented. The Revised Statement 
attempts to answer the staff comments as follows: 

1. Question 'of availability of replacement housing for displaced low and 
middle income residents in Laurel or Columbia. Response consisted in 
assurances that relocation laws will be observed and that specific written 
assurances as to existence of comparable replacement housing and that an 
adequate relocation program is functional will be made at a later date. 

2. Question as to imnact of the project on existing and future development 
of the area. The Pcvised Statement addresses this question in a much more 
thorough manner. However, the final statement should take into account 
the potential impact of the proposed Marriott recreation park on the highway. 

r 
3. Question on the irreversible/irretrievable commitment of resources which 
vs3  very poorly handled in the original statement. The Revised Statement 

-1- 
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addresses this problem in a more rational manner and discusses those 
olementa which are truly irreversible or irretrievable. 

U. Qusaliicn as to the impact of the highway on the water table and 
atreama of the area which the project traverses. The Revised Statement 
discusses these problems in a more detailed manner and the State 
Highway Administration agrees to correct problems caused by the project. 

The staff «ould, however, urge the State Highway Administration to coordinate 
construction of these facilities with local open space plans so as not to 
preclude the possibility of overpasses for hiking and riding trails, etc. 
THE STAFF RECOMMENDS ENDORSEMENT OF THIS ENVIRON>!ENTAL STATEMENT. 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that at its lOhth meeting, held on June 16, 1972, the 
Regional Planning Council concurred in this Review and Referral Staff 
Memorandum and incorporated it into the minutes of that meeting. 

r 
June 16, 1972 

Date 

Omiinal SUjncjiMJy 

fRnlwrl    11    ?/>""!/ 
Robert N. Young 
Executive Director 

-2- 6/5/72 
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June  16,   1372 

Hr. DavJd H. Fisher, Administrator 
Scata Highway Administration 

t>. 0. 8ox #75 7 
BaHimora, Maryland  21203 

Re: Draft Environmental Statement for Patuxent Freeway and 

Maryland Route 32 

Dear Dave, 
.*•* 

Our review of the above-named draft statement still leaves important Issues 
unresolved regarding tne coordination of the pending project with future ex- 
tensions of the Patuxent Freeway. We cannot accept the statement on page 53 
that !,no Interchange can be provided for the Patuxent Freeway" at the Balti- 
more-Washington Parkway and that the Route 32 interchange will provlce the 
interconnection between these routes both initially and ultimately. 

When we met with you and your engineering staff on April 2l5t, It was pointed 
out to us that plans for future extensions of ro.aos are a necessary part of 
the draft environmental statement reau i rements, such as in the Route ^2*+ pro- 
ject. We do not believe that this draft state !.->t sufficiently assesses the 
impacts of succeeding phases In order to justify your selected alternative. 

We would like to be advised of your latest studies for resolving the many con- 
flicts which are beconing more apparent along tnio corridor.  We have not yet 
received your latest engineering plans for review. 

We have noted that a letter dated January 5, 1972, regarding Hd. Route hlh  was 
inadvertently included in the back section of the report with copies of corres- 
pondence. We trust that this letter will be re-flled with your Route ^2^ records 

Sincerely yours, 

•k 

Marlon J. McCoy 
planning f. Zoning Officer 

HJH:RD:asm 
cc:  R#H. Young, Executive Director, Regional Planning Council 
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MAKYLANO 

DEPARTMENT   Or    STATS    PLANNING 

301 WEST ?H?£-3TON ST.^EST 
aALTIMOHE. MA?<YLAMO      21201 

June 26, 1972 

VLAOIMin  A    WA'n«( 

• IC(»*T»!«f   or   KTAT*   n *N>«'>«0 

.SOAMAN SSC.     N 

I-Ir* Phillip Miller 
State Highway Administration 
300 West Preston Street 
Baltimore,: Maryland 21201 

JU" '»   Gig 

/4A 7 5^-i 
Wo   2^*2.- 

r/i 
771 

Re: 72-5-197 Patioxent I'rse-way - Route 108 to Anne Arundel Coimty Line 
Relocated Kd, Route 32 

Dear Mr. Miller: 

The State Clearinghouse is reviewing the referenced    EnvirorwentaL 
Jppprt S-hat,ftTn.°nt ^   In accordance with the procedures 
esVabiiahed by the Federal Office of Management and Budget 
Circular A-95, we forwarded copies of this  ststgrnqnt 
to interested State and regional agencies for their comments and 
recommendations. As of this date, we have not received a reply 
from TI nf Mri.. m* »r.A WW and will therefore 
need an extension of time to complete our review« 

V/e are interested in this project and will provide you with 
the final results of the State Clearinghouse review as soon as 
possible. Thank you for your cooperation. 

Chief, State Clearinghouse 

ELPtss 

cc: R« E. Kendig 
Anthony Abar 
Jean Schueneman 

EXHIBITS 
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nECESVED                                  - JUL   7 

U.S. E.NiVIRONMGNT-Al. PHOIECTION AGENCY ,J'^ 

'.«H 30   VHP                               nenioNin C-   '"^^^U^ 
"JN     OU     •      '"              I':!-,".  '.•/."••Pi:!   -.:-.     f...-!'-';-1.--!    -'I •v.://..-:-. "I   •••' = :'; Coe-^        ^   8UPC-" 

CHIEF ENGINEEB June  27,   1972 
^aais^0 0F 

BECEtvem : 

Walter E. Woodford.Jr. JUL  -5 ^ 
Chief Engineer 
Scate Highway Administration OcPUTV CHIEF EMGR^ 
300 West Preston Street Ut:- DcyFLoPM£

NT- 
Baltimore, Maryland 21201 

Re:  Contract No. 110-292- -771, Patuxent Freeway, Maryland 
Route 108 to Anne Arundel County Line; Contract No. 
AA-739-1-571, 110-292-27-771, Relocated Maryland Route 32, 
Patuxent Freeway to Baltimore - Washington Parkway. 

Dear Mr. Woodford: 

We have recoived a revised draft cnvironTnental impact .statement 
for the ahovo-rcferc-nccd project." The new infurmLLon contained in 
thin document has enabled us to complete our review of the impact 
of the project under Section 309 of the Clean Air Act Aincndi;:ents of 
1970; we offer these final consents for your consideration in 
developing the final statement. 

Water Quality 

The revised impact statement and appended planner's maps 
indicate that the proposed relocation of Route 32 (and subsequently 
the six-lane Patuxent Freeway) will affect two riparian environments 
which county and state officials have shown an interest in protecting. 
The first of these is the Little Patuxent River between Route 29 and 
Interstate 95, which has been desicnatcd a Conservation Area on the 
Park and Open Space Map for Howard County, and the other is Wetland 
Unit No. 1 along Dorscy Run in Anne Arundel Co. The probable impact 
of the proposed road on those environments should be addressed directly 
in the course of the statement, perhaps in the section labelled 
Probable Impact on Kiwi.ronii.enl..  A consideration of Liie hiuhway's 
iv.ipact on the environ:; of ih.' Little. PaLu:-:ent Cmniervat ii-n Area would 
also seem appropriate in the. sta tcment 's comparison of the favored 
location to ultornaU: 2 (p.AI).  (Such consideration was uivi-n to 
Wetland Unit No. 1 in assessing alternate 4.) 

1/6/72 Mr. R. M. Thompson - For your action. 

II. G. D. 

cc: Mr. P- R. Miller 

EXYNBIT m 
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huvrc l^con advised bv   the Arunuel  iMniintng  c >->:' 

pCG3S-.-.T.y 

fl 

IklLUlin;;  the  vund nt   tiie  pcescat 
to  I'oliow  the -.'rojectod alir.rsr.cnt 

Comi;;'.;Lon that the projected iiIit;-.v..e:iL oi tiie t'atuxenL 
v.-^st; UL L:i Is ten «'.Lie ijeet-ic-n c.rn-_-."Jj otiier portii.-ns of 
v.-itcrsiiod  and ruiy   roqtiLre  extensive   illiins  of   .li..«-lyinj;  . vczs. 

::;;tLon r-ny  represent  ;>.   :jcr^!lt:-ent 
.M-  liiter  scg-cntG  oi   th-:. ror.d 

he-tore  alternate  locations   for   tiiese sc-^'enta  iuive been fuLly 
cenjidered tror. an cnvi.ror.nental 3 .ar.Jpi'int.     To .v.'old   this  possibility, 
the  finnl statement siiould  consider   t:;C proposed section vithin  the 
eo:ite::u of;   the ilxprcsr.way as  a '..hjLc,   the  ir.pnct of which  en other 
portic-i-..-j of  the corridor may depend  en  L'ae  final location and design 
chosen   for   this  uenment. 

The revised draft statement's  comnitment  to implement practices 
outlined  in  the Federal lli^hv;ay Adniini:: trat ion's   Instructional 
Memorandum 20-3-70  satis!: ios  our  previous  doubt  about  the  adequacy 
of/planned erosion and sedir.entation control measures,   as  registered 
in comments  to  the. original draft,   N'ovcmbcr. 5,   1971. 

Ambient Air Quality  a!id  i\'o Ir.c Levels 

On the basis ol: projected A:)!1 

in tiu: revised draft atntcmont, v.e 
impact of the facility on ar.bicr.t r 
V.'e note, however, that projected AT 
fron projected A!)T lor cxinting Ro: 
Such a difference seems necessarily 
t:he heiief that the existence of Li 
development of suburban rar-depene-. 
suppos ition is correct, the. indir^c 
ar.bunt air quality ruiy l)e cxpectec 
paid to the increase in local traf! 
veil l.cies,   etc.)   that wouid  neccss::: 

s  and   the  emissions  data  presented 
feel  that  the short  term  local 
ir  quality will  not be  significant. 
T  for  the Patuxcnt Freeway differs 
te  32  roughly by a factor of  four. 
to be based,   at least  in part,   on 

e  road   Itself will stir..;.;'! ate 
nt communities   in  the area.     If   this 
t   impact  of. the  project  on  local 
to be substantial, if  attention is 

ic   (school buses,   shoppers.delivery 
ily  accompany  such  development. 

The magnitude of   the Expressway's   indirect impact on air quality 
within   the region should be  reflected  in  the  statement's  consideration 
of  alternative.:.     A do-nothing alternative-   is commented  on in  the 
draft'   ::::  are   five  re la I ively  ;•-;;,>••'  : ••.•.ni i fien t ioivs  wf   liie   f..v   red   location, 
'llie  :.latcmont   dees   nut   consider   tii-r*   vo !oi-al i o-i   of   I !:o   IWi-l/.-.u    facility 
as   an  ai.Lernativv   indi-i'dulfiit   oi    liio  coist o:.;; I .n t .1   iii;,h   i.'.id.    i-xpr- :::;v/ay. 
In   doalin^,  witii   (In*   ii-1 oi'.M ion   ol    ('•u-   iwo-lain.    i.'riliiy   ••. .   •••n   .i 1 t't n.il i vc 
in   Itself,   the  stateniral   slmuUI   e::,)' a'.-   ill"   eapacily  (.-l    l,,ir;  or   similar 
!.irlJit.y   to safely  handle   exisLin;'.  and.   future  need.;   ad. rpt : i c 1 y  v: i Lhout 
st imula.ting  tiie dirveJ opment  of  ot!:c-r  coiiimuni tie: 
automobile. 

o!    com: -IL; {)• 

r 
• 
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i-'inally,  vo  fed   it would be  anproprLate   to  the scntcviont'^ 
dir.n.ssion ot   a Ucniat ives   to  doal wLlh   Llio  potontia!   U:;«J  rf  nass 
traiwit;   in  tl:.v  afifct./d  area;   partic:i:.l:-.rly,   *:.c-  scaU,",:K  si.ouid   indicate 
ho'-  various  a LLorr.ati vi-s viiuld  a:Tcvt  c:r bo  ai :c.•:too by   pr.tu'atia L  mass 
transit   ILaos   to   the  urban  center.;  of  Wn:;::ir.;::>-.;:  and   Dal; -^cro.      i!;Ls 
sus;so:;ti.on   is   i-i-ns Lstont v:i;!i   thr   rvi-.CTit Xf-.ornnfi-r!  to  IVdoraL At;«-:icics 
en  FrccoJurcs   for   'I^provlnj:  Envirnar.cntn'!   Ir.rrac:  'jvatc-^u'ats,   inwh'-ch 
tiie  Council on Knvironriuntnl  Quality  noted   ti.at  all  alteraativei: 
reasonably available   to   the  [;overnrop.c  a:;  a whele -ust be. dLseu:-.;iod  — 
even  if  some  of   these  alternatives  are  outside   the  control oi   the  agency 
preparing  the statement. 

N'oiso 

The statement's troatment of construction and traffic noise 
generated by the proposal nccts the crlticisr.s on page 2 of this office's 
contnonts (N'ovember 5, 1971) to tiie original draft statement. We note 
that the projected dSA levels for areas adjacent to the prop' -.ed roadway 
are within the limits proposed for adoption by the Federal 11 ,;hway 
Administration. 

Thank you very much for the opportunity to review this Jnpact 
statement.  J i" we may be of further use to yea in coniplet i ng the final 
impact statement on this project, please let us know.  Please send us 
a copy of the final stalorient for our files. 

Sincerely yours, 

Hubert J . iHanco, P.H. 
Act ing Chief 

Environmental Impact Statement liranch 

& 

C^ /&? Pr**^ fo) 
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ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON. D. C. 20301 

A M 

'•'' ! 

SAUTH AND 2 9 m i372 

Mr, VJalter B.  Vfooclford, Jr. 
Chief Enginoer State Highway Adniniatrafcion 

?. 0. Box 717 
i^aP^timore, Maryland 21203 

Dear Mr. Woodford: 

ftECEJVED 

JUL    6   191^ 

DEPUTY CHIEF ENGR. 
DEVELOPMENT 

This is in response to your letter of May 12, 1972 for review ccr.i- 
vnenfcs on the draft environmental statement for Patuxent Freeway, 
Kd. Route 103 to Anne Arundel County line, and Relocated Md. Route 
32, Tatuxent Freeway to Baltimore-V/ashington Parkway, dated 

April Ik,  1972. 

The Bepartnent of Defense has reviewed this draft EIS as requested 
and it has been determined that the proposed highway construction 
project does not have a significant environmental impact on Fort 
George G. Meade or the area immediately contiguous to this installa- 
tion. The State of Maryland, Division of Water and Sewerage, has 
already reauested that extra precautions be taken to prevent soil 
erosion into the Patuxent River. The Department of Defense also 
reoueots that these extra precautions be taken because Fort 
George G. Meade uses this river as its source of water, and exces- 
sive soil erosion could create problems at the water treatment plant. 

Thank ycu for giving us the opportunity to review this draft environ- 

mental statement. 

Sincerely, 

:VED 

JUL 3 1972 

fhn A. '•'•'i.-.I.- r-u-l 

l)"|'nl..Y t\J.:/t::\.!i.t\i.  '.'••••• r'-'.-'i.rv '•(' \fV»i\--:> 

([/.vi't r'-ni'i'iil.':. 1 Vi'i.1 I'..y ) 

t 
I 

eye- ^ dot^f^J 
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JIJL   5    1972' 

CHISF £NGINE£?i 

July 3,   1972 

^ 

^^SCSP 

OFFICE OF PLANNING & ZONING 
COUNTY OFFICE DUILDING 
3450 COUST HOUSE DRIVE 

ELUCOTT CITY. MARYLAND 21043 
TELePHONfi;  433-3000. EXT. ZS1 

J. M«rt»*«»r C1.AW30M. JW.. CM»«r 

CEHAkO W. VONMAyc*,.CM.«r 

oUc    G    1372 

DEPUTY CHIEF ENGR 
DEVELOPMENr 

Mr. Walter E. Woodford, Jr. 
Chief Engineer 
State Highway Administration 
300 West Preston Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21201 

Re Contract No. HO-292- -771        '% ^ 

Dear Mr. Woodford: 

Patuxent Freeway - Maryland Route 108 
to Anne Arundel County Line 

Contract No. AA-739-l~571 
HO-292-27-771 

Relocated Maryland Route 32 
Patuxent Freeway to Baltimore- 
Washington Parkway 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

f 
i 

This office has reviewed the captioned study and finds that 
the proposals are generally in accordance with the General Plan 
of Highways for Howard County 1971. 

We wish to call your attention to several matters relevant 
to the study. 

1).  The General Plan of Howard County was adopted by the 
Howard County Council on December 6, 1971. (Copy of 
General Highway Plan furnished for your reference). 

2). The alternate No. 2, as indicated, is not desirable 
in reference to the proposed land uses and General 
Highway Plan of Howard County. 

3).  On February 5, 1971, a meeting was. conducted by the 
representatives of the State Highway Administration 

and the Howard County officials, and there are still 
t A HI B ITT 
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I Mr. Walter E.  Woodford,  Jr. -2- July 3,   1972 
i & 

seme outstanding issues that have to be resolved 
since this meeting date.  Reference to this meeting 
was contained in letter of transmittai to Mr. 
Hugh G. Downs, from this office, dated February 9, 
1971, and subsequent corrected data contained in 
letter from Mr. Omar J. Jones from this office 
dated March 5, 1971. 

Trusting the information as noted herein is sufficient for 
your present needs.  Should you have any questions concerning 
the above, please contact this office at your convenience. 

Very truly yours. 

Division of Land Dev/lopment 
and Transportation Planning 

JHC,JR,/sg 
Attachment 

cc:     Mr. Omar J.  Jones 
Mr. William S.  Hanna 
Mr. William A.  Altman 
Mr. Thomas  G.   Harris,  Jr 

Cc- sty, ffr+A, 
z- 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE -  U321 HartvlcJc Rd. ,  Pa.   522 

College Park, Maryland    20?l+0 
1^ 

Hr. Philip R. Miller, Chief 
Bureau of Special Services 
State Highvay Adninistration 
300 West Preston Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21201 

Dear Mr. Miller: 

a 
July 3, 1972 

JiJL o '3- v 

"MlLiP 'r.  y. = . r- 

CHiiF 3UP-i 
SPECIAL S^V-rcT 

Because of extenuating circumstances ve vere unable to meet the 
target date of June 30, 1972 with comnents on the Draft Environmental 
Statement for the Patuxent Freeway - Rt. 108 and Relocated Rt. 32. 

We are encouraged to find the recognition given the Middle and 
Little Patuxent (PL-566) Watershed Project. The statement also 
adequately recognizes and provides for a construction sediment 
control program. No doubt the final statenent will contain.these 

same provisions. 

We appreciate the opportunity to ccmment on this statement and are 

sorry to be late. 

Sincerely, 

x? »<_ 0-U' J * / \jP'!'t~ ,-7,    /*-«•* ' 

.'GRAHAM T. MUNXTTTRICK 
State Conservationist 

U. 

cc: Kenneth E. Grant, Administrator 
Dr. T. C. Byerley 

f 
I 
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH  AND MENTAL HYGIENE 

EiNiVIRONMENTAL HEALTH  ADMINISTRATION 
610   N.   HCWARO   STREET BALTIVORc,   MARYLAND     2i201 Area Code   30) 333- 

July 6,  1972 

THROUGHi   Mr, Howard S* Chaiwy, Eirector nli£, 
i&i-Tirocmental Health AdRiinlstratio^^^ 

Hr. Philip H. Miller, CMaf 
Ersreau ol Special Servicea 
Statd Highway Aaninistration 
3C0 Vkst Preston Street 
Baltiaore, Maryland      21201 

Dsar Mr. Millecr* 

I 

%' 

ft 

REi    Contract No. HO-292    -    771 Patuxent freeway   ~ 
Md. Route 108 to Anne Arundel County line 

Contract No. AA-739-1-571^ 
RO-292-27-771 

Relocated Md. Route 32 - Patuxent Freeway 
to Baltimore-Washington Parkway 

We have received a copy of the Draft finvironreental Irroact Statement for the 
Patuxsnt Freeway and Relocated Maryland Route 32 and appreciate this opportunity 
to isaks our coronents. 

There are several points which should be clarified concerning air quality. 
first of all, the nitrogen ordde problem is not given adequate treatment, 
Maryland has already stated in its Air Quality taplsanentation Plan for the 
BaltJbacre Region that the federal standards for nitrogen dioxide will not be 
net.    This conclusion was drawn after assuming Federal new car standards would 
be )?.rft and all feasible controls would be placed on stationary sources.    Some 
kind of land use and/or transportation control will be needed to enable Baltimore 
to naet federal standards. 

The fact that a 6-lane e^ressway is planned upwind of Baltimore will cer- 
tainly not improve the situation.    As mentioned, nitrogen oxides from motor 
vGhielss will increase because of higher speeds and greater traffic volumes. 
The a-tatatnent on page 31 that "nitrogen oxide emissions from motor vehicles are 
eftpcnaible for only a fraction of man-mads totals" implies that transportation 
s an insignificant factor in NO2 pollution.    Since motor vehicles contribute 

15% of m?in-wade nitrogen dioxide in Baltimore according to our inventories 
(hardly en insignificant fraction), it would eppear that the impact on NO2 
lev-ilu will be adverse.    The statement should be changed accordingly. 

EXHIBIT XE 



I Mr. Philip R. Miller  w -2- "^    July 6, 1972 

I -hers was a rei'srsnce to the Bieasursmdnt program conductad by ITT Elecfcro- 
-Vaica Laboratories, Inc. along 1-95 during Jvne and July of 1971-    It is -true 

that thiay found no significant incrsasa in pollutant levels after the opening 
of t>.a road.    Traffic counts, though., wars vary lov when ccmparad to the capacity 
of thtt road and tha vshiclsa themdalvea were 'ganerally diarwrsed.    Under these 
'.-onditAondj high roadside concentrations ara not to be expected,    HoveTer, an 
ontireiy diffarsnt aituation ia liksly as incrsaaing industrial and coareercial 
lomd usea lead to  constantly increasing traffic cotmLS,    Greater congestion will 
undoubtedly lead to higher roadside Isrela of air TDollutanta. 

I 
I 

;   • L^o:<ing at the projected traffic coxsvta for 1979, it vould appear that the 
I        capacity of the 2-lane highway which is planned vill be greatly exceeded.    We, 
Itharefore, made calculations based on a U-lane and 6-lane highway, -asing a version 

of the •dispersion raodel developed by General Electric for New York City.*   This 
I        reodel vaa verified by field measursxcent of pollutant concentrations.     It was dis- 
Icovsrad that calculations using this model agreed very well with actual measure- 

rtenta.    It is the best available means for predicting concentrations near a road,. 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
f 

Congestion at peak hour will be a daily occurrence for portions of the 
Patuaent Freeway givsn a U-lane highway and the projected traffic volumes for 
1979• Air Quality projections -srsre made for the most heavily travelled segment, 
assuming peak hour traffic is 23^ of average daily volumes and a peak duration 
factor of 0,7. Emissions were based on lie expected fleet mix for 1979. Pre- 
dicted levels of carbon monoxids range frctA  25 ppa on the road to 9 ppra 50 feet 
from the road. These are not unusual concentrations and can be ejected to occur 
often since the highway as built will be inadequate. 

The situation with the 6-lane highway could also be serious in cases where 
the lanes in the peak direction become congested due to an accident or other 
siailar cause. Under these conditions and the ssaae assumptions as above, carbon 
monoxide concentrations would range from 35 ppm on the road to 11 ppm at a dis- 
tance of 50 feet from the road* The Federal atandards for carbon monoxide are 
35 ppia for 1 hour and 9 pp» for 8 hours - neither one of which is to be exceeded 
more than once a year. 

Although tne predicated levels for the Patuxent Freeway appear to be within 
Federal standards (except on the road itself), it is to be remembered that the 
actual concentrations will depend on the background of carbon monoxide in the 
area. Considering the number of freeways which are planned in the vicinity and 
the increasing industrial devslopment, this background could add significantly 
to the levels already cited. An  estiaata of the true air quality will depend 
on a study of the regional ispact of the expressways in the entiro corridor. 
This impact should be investigated, particularly in light of the other freeways 
which are planned or constructed in the area. It is academic to argue whether 
the roads are being constructed because of existing land use or whether they are 
causing the land use. The Patuxent Freeway and similar expressways are opening 

I 
-*   Study of Air Pollution Aspects of Various Roadway Configyrations. 

General KLectric Company, September 1, 1911• 



I 
•!r.  rhilip R. Millar 

July 6, 1972 

v,e ,n,ire area vo to  a r.ew ladustrial, residential and comri.rcial uses.    It 
,o,-.id 'ce v^ry dimcuit for this de^lcpnent to  take place to  any ex.en. Awhouii 
•hha"i^eway^73tem.    Therefore, toe affact of this increased dewiopmeni on air 
ikicy if tSa corridor ia certainly a proper subject for dxscuasion an tne 
Zn-/irorii>iental Impact Statement. 

• „ -^JTT ^.orra Vialn-fSil  in Dr-aoariiia the Final Environmental x hope these comments Tall prore nei.piux ~n pr,_w)dj._i_s 
Lnpact Statement. 

Sincergly yours. 

Jean J. Schueneman, Director 
Bureau of Air Quality Control 

JJ3:jVrtD:dab 

co:   l'r. John Collins 
i£drrin L, Powell, Jr« 
Howard County Health Department 

f 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

OFFICS: OF THE SECRETARY 
NORTHEAST REGION 

JOHN F. KENNEDY FSCERAL aUIUDlNG 
ROOM 2003 J a X 

SOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS  oa203 

JSSta^ %<*> 

v 
""Its*. 

OF 
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/\A 73?'/ 
:'ir. Philip R. Millar, Chi«f 
iiuxaau or Special Services 
State High-way Adcainistration 
SCO -Vest Preston Street 
Baltimore, {Maryland      21201 

Dear Mr. Miller: 

Pursuant to the State Highway Administration's letter dated May 12, 
1972, the Department of the Interior has reviewed the draft Environ- 
asntal Impact Statement prepared in conjunction with the Patuxent 
Freeway and Route 32 project, Howard and Anne Arundel Counties, 
fdaryland. Cur impressions and cocanents are as follow. 

In the geomorphological description which appears on pages 8 and 
9? ail of *he soils involved in this project are described as 
presenting a noderate to high susceptibility to erosion. It may 
wall be that construction techniques and procedures over and above the 
usual itill be required to prevent or strictly limit soil erosion. 
In this regard the discussion of water quality on page 23 appears 
to contain a contradiction, in that mention is made of the locations 
and details concerning drainage structures and appurtenances 
appearing on contract plans, and also that such data is not included 
as a part of an environmental statement because such data are 
ynj.uainoua (and often ppn-exlstent),* Vie suggest that the possibility 
o:; erosion poses serious threat, and that the final statement should 
address itself to this threat in significantly greater detail. 
The confusing wording cited above should also be eliminated or 
rewritten. 

A second concern involves the intrusion of the proposed highway into 
the 22 acre wooded area north of the Heritage Heights subdivision. There 
is no indication regarding ownership, but if this forest tract is in 

f EXHIBIT 5331 
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public ownership, v»e most strongly suggest that the 6.5 acres 
r^iuir«d for highxay development b* replaced by adjoining lands of 
sijaiUr character and usefulness. ?/e also urge -that all engineering 
ami .ilvicultural -tschniques possible be anployed to protect the 
resnaining voodlands from windfall, sudden and dramatic changes in 
drainage patterna, and the like. 

Srailarly, we note that the planned developoent requires Trotter 
Hoad to be located through another wooded area of seven acres* The 
area in question is part of the Middle patuxent River Valley which, 
in the vicinity of Columbia, has been the subject of intensive study 
as a proposed nature preserve - >dldlife demonstration area. Since 
hicy-^ay relocation on the scale proposed (150 fcot HO*) would render 
this txooded area useless for the purposes mentioned, we urge "that 
Trotter Road be relocated in such a way that daiuage to the natural 
environment is held to an absolute minimum* The final environmental 
statement should, in our vie*, evidence a commitaient in principle 
to this objective of preserving scoe small part of the environment. If, 
in either of the cases cited above, the land is publicly owned, and 
is used for park, recreation, wildlife or waterfowl (refuge) purposes, 
then a 4(f) submisrsion is required in accordance with the Department 
of Transportation Act (Public Law 39-670). 

In looking at the plans, we note that a possible conflict may exist 
brjtveen Route 32 and a Land and Water Conservation Fund project 
funded in part by the Department of the Interior. Specifically, 
federal funds were involved in the acquisition of 9*5 acres adjacent 
to the rear of Atholton School off U.S. 29 near Simpsonville. Prior 
written approval of the Secretary of the Interior is required before 
such recreation lands can be used for any purpose other than that for 
which they were acquired. 

Finally, the final draft should contain evidence of consultation 
with the State Liaison Officer for Historic Preservation regarding 
any adverse effects which the project might have on existing or 
proposed historic sites. Such information may be obtained from the 
Director, Maryland Historical Trust, Box 1704, Annapolis, Maryland 
2.140.1,.who has been designated as the State Liaison Officer for 
Historic Preservation in Maryland. 

2^ 

Sincerely yours, 

Iterk Abelson 
Regional Coordinator 
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DEPARTMENT OF HcALTH, EDUCATION, AND WcLFARt 
P.SGION Hi 

401 NOHTH 9HOAD 3T36ST 
PHiLAOst.?«iA, PENNSYLVANIA   19108 

July 11, 1972 

Mr. 
Chi 
Sta 
300 
Bal 

Walter E. Woodford, Jr. 
ef Engineer 
te Highway Administration 
West Preston Street 
timore, Maryland   21201 

jfe^ 
Ml  ,. 

J^KlP 
19?? 

^^ asSSau or. iftVlCe; 

Office Oi» TM6 
REQIONAl OiHtCTOX 

MAILING AODB-iSS: 
••.O. BOX  IJVOO 
PMILAOSL^MIA, 
PfiMNSYLVANIA   19104 

"Dear Mr. Woodford: 

We have reviewed the draft environmental statement pertain- 
ing to the Patuxent Freeway, Contract No. 110-292-771, and 
the relocated Maryland Route 32, Contract No. AA-739-1-571 
HO-292~27-771.  We concur in your statement concerning the 
impact of this project upon the environment. 

Thank you for letting us review this statement. 

Sincerely yours. 

iXTohn E. McKenna 
Regional Environmental 

Coordinator 

^ 

cc Mr. Robert Lanza 

?V<S*f**» 

r 
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MARYLAND 

O F c-   «; TATE    PLANNING 

301 WEST PRESTON 3Tfl£ST 
BALTIMORE. MARYLAND      212PJ 

TKLEPHONE.   30I.333.24S1       /r^H? LEfHONE.   30I.333.24S1        I ^ } j^J ^ ^^^ EDWIN    U 

October 12, 1972/n(/S4>^a"l/J/f]} "'^ 

VLADIMIR    A.    VfAXcie 

ICBtTARY     0»     »TAT*     GIANNI 

POVV51.L.    JH. 

DO'UTT   sixnsTAnr 

Irl-illip 3., I'iiller, Chief 
ea- of Special Services 

ot-.-.t.e Hirrhvfaj Acbiinistrabion 
3(|| "l.est rreston Street 

^. 

0^  13   W 
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tir.ore, I-Laryland 21201 

iinnaOHI-SETAL Ii-?ACT STATSlJIiT PiZVISJ 

Applicant:    State Highway AdEdnistration 

Project:        Patuxent Freeway - Rt. 108 to Ame Arundel County Line - 
Relecoated Ki. Rt. 32 

State CJsaringhouse Control livmiber;    72-5-197 

State Clearinghouse Contact:    Warren D. Hodges (333-2U67) 

Miller: 

Vhe State Clearinghouse has renewed the above noted .environmental Impact a-oateKen-c. 
»accordance with the proced^es established by the Office of ^.azcraenu n_nd 

Iget Circular A~95, the State Clearinghouse received connents  -.copies ao.acr^'v 
fror.i the follovrlng: 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

D-pa^-ent o<> Health and Mental Hygiene:    the Bureau of Air Quality Conorol iaaae 
o-^tp-^ive cor.ir.:ents on the air awJLity data relative to predicted traf Cic volvnes, 
land use development, nitrogen o>d.de emissions, and collective impacts with 
other expressways in the corridor.    The Bureau urged that further consideraoxon 
be given to these concerns• 

D-^artT.ent of Hatural Resources:    expressed a strong interest in the project 
and noted that the statement needs to nore fully address environmental concerns 
^e-ardinr streams, valleys,  natural areas,  projected land use patterns  and 
^-"acts on wildlife.    The Department also suggested that alternatives ba 
'-jrther e:cplorc<3 in an effort to ranimze adverse impacts.    Tne Uepartiient no^ed 
tv-t more'detailed infonrtation is needed on the possible impacts to State 
recreational and natural properties within the vacinity of the proposed road 
extensions. 

staff reviewed this  statement and found the consideration of a riajor portion of 
„ -^p'oct, instead of statements for segments, to be commendable.    Howpver, it 
s ?n^csted that statements concerning the use of this road as part of the urban 

A^lon^-nt fabric and as  a stimilator of grovrth need further justification, paroi- 
Brl:r in lieu of stated State policy relative to development in the Baltimore/ 
RsV.'rkor corridor.    The impact statement seems T-O be ambivalent in adoresJir^; 

|XH1BIT XZ 
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V -ols vvt the orooosed hicnua/ will "lay in dev<2louif.eAt. In SOL-S ir5-brL-.ce3, 
i:'-vV.on to doveioo-ent is claimed while in other statements accaler^ionoi 

Lv.:-,ri.h Ti.^barns is attributed to the road. This anbivalence should oe ciarxi^ed 
o •.-..;•-..'-.r /r.i^ciate the ouroose of the nroposed construction. Adaitxonal-.;^ ^.e 
•!V.;r.-;-, •le.j^ti to oieht"lanes sec:^ to ne^d furthsr justification aixj m ^xs 
sir, vio 'icncepfc of continuinS i^ryland Route 32 northwesterly from Ciaricoviils 
s  a r-j.cr facility to icoute 1701!  seer;\s questionable, 

; hoTjfj  :hct these comnenbs vriJLL assist you in the prepai-ation of your fir^l 
p.te-e-.-t and look forward to continued cooperation •with your agency in tr.e 
r;.--ir^house re^rlew of the contplete project presentation. 

Sincerely, 

'^^o^J-^^^--^ l^^^U-U^ 
Vladiniir "ahbe 

•Jean Schuener.an 
Anthony Abar 
Charles Pixton 
1 Adeline Schi^ster 

f 
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41 

TMENT Or   HEALTH  AND  MENTAL HYGIENH 
Ne.l  Soiomon,  M.O..  Ph.D.. Secretory 

ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH   ADMINISTRATION 
0   N.   HOWAKD   STREET . BALTIMO«.   MARYLAND    2-20. . Ar.-  Co.e   .U. 

July 11, 1972 

Mro Edwin L. Po-rfell, Jr. , 
Suate Clearing House 

Jean J. Schueneman, Eixector       L\^J—— 
•E-ureau of Air Quality Control  „'   -/' ^ 

Contract Ho. H0-292   -   771 Patent Freeway   -   Karylard Route 103 to 
Anne Arundel County lane 

Contract No. AA-739-1-571      . Relocated Haxyland Route 32 - Patuxent 
H0-2 92-27-771       Freeway to Baltimore-Washington Parkway 

i    -^•v,+ «, •,*,-; rh ^ould be clarified concerning air quality, 

"at^e Sderal standards '-^e^d^n not b. ^-^^-i^ 

£ StS^^r^ "our inventories (^rdX^^ff'^t tS^koSd 
luld appear that the impact on hQ2 levels will be adverse, 
be changed accordingly* 

1 
f 

Th-re was a reference to the measurement program conducted by IW aecteo- 
^sics UVoratories, Inc, along 1-95 during ^^Ve^slfSr\e o.e^of 
t they found no significant increase an pollutant levels after tne o^-nxi^ 

I 



Hr. 15dwin L. Powell, Jr. -2- July H, 1972      . | ^> 

Zns road. Traf-'ic counts, though, wers vsry low vhen compared to tne capacity 
l.' ina  road and the vehicles themselves were generally dispersed. Under these 
Conditions, hign roadside concentrations are nob bo be expected. Hovever, an 
entirely diiTerent situation is likely as increasing industrial and ccnunerciai 
I lend uses lead to constantly increasing traffic counts. Greater congestion will 
Lidoubtedly lead -bo higher roadside levels of air pollutants. 

•   Looking at the projected traffic counts for l?79,  it would appear that tne - 
apacity of the 2-iane nignway which is planned will be greatly exceeded. We, 

therefore, made calculations based on a L-lane and o-lane hignvay, using f^ve£- 
Iion of the disoersicn model developed by General i&ectric for iiew York City, 
his nodal was verified by field measurement of pollutant concentrations. It 

vas discovered tnat calculations using tnis model agreed very well with actual 
Ieasurements. It is the best available means for predicting concentrations near 

road. 

Congestion at peak hour will be a daily occurrence for portions of the 
Iatuxsnt Freeway given a ii-lane highway and the projected traffic volumes for 
979. Air Quality -orojections were made for the most heavily travelled segment, 

assicning peak hour traffic is 23%  of average daily volumes and a peak duration 
Kactor of 0.7. iinissions were based on the expected fleet mix for 1979* Pre- 
icted levels of carbon monoxide range from 23> ppm on the road to 9 ppm 50 feet 

from the road. These'are not unusual concentrations and can be ejected to occur 
If ten since the highway as built will be inadequate. 

I     The situation with the 6-lane highway could also be serious in cases where 
I Jhe lanes in the oeak direction become congested due to an accident or other 
<' •similar cause. Under these conditions and the same assumptions as above, carbon 
i1 Monoxide concentrations would range from 35 ppm on the road to 11 .ppm at a dis- 
I tance of 50 feet from the road. The Federal st?ndards for carbon monoxide are 
K5 ppm for 1 hour and 9 ppm for 8 hours - neither one of which is to be exceeded 

c j  Wiore tnan once a year 

B   Although the predicated levels for the Patuxent Freeway appear to be^ within 
rederal standards (except on the road itself), it is to be remembered that the 
actual concentrations will depend on the background of carbon monoxide _ in the 

«rea. Considering the number of freeways which are planned in the vicinity and 
•the increasing industrial development, this background could add significantly 
to the levels^already cited. An estimate of the true air quality will depend 

jways 
jther 

the roads are being constructed because of existing land i\se or whether they aro 
Kausing the land use. Tne Patuxent freeway and similar expressways are opening 

he entire area up to a new industrial, residential and commercial uses. It 

I 
f 
I 

'* Study of Air Pollution Aspects of Various Roadway Configurations, General 
lectric Company, September 1, 1971* 



jScwin L. Powell,  Jr. -3- July 11, 1972 

tf 

I 
w-oiLLd be very difficult for this development to take place to .any extent without 

ftho freeway system.    Therefore, the effect of this increased development on air 
•juality in thia corridor is certainly a proper subject for discussion in the iin- 

•virorjnental L-npact Statement, 

| I hope these comments -will prove helpful in preparing the Final JSnvironmental 
Impact Statement, 

i   I Sincerely yours, 

Io  /?/   / 
'/ 

I Jean J. Schueneman, Director 
Bureau of Air Quality Control 

I     ' 
\  —JjS:A>*D:<lab 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
r 

c: Mr. Philip H. Killer 
Mr. John Collins 
Howard County Health JUenartment 
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Date:      October 6,   1972 

>..('. ; •. 

ui" l';iS72 

l'nr:('lar.d DenArtr:<?nt cf State Pl^nnin?! 
Btate Office H'.:ilr:.in«< 
301 'vest Vrcston 3treat 
nr.lt.U-.crc, J'arric-.nd      21201 

SUBJECT:    PROJECT Sl'JuiAP.r HCTI'ICTIC; P",1/!^-/ 

Applicant:    state Highway Administration 
* 

ProoHct:      Patuxent Freeway  - Route  103  to Anne Arundel County Line 
Route 32 to Parkway 

State Cle'ririnrhcosc Control Nurfocr:     72-5-19? 

C|;ECK  Qm 

1. This agency coes not have an interest in the a rove project. 

2. The ahove nroject js consistent vith this agency's ninoi  or 
objectives and v;e reco:"^=nd approval of the" project". 

3,   ..This a/zoncv has further in Arrest in nnd/or nuastionr. concerninr  the 
Above pro,ie:t and ^/ishes to confer vrith th.R ano" iorr-.t. 

'. Cur interest or cucstienr. are shown on enclosed atiuchireiitT 

U.    This Afsncy cccs  not holicvo n  conference is  noco.^s.-rv,  but wishes   to 
rcake favorable cr onn.Ufyinr coments  :-,>;c-.:n on enclosed attachment.    XX 

f 

Signal .Mro'":.-Z---s:r 

TitleChief,   Planning & Evaluation 

Agency Dept»   of Natural Resources 

I 
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:a«JtT£« er.-- nc .IAOVI   fwr. JOS^?H H. WANTING 
T»«y STA i c OF MARYLAND OKPurr s««fiT*«» 

DEPARTMENT Or NATURAL RESOURCES 
STAT!: CrrlCE BUILDING 

'" •"• A,-.NA?CLIS   21401 

October 6, 1972 

COMMENTS OP THE DEPARTMENT 0? NATURAL RESOURCES ON PROJECT #72-5-197 
Patuxent Freeway - Route 108 to Anne Arundel County Line"- 

Relocated Route 32 

The Department of Natural Resources has an interest in this 
project and its Draft Environmental Impact Statement, 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I     The Department suggests that the Draft Statement more fully 
address environmental concerns regarding streams, valleys and 

—projected land use patterns,, 

There will be major intrusions upon waters and valleys of 
I the Little Patuxent, Middle Patuxent, Cricket Creek, Dorsey Run 
and a tributary 1,000 feet East of Route 1. The Statement recoanizes 
the need to preserve the integrity of these resources, but the Depart- 
ment .suggests that alternatives be more fully explored to insure 
I that the highway impact upon these resources will be absolutely 
minimal.  Interchanges at relocated Trotter Road, future Broken Land 
Parkway and access proposals near Simpsonville will cross major 
•streions and will be disruptive to numerous tributaries wittnn 
^construction areas, 

I     A^major impact of this proposed highway development will be 
in its improved access and the intrusion into areas now relatively 
undeveloped that support both large and small game. The carrying 
capacity of these lands for large game will be virtually obliterated 
•and the carrying capacity for small game will be substantially redu-'d 
•The increased residential and industrial development of the area that ' 
will follow the highway development can be expected to lead to the 
prohibition of consumptive use of wildlife that remains in the area. 

The Department of Natural Resources is charged with providing 
-recreational opportunities for citizens of the State and, in this*" 
fcroad charge, has an interest and would wish to foster and encoura^^ 
•Tee hunting such as is provided by the game preserve which this 
projec-.t proposes to intersect. Will the land so lost be replaced 
•>y contiguous land of similar character for this recreational use*? 

f 
i 
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I 
I 
||    Future proposed extensions may hava sons affect or intrusion 
upon State properties. It appears fron the extension map that the 
Severn Hun Natural Environment Area (Anne Arundel County) and the 
•iugg Thomas Wildlife Management Area (Howard - Carroll County 
toundarv) may he within the construction limits of the proposed 
Gxtansions, The Department of Natural Resources would like to 
•.xave more detailed information prior to committing our position on 
Jthe project proposal, 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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r ;;' }^;2.lfli>/-7i. .f'.r.   i-iixa3a:t.'/i.i:'or••yo.urjinEor.nacion. •••:.w.t" ..u-^tt ,.>. 

;•> • < ....; - *•   • ;:.. '   t. .. SX'j i M p 3 Q N v IV. u. s', • M A R V L A H O    2 I » ao • • .     ,.. 

.-..•«-•'••.•..   • yj A-. V <U 1 ••/ 'i t'-i' f j^J •' JU.*J- iu«       ••;^ •*'        » .'...» 

'Kr^-'iJornard M« Evaina- ' 
.Staiia Highway Administrator   .^ 
300 vu praaton Strsofc _ r»i>V. A^. U.3 
iiaJL'nicioro,'.Maryland .2X201 ._•.'.,.•" 

D«ar sii:».:-.. •"•.. .. 

•'•''•-'' ';  Cn Tuesdayo' Hottemlser 63 19733 the Donlaigh Civic Asscoiatlort- • ,,.' 
. >•• iiGtenod to a presentation of a sketch plan for the 171 Gcro.D    v / 
••':•.•.oi' land surrounding the King'Ei Contrivance Restaurant and iji^g  '. ' . 
^^attae Northeasterly corner of Rta 29 and hew Rtc 32o" .ITiie..-..    N-'V'-.-.-.'-.-"- 
^-i presentation incinded an 10 holee par 3 golf cour&a airid:^    ..' . 
>•;.;• approximately 320 single family medium density units a .':.•"'',.      • 

V;':." v'> ' A motion v/aa ^resented endorsing the i^lairi and Gpecifically ••:.;.. 
'Iv.vendorGing the alignment of acceoa roads Bhor/n on .th.e tJtate' .   '; --v 
^•jj-r-Highway Adrainiatration maps'. Tho county proposal.un&Qtr- the :19?1.''.r.v.. .'•:. 
V-. general plan of highway a for Howard County shov/ing aacoss aorcos .•'•• :;'•• '•'. 
...•the Littie Patuxent. River to Snowden River Farkway v/aa'rejected aa  .." 
:-^ undo sir able "becauaea     -••r-'-:--<!        '..'•'      •'•'•"-   :**"••."     .'./:;:' 
V.;.' '•• . lo) . Xt would generate,unwanted employment center;traffie fron -- 
••.••>-N-. the-.south'on. the other'side-'of nov; Rt,. 32« •••      -.*." •" --: 
i-Vrr.: ••'•'";  2»).. Xt v/ould displace land needed to make the golf course . '••", 
"":*>-nei-ghborhood concept v/orka " '••', •. • • ..'••":. 
••'•"•;-*.   3o3 Xt would neoessitato an eicpenolve and ossto^aive span   .. :, : - acrooo.th© v/ido and environmentally oonaitive Little Patusent 
.'.vV-; Stream: Valley* .   .... •     ..-•;.'  •    .. '::'.-; 
f •':'..  k») .. it would be ieea convenient to Donleigh residents than 
jV'. direct access to neiy7_Rt» 320 .... . -; •;.:,{.... <       •_. •• ••'y-^-'i^ 

/;.':••    Pleaoo let it bo noted in your records that tiio men'oe^s of • ''.''/.'•:'"••: 
";.:.  Conleigh Civic Association do endorae HRD'o plan ay outlined aboveo •• -^ 
,. '. Xn additDono the association taken the poaition that the Stato-   .••• 
.:.••-•;• Kighv/ay Adminiotration0^ plan for fjervice road aeceoo in the area >-:.;'. • 
[:•'"••• (ao chev/n in their August public hearing) be adopted In place of  .?' " 
.v. the acceaa eonfisuration ahov/n in the 19?! general plan for    .'••.:. -•..••'"• 
;.,/.. highways for Hov;ard County o . . . ";; 

: • 

^ ?••-•'.'•'•'.-';;.. '•.•.'-v-'^ •"..;•' :;:;'-' '''.•'•'••. ,':•: Slnoeroly p. '• .'  .•_';', •."•'••'•••, 

•.*•'•'. ••'•: :''•:••••:.: ''-l. •'.'•:'••'>•••• .'•'.'  ..'•;•":•>' •','.'••   •••'' Linda Roodo prosident- -;••?•-^ 
•'•••'•.'.'••••>•'£• •••:' '• ••S:^'••'.':; _-]••  ••'...      Donloigh Civiu Aaaoclation- 

• 

cc a •• •'•rfav-.;!ig;v CJo Dov/na, Chief Engine or o S!L\ ;      ' '. .. 
.•'••;. ' Mri.' Walter-E* Woodfordj Jro0 Deputy Adminiatratoro" SsD- 

•..      .: i'p.-j -Ander'aon Barnoo, HRD   ..- •.••'      ; 
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Ej.'nard M. tiv.vis 
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December 12, 1973 

Mrs > Mary E» Arber 
8108 
Jnr.sup, Maryland   20794 

Savage Guilford Road 
Contract Ho   292-33-771 
Patuxent  Freeway 
Relocated Md.  Route  32 
1-95 to U.  S.  Route 1 

IJe^ir Mrs. Arber: 

Thank you for your letter of October 28> 1973 advising of your concerns 
as regards the probable consequences of implementing the proposed 
Patuxent Freeway in the vicinity of Savage, Maryland. 

The increase in traffic volumes experienced in your area is symptomatic 
of the strategic location in the Baltimore Washington corridor. This 
corridor which features ever increasing social, economic and cultural 
opportunities is one of the fastest growing areas in the nation. 
Continued growth in your vicinity is envisioned by the General Develop- 
ment Plan adopted by the Regional Planning Council December 15, 1972. 
The General Plan for Howard County adopted December 6, 1971 by the Howard 
County Council designates the eastern portion of the county for organized 
urban growth during the 1970-1980 period and specifies the "iSlkridge** 
Savage corridor area as a major center of land development activity. 
Transportation facilities, iiicluding highways, are required to support 
growth determined by local, regional and state planning. 

The proposed Patuxent Freeway is a major interregional East-Viest highway 
transverse to the Baltimore Washington corridor connecting Interstate 
Route 70N near Cooksville with U. S« Route 50 at Annapolis and providing 
a more direct highway link between Western Maryland and the Eastern Shore. 
Mass transit vehicles can take full advantage of the new efficient highway. 

The probable environmental impacts of implementing the proposed.Patuxent 
Freeway, Including air and noise, were assessed in a draft environmental 
statement which utilized comments from local, state and Federal agencies, 
community organizations and interested parties and was circulated to 
various local, state and Federal agencies during May 1972. A Final 
Environmental Statement is now being prepared utilizing comments received 
during the planning process and the early design phase. 

Thio project hao been delayed for several years as we attempt to comply 
with mtraeroua requirements of Federal regulations.  On October 10, 1973 
approval of the design for an initial 4 lane divided highway was requested 
from the Federal Highway Administration. The design cannot be completed 
until environmental issues are satisfactorily resolved and Federal design 

P.O. Box 717 / 300 Woat Praoton Street. Bultimoru, Mnrylmui i'liOJ 
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approval has been obtained. 

If the design is approved,the orderly tnaitLtor.ance of traffic in your 
vicinity will be a prirrie consideration within the contract documents. 
It is expected that a new Savage Road bridge will be available to 
tnotorists prior to construction of Patuxent Freeway. 

Trusting that this supplies the information you require at this time, 
I wish to remain 

Very truly yours, 
Bernard M» Evans 
State Highway Administrator 

/"^Tltfeh'G.  Downs 
By       , ,..    ,. 

*   •• • i   .. /....n^-   in        ir   i»l mil     y, 

Chief Engineer 
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SPKCIAL StRViCLS 

Mr. -Philip R. Miller, Chief 
Special Services 
State Highway Administration 
300 VJest Preston Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 

Re:  Patuxent Freeway(Relocated Md. R.te 32) 
Cont. ^K0 292-34,-46,-771 
From 1-95 to Md. Route 108 

Dear Mr. Miller: 

This office has coordinated the review of the public hearing 
documents with other Howard County agencies as requested. 

The following agencies offer no cements at this time: 

Office of County Council 
Howard County Civil Defense 
Howard County Public School System 
Postmaster, Ellicott City, Maryland 

Attached, herewith, are self-explanatory copies of comments 

received from the following agencies: 

Howard County Police Department 
Department of Parks & Recreation 
Office of Fire Administrator _ 
Pnvni-i nf Fnr'ineerinp, Department of Public Works 
M^ion of Co^reheukve1 Planning, Office of Planning * Zoning 

f 



Phil.in R. Miller       -2- July 17, 1.973 

This office offers the followir.g corrjricr.ts relevant to 
the Patuxenl: Freeway: 

1. The plan does not indicate the obligation for 
construction financial responsibility for the future 
extension of Broken Land Parkway from the interchange^ limits 
to the proposed connection v/ith existing Route 32.  Thj.'j 
question V7as previously raised in a meeting with the State 
highway Administration and Howard County representatives in 

October 1969. 

2. The plan does not reflect extension of Kindler Road 
as shown on the.General Plan of Highways 1971 adopted by the 
Howard County Council on December 6, 1971. 

3. With respect to the access plan alternate for the 
Holiday Hills subdivision area, we recommend the following 
order of priority: Alternate C, D and B.  The proposed 
Alternate A route would obviously create.an adverse impact on 
the Middle Patuxent River flood plain valley. 

4. The Howard County Department of Public Works is 
presently evaluating a proposed alternate relocation plan  ^ 
study of Cedar Lane for determination of final route selection, 

5. Relocated Trotter Road interchange alignment does not 
correspond with the General Plan of Highways 1971.  See the 
attached schematic alternate centerline relocations to reflect 
the alignment and continuity of the Little Patuxent Parkway as 
shown on official Howard County General Plan. 

We offer the following comments on U.S. Route 29 service 

road supplement plan: 

1  The Owen Brown Road Alternate A relocation generally 
corresponds to the alignment as shown on the General Plan of 
Highways 1971.  Owen Brown Road Alternate B relocation 
provides a more direct service road continuity but appears to 
have a more disruptive and adverse effect on the established 
vicinal residential property development. 
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2.  The proposed extension of Broken Land Parkway J.o the 
vest  of U.S. Routa 29 and the study rend traffic circulation 
pattern generally contorns to the previous proposals of the 
Howard Research and Development Corporation on schematic plans 
submitted to the Howard County Planning Board for review of 
concept considerations. 

Trusting the information as furnished, herewith, is 
sufficient for your present needs. 

Very truly yours. 

V 

JHC,JR./sg 

cc: Mr. Omar J. Jones 
Mr. W. David Watts 
Mr. William A. Altman 
Mr. Thomas G. Harris, Jr, 

I 
J. H. Claws on, Jr., Chile r 
Division of Land Devel'op-.ant 
and Transportation Planning 
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TO: 

SUBJECT: ' 

June 11, 1973 

Mr. J. H, Clav/son, Jr., Chief 
Division of   Land Development 

Patuxent Frecv/oy (Relocated Maryland 
Route 32 from Maryland Route 108 to I-9S) 

This office is concerned about the effects the construction 
will have on the Clarksville Volunteer Fire Station. 

A detailed clarification is needed to assure fire station 
operations and response will not be adversly affected by the pro- 
posed construction. 

The undersigned recommends a meeting be scheduled to review 
the proposed construction with representatives of the Fifth Dis- 
trict Volunteer Fire Department, DPW, Division of Land Development 
and the Fire Administrator to completely clarify the uncertainties 
concerning the proposed construction. ^-x 

Paul F. J/ LcPorrf 
Fire Administrator 

i 

PFJL/rb 
cc: Co. Exec. 

DPW 
Fi re Board 
Pres. 5th Dist. Vol. F. D, 

JUN W   1373 

Divisroji OF u.'io D-vr.i.orj^rr 

C? IIOV/ASD 0:1707 
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ROM:      W.   O.   Filbsrt,   Chief //V'-j/ 

IV.roau of . Er.y Lricicr.i.ng /'v'-'- 
DoparLrp.cnt of Public Works 

./ bL^UiiUJ  y-x 

HE: 

I 
Pai;u:-:ent Fre&way (Relocated I'd. Rt. 32 fron 
Md. Rt. 108 to 1-9:5) 

IRoforence ic mnde to your letter of Mny 16, 1S7 3, requesting comments from 
his Department relative to the preliir.inaxy plan preparocl by the State Highway 

Administration for relocation of Route 32 from Maryland Route 100 to I--95. 

•     Having reviewed this plan, the following consents are submitted for trans- 
mittal to the State Highway Administration: 

j) The S.H..A. should be advised that Hov.-ard County is presently developing the re- 
aliyn-cfit of Cedar Lane between existing Oven Brov;n P.oad and Pindsll School Road 
and this alignment v;ill determine the location of the interchange for Cedar 
Lane. 

I 
I 
2) The present plan proposes the construction of a service road North of relocated 
I Route 32, which road will terminate approximately rr.idway between Cedar Lane and 

Trotter Road.  It is the opinion of this department that this service road should 
be extended to Trotter Road; it is felt that this additional construction will• 

I alleviate apparent traffic congestion which will develop at Cedar Lane if the 
industrial traffic (W. R. Grace) is denied access from Trotter Road. 

i) The S,H.A. should be advised that Howard County has development plans for the 
Northeast quadrant for the Route 103 and relocated Route 32 intersection.  Those 
plans propose construction of additional County office and maintenance facilities. 

I |) The County proposes, within the next several years, to develop plans for the re- 
location of Trotter Road.  Prior to finalizing the relocation of Route 32, the 
County plans should be incorporated. 

I 
f 

In reviewing the alternate methods for providing access to the Holiday Hills 
areas, it is recommonded that the State include in 'choir plans the construction 
of alternate alignment "C" and "D".  It is felt that those alternates will pro- 
vide for the best circulation of traffic within the developed areas in the vicinity 
of Holiday Hills and the development of those lands presently unimproved. 

I 
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.i;-'.;?L:.Mi OF i'^it^TiiNG 

i v. •]• K i'. •- o F F i c "   ;•• r: M O n A ?: D U M ^1 
(r.ij.u.-afcocl Hd. Kt:. 3^! fron ::-.:. '--.t. 108 to T-'J'S) i ...^''-'"'r ?: 

) V'IG rroDo.^ed din:nor.d i.nterchan.-jc- bot.-.;o-'»n 'Ra-ctn  32 ar.d lioufce 100 appsarj; l:o be 
GufficionL Tor handling projec-io:: traffic, l-aK-xl on prcsont zoning, hov/svor, 
should f:he zoning in t:ha vicinity •ratoriall;- chango, then a ful.1. ciovcr-loai;- 
typs of interchange should bo conoidarcd. 

) This Department is of the opinion that the inforn-tion submitted for our review 
fails to justify the additior.al costs of providing an      intGrchnngu mJ.dv;ay 
bot;;cen Broken Land Parkway and Route 29.  It is fait that the service road "C" 
on the South side of Route 32 should cross Route 32 a!: approximately Station 
7G0'i: and continue in an Easterly direction, connecting with Snowden River 
Parkway, intersecting service road "D" arid Carlinda Drive. 

) The V.'ost end of project where it joins existing Route 32 in Clarksville appears 
to materially interfere vrith the proper and safe operation of the Clarksville 
Fire Station.  The West-bound 32 to Northeast Route 10S ramp appears to cross 
dnnyercusiy close to and in front of the station.  Should sufficient displaeemoni 
distance be found not possible, we would suggest that S.H.A. should be obliged 
to provide a suitable alternative site with quarters. 

WOF/vo 

Mr. W. A. Altman 
Mr. T. G. Harris, Jr. 
Mr. G. V7. Wehland 
Mr. J. E. Kienker 

f 
I 
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OIVISICN OF COMTIEH-fi';! v: i>l.Af»Ni >•'. 

OFriCE CF PLANNING & ZONING 
CQ'.JMTV r:rrici: riUiLniiNO 
3iE0 COURT HOUyt DRIVE 

ELL^iorr en Y, rtAHYLANO 21043 
TE'.t^MO.NS.':  455-SC03 

June   1,   1973 

TO:     Stephen W. Allwell 

FROM:   Gerald W. von Mayer 

Patuxent Freev^ay (Relocated Hd. Route 32 from Md. Route 103 to 1-95) RE: 

After having revfev/ed the attached copy of the proposed alignment of the 
Patuxent Freeway, the following co.rr.ents are given: 

1. State Highway Admin?Gtration should do it? utmost to minimize the 
impact of the proposed highway through both the Little and Middle 
Patuxent stream valleys as well as Cricket Creek. 

2. In reviewing the said plans, this office would question the need for 
an interchange at Trotter Road, since it Is so close to the Clarksville 
or Route 29 Interchange.  Furthermore, the approaches to the proposed 
interchange at Trotter Road would seern to critically affect some of 
the valuable ecological areas of the tributary (Cricket Creek) to the 
Middle Patuxent River. 

3. The access from Holiday Hills to Route 32 would, seem to be best served 
by the proposed access road that would tie into relocated Pindell 
School Road. 

GWVM 

GWVM/clc 
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May 24, 1973 

Mr. J. H. Clawson, Jr., Chief 
Division of Land Development 
end Transportation Planning 
County Office Building _ 
EUicott City, Maryland   21043 RE:    Patuxent Freeway 

Mr. Clav/son: 

In reviewing your correspondence dated 16 May 1973, concerning the 
proposed relocation of Maryland Route 32 in Howard County winch 
would incorporate the Patuxent Freeway between Maryland RouteJOJ 
in Clarksville and.the Interstate Route 95, it is our conclusion 
that such a controlled access arterial highway would be desirable 
in its function to serve as a major arterial link between the exis- 
ting Baltimore-Washington Parkway, Interstate 95 and Western Howard 
County including points north and west. 

This highway transoortation network as functionally proposed, should 
have the effect of'lessening the present and projected traffic volume 
on surrounding major, collector and local roadways. These have grad- 
ually developed into overloaded principle routes of travel to and 
from local, and distant traffic generators. 

When completed, the Patuxent Freeway and relocated Maryland Route 32 
should become the most direct, thereby the most desirable, route of 
travel to and from these inter-city controlled access freeways. 

The projected traffic volume should result in a lower volume movement 
on surrounding roadways, subsequently resulting in a lower degree of 
collision experience due to a lower point of conflicc ratio and less 
congestion. 
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May 24, 1973 RE: Patuxont f;rc'r?way 

Thank you for your interest in contacting us regarding this major 
highway itnproveiiient. 

Sincerely, 

^rT'Rr Walters 
Chief of Police 

GRW:et 
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•iMs   THE   MARYLAND  HISTORICAL TRUST   ^%\ 
fe^^Shav/ liouse • 2i State Circle • Annapolis, .Maryland • 21401     «* 

"*<*J 3 \\ (301)2671212 (301)267-1438 

,',V. Mav   6,    19 7 5 

ilK(CIH¥qj 
r-lr. WiLliain F.   Lins, Jr. 
Chief, Bureau of Highway Design 
Maryland State Highway Administration 
P.O. Box 717 
Ealtimore, Maryland  21203 

Dear Mr.   Lins: 

yy 
MAY 14 59/5 ,r?t} 

33  SV'EST :<OAO 

The Maryland Historical Trust has been asked to comment on the 
relocation of Md. Rt. 32, Patuxent Freeway, Md. Rt. 108 to 
Baltimore Washington Parkway.  Within the area under considera- 
tion, there are numerous historic buildings which are listed on 
the Trust's survey records.  Shown on the enclosed map, these are: 

37  - Athol;  eighteenth century, one and one-half story stone   __ j t 
house of four bays "  "^ » 3    f   i 

39     -  Iris  Hill or Worthington's  Quarter;     1710,   two  \t^§TI6itR3j§5 

40 

house 

Moundland; c. 1848, built of local stone 

41  - Joshua Barney House; c. 1750 

9 0  - King's Contrivance; two and one-half story brickL^idTTt 
century 

157 ~ Alabama Farm; two story stone 

158 - River Hill; two story stone 

161 - Due House; two story stone 

163 "" Tierney Gambrel Roof House (site) ; burned 

164 - White Wine and Claret (Welling's Stone House) ; tv/iLiia 
half stories 

16 5 - Vogel House; tv.-o story stone farmhouse much enlarged in early 
part"'of twentieth century by concrete blocks simulating stone 

26 7 - Wildwood; clapboard house with log part underneath in one sec- 
tion, well preserved log smokehouse south of the house 

DUPARFMENT of ECONOMIC and COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
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N-OP2 of tlie^e buildings appear to be in d^n^or e:-;c{:;pt for No. 165,' 
the' Vogel iiouso.  In order to dot orpine the r.icjni/;'i.c.jnce of this 
ho'-iso, I ciskfjc Mrs. Francis M.uson, a Merber of the Howard County 
Committee of the Maryland Historical Trust, for her comments. 
After looking at the exterior of this house, Mrs. Mason felt, that 
since it v;as in poor condition and had been extensively altered, 
its historic qualities had been greatly diminished.  She did not 
object to its possible demolition for this hiyhv/ay but hoped that 
a .solution might be found that would avoid all historic sites. 
The Trust agrees with her position. 

Thank  you for giving us the opportunity to comment on this project 

Sincerely, 

GJA.-sh 
Enclosure 
cc:  Mrs. Francis Mason 

M r s . ]2 dw i n G r amk ow 

Z" 

George J. Andrevo 
-Assistant Architectural 
Historian 
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H-vry H. Hugh*, X ^ 
St*crt*|ary \/ 

D^'na/tl M. Svans 
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Novorr.ber  24,   1975 

Mciry.lar.d  P.outy   32 
Fro::: Maryland  Route  10 3 
to I'viltinoro/Washington 
P rr :-:;•; .1/ 

ront.:r.c.1 No.   AA  739-1 JS^fp^Vr/rTrTS 

| ?'0V     g8      jg?5 

Mrs. ?inne Agge 
1730 Wcildorf Court 
Crofton, Maryland   21113 

Dear Mrs. Agge: 

;Cn  accordance with  various   laws  and  regulations,   th-  sti^ 
I^ghway Admxnxstration requests   the  early review o?  the  cap- 
tioned project  area by  local historical  interests.     We  shoSld 
^;iVt0  0^ain  ^r opinions  of  the Anne Arundel County 5is?orJcal 
hU?o;inRnany-0t^  l0Cal b0fly 0r concerned  individual roqarclTn} 
5f    °s  ?^hS19niEirnt sLtCS Potenti«illy affected by thG

Jprojo^ 
li,   as  a member of  the Anne Arundel   County Historical  Trncf.     „« 

^AtZ^r iS?al  inte^«^ Party/p^sTJoSifi'Ssf'   " 
th^c^JS^'   383~bR87'   0f ^ 0ffiCG  SO  thafc we  c- —re 

tion ofCih«ed P-eafe  fiud  a  COpy of  a  na? which  shows   the por- 
thS PorSL^^^l^i?^-^---^---     -ur  commits  on 

DEC   i   1975 

CENTURY ENG1NEER.LNG. INC 

32 WEST ROAD 

TO\VSON, MARYLAND   212M 

ETC:MB:bh 
Enclosures 

Very truly yours. 

( 

feugenc? T.  Camponoschi,   Chief 
Bureau of Project Planning 

5**1*4 

cc Mr. William F. Lins, Jr.^/ 
Ms. Margaret Ballard 

f 
i P.O. Oox717 / 300 WestProston Street. Qai^.-aro. Mary'ar.d 21203 

MSTBIBUTI0N' 

JWA Lfvl 

ROB ^^^       t*^"' 

MAC HEM 

4^' RAC RAM 

DEF BP 

SNG HRP J^' 

ELG MGR 

JSCH JTR 

JTJ >-* RR 

RGJ rJw_. 
EJK CYi&i 
JPK 
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iir.   Robert Hajsyk,   Director 
Office  of  Planning  and 
Pj-'elimLiiary Engineering 
State Highway  kdrcinistration 
300 West Preshon Street 
Baltimore,   Maryland     21203 
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Bear Fur.   Hajzyk: 

In response to your request for information on the Vogel House 
in Howard County, whose taking is required by Route 32, I asked 
the Trust's Architectural Historian, Mr. George Andreve, to visit 
•the site, and we also arranged for a visit and comments by the 
chairman of the Howard County Conurdttee, Z-Srs. Edwin Gramkow. 
We greatly appreciate the assistance of Ms. 2-iargaret Ballard, 
who personally took photographs and brought them here to enable 
ice to make a determination. 

Based on -the material thus provided, it is my opinion that this 
structure is not eligible for the National Register of Historic 
Places.  Also, though, I wish to have some record made of it and 
some old materials saved for re-use, it is my opinion that this 
structure does not possess the quality of "significance'' which 
would require a special review under Section 4(f) of the Depart- 
ment of Transportation enabling legislation. 

As I have discussed with Hr. Eckhardt, at the appropriate time 
I would- like to have screone from the Trust office and/or committee 
join with your representative to work out details of a minimal 
recording (a few photographs and perhaps a floor plan of the old 
part of the structure) and a selection of materials (if any) to 
be salvaged and offered for re-use by some appropriate preserva- 
tion orgamization.  I suggest that at the appropriate time, your 
representative call Mr. Andreve who can handle these matters"! 

I appreciate very much your assistance in this natter, and hope 
that these deteiniinations, opinions, and requests fulfill anv" 
need for response from the State Historic Preservation Officer. 

JNPtsh 
cc:     Eugene  Camponeschi 

Donald Eckhardt 
Orwin Talbott 
George Andreve 
Boots Gramkow 
John Clark 
Kancv  Miller 

V>:??.rUv.r:' r: 

Siacerelv, 

jpohn N. ^earce 
//State Historic 
1/Preservation  Offioor-              „ 
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^f The Maryland Historical t ust JP^Ifil 

•ip?;'.'!     S/ww How?, 21 SMte Cirr/f, hnnaplis, Maryland z 1401 
^•^    301:267-^12 or 301:267-1438 
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F;;OJ-:;'.;L^MG 
Mr. Eugene Camponeschi 
Bureau of Project Planning 
State Highway Administration 
Department of Transportation 
300 W. Preston Street 
Baltimore/ Maryland 2120 3 

Re:  Maryland Route 32 from 
Maryland Route 108 to 
Baltimore/Washington Parkway 
Contract No. AA739-1-571 

H0292-27-771 

Dear Mr. Camponeschi: 

I am writing in response to your letter of November 25, 
.19 75, concerning historical properties adjacent to 
Maryland Route 32.  I believe my letter of November 24 to 
Mr. Robert Hajzyk gives the determination of effect that 
is required for the portion of the road in Howard County. 

In regard to the smaller portion in Anne Arundel County, 
I feel that no historic properties would be adversely 
impacted by the proposed construction as the alignment 
is shown on the attached map. The only historic property 
near the section Route 32 in Anne Arundel County is Bowie 
House - Grasslands - and dependencies (#94). The barn 
is nearest to the present road.  Since the proposed road 
does not have an alignment north of the present road where 
the barn is located, I feel that there would not be adverse 
impact to it by the new construction. 

In addition, if archaeological remains are found during 
construction of the new road, I hope that a competent 
archaeologist will be contacted so that they might be 
evaluated. 

r 
• 

ncerely yours, 

ibohn N. Pearce 
//State Historic 
"Preservation Officer 

JNP/sc 

cc:,. Robert. Hajzyk,  Donald Eckhardt,  Orwin Talbott 
"t'Jancy Miller^  Anne Agee,  Mrs.  Edwin Gramkow 

,."   '      " Department of Economic am Commt'.nity Development 
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^^  The Maryland Historical Trust 
Shaw House, 21 State Circle, Amapclis, Maryland 2.1401 
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March  1,   1976 
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Mr. Eugene T. Camponeschi 
Chief, Bureau of Project Planning 
State Highway Administration 
300 West Preston Street 
Baltimore, Maryland  21203 

> 

RE:  Maryland Route 32 from 
Maryland Route 108 to 
Bait./Wash. Parkway 
AA 739-1-571 
HO 292-27-771 

Dear Mr. Camponeschi: 

I am writing in regard to a barn which will be demolished if 
the above mentioned project is carried out.  Near Route 32 in 
Anne Arundel County is Bowie House (Grasslands) and dependencies 
(y94).  The barn in question is part of this farm which is 
listed in the historic survey records of the Trust.  However, I 
feel that this barn is not eligible to be placed on the National 
Register.  If you concur in these findings, the proposed action 
will not require review under Section 106 of the Historic Pres- 
ervation Act of 1966, but might require review under Section 4(f) 
of the U.S. Department of Transportation Act, if federal funSs 
are involved. 

I hope this determination v/ill fulfill any need for response 
from the State Historic Preservation Officer. 

JNP:GJA:sh 
Enclosure 
cc:  Mrs. Edwin Gramkow 

Mrs. Ann Agee 
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Sincerely, 

5hn N. Pearce 
/State Historic 
/Preservation Officer 

Department of Economic and Community Development 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH   AND  MENTAL  HYGIENE 
ENVISONMENTAL   HEALTH   ADMINISTRATION 

201    V/EoT   F-RSSTON   STHKET 
BALTIMORE   21201 Au.,/. ;     . '.'^HG 

PHONS    •    J-J1-383-   .2145 FlW--1-' 

September 3,  1975 

Bureau of Project Planning 
SBte Highway Administration 
3B> West Preston Street 
Saltimora, Maryland    21201 

DONAUQ   H.   NO**Z.S 
UIUKCTOH 

A'ld'BisReplwjioCO ao»1i5i» 
Baltimore, Miiryland 21203 

oBr Mr. Camponeschi: 

1 
Air Quality Analysis for Maryland Route 32 from Maryland Route 
Baltmore/Washington Parfcvay 

OCT    2   19T5 

WM. F. LiNS, JR. 
. CHIEF, BUREAU OS 

HIGHWAY DESIGN 

108 to the 

NT" 

l 
The Bureau of Air Quality and Hoise Control has received^the copies o£ the 

va air (luality analysis which was forwarded to us on August 12, 1975. A.ter 
iewing this report, we have the following cotnaents. 

JOn page fct  in nuober 4 of the nummary, the comment is made that the capacity 
the proposed Patuxent Freeway would far exceed the projected tratftc growth. 

Referring to. Plate 5, the Average Daily Traffic (AOT)  for the most ^avxly 
Lavallel r^gtaeut of the proposed freeway is 66,100 vehicles.    Assuming am 
lak hour factor/this amounts to 6,610 vehicles  in the peak one ^u' *£loa-    ^ • 
ieorltical ca&hSty of ^8 lane divided freeway is 16 000 vehicles/hour.    There- 
Ire, this segment cbul^d accotnodate 150?. eor^tra"l^thanks projec^d^tte 

year i 
.3 sp.atnent could accomocate la^r, EOITB ^U.^^  W»=» — r—j----- 
iorecast* 'This percentage rises to 400% for the less ^fvily travelled 

kgmente. Why is so much extra capacity being built into this highway? It would 
appear tha't ^6 lane or'ev?.n a 4 lane highway could serve the expected traffic if 
fe forecasts are reliable; A highway which is so over-capacity ecuId hav*a 

gnificant traffic-inducing effect. Even greater counts of development could 
be attracted to .the area than are currently foreseen. This, in tur^^n ""^v 
Mgher traffic volunes than originally projected and the l"*;^?";** ff^ 
111 be justified. Unless a reasonable rationale^exists for building an 8 lane 
freeway in this corridor, the plans should be revised. 

I   A second point is the. absence of certain air monitoring data for^the area. 
ihe only actual data which is documented is that obtained froo a special study 
of carbon nonoxide background concentrations. In addition, there are non-continu- 
Iua data available for nitrogen dioxide and suspended particulate matter rt 
inpsonville in Howard County. Although, there are no aonitoring sites in Howard 
rmty for photochemical oxidonta, it should not be ignored. This project>ID 
sated in the Baltimoro Hctropolitan Air Qufllitjj Control Rc«lon-an area in which 

!._. UODSON  >!£:.WIG JANATA 

 DOaStY  HOFFMAN KO Lt^ 

|   .Cx-A.UT         HOPKINS     SCKNEiDEK 

 hCE ^^H0JST'       UHU 
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iU^ene T. Cacrooneacti!. 2 - Sept-amber 3, 1975 

I-.e oxi'Jant concentrations ara graatly in excess of the standard. Bacauae o£ the 
>iqui£ou3 nature of:  this poilu'canc and the high levels which have been recorded 

in suburban Calfciaiore nnd Anne Arundel Countiijs, it is probably that the standard 
also  biing exceeded in Howard County. f A;jide iTrcm these considerations, it has been our understanding that a con- 

..Tultanc tor the Stata Highway Administration had aonitored in the Route 32 corri- 
Isr during the aucaner aS.  1974. Ozone vaa one of the pollutants which was being 
iasurad. The Bureau ooraally discourages the use of short-tercn monitoring data 

for corapariaon to air quality standards. However, exceptions have been made as 
In the case o£ carbon monoxide, vhere nonitoring was perfonaed during a period 
hen the' highest concent rat iosxs had been observed to occur* The same principle 

can be applied to oxidant. If the consultant was measuring oxidant during the 
pnner--the season of- highest oxidant readings—that data aight be valuable and 

pared to other aitea measuring PhOx. If high levels are reported at all sites, 
n they should be reported. Thar 

LOnce the oxidant problem in Howard County has been addressed*  it is necessary 
relate the proposed project to it.    This  is nost easily done by reference to 

the transportation control measures prcaulgated by the EPA tor Baltuaore.    They 
Ire briafly mentioned on page 3 but they need to be discussed in the above con- 

ext in order to be ta^aningtul. 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I hope these comnents will prove useful to you in the preparation of the 
itfai Eaviromaental Inoact'Statement. 

/•• 

••?;/ t»».' t j 

Very truly yours, 

William K. Bonta, Chief 
Division of Program Planning 

and Evaluation 
Bureau of Air Quality and 

Noiae-Control 

CBiAMDtsez 

cc: Howard County Health Bept. 
Mr. John Collins, EPA 
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Mr.  L-ugens T.   Car-.poneschi 
Ciii.of,  Bureau of Project ?I inning 
Maryland Doparrmeat of Transpcrtatioa 
State Highway Administration 
300 West Preston Street 
Baltircore,  Maryland    21201 

<rj-— 
c_ -- • 

o 
o 

/.rK.;'- 
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Ro: Maryland Route 52 from Maryland Route 108 
to the Baltimore/Washington Parkway 

Dear Mr. Cainponeschi: 

Ke appreciate the opportunity to review the Supplementary Air 
Quality Analysis for the above project. V.nile we have no objections 
with the general approach to the analysis of potential air quality 
impacts of the proposed project we have outlined below elements in the 
study where revisions ~3.y  be necessary to insure adequate study results. 

Microscale Air Quality An alysis 

It is not clear that the evaluation of carbon ronoxide (CO) impacts 
related to the proposed project fully follows the "worst case" analytical 
approach necessary for correlation to the applicable National AnMent .. 
Air Quality Standards. As these criteria do not allow for exceeding 
standards in areas of free public access r.ore than once a year, we have 
found that using a corrbir.ation of 1) "worst case" traffic conditions, 
2) "worst case" i.-eteorological data, 5) ''worst case" fleet emission factors 
(usually in the year of project conpleticr.) , and 4) "worst case" modeling 
receptors is necessary to identify and quantify pollution "hot spots". 

Viliile the air quality analysis of nid-section traffic links may 
provide an adequate evaluation of those areas, we note the need to 
also model the intersections of maxir.uni traffic interface where the 
highest emission densities right be expected. We would suggest that 
further study should rr.odel the corbined impact of the two connections 
with major radials (1-95 and the Baltir.ore/Washington Parkway) and 
attention should also be given to the potential of 1) decreased levels of 
traffic service at these points, and 2) queuing conditions during peak 
hour traffic levels. The -odeling receptors should also be located at 
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r.iyht-of-v.-uy icwnwin-u ourin^ v.orst case; meteorologicvil conditions at 
the-intersections. T:i2 J:v;lu5ion of "Lhise factoids in the 00 analysis 
will allow r:oro accursta c-~.".c.:-iX"ison with the criteria established by 
the National A;nb!ent f.ir  Quality St ard-irds. • 

Regional Air Quality Analysis 

While the Suppler.-.ental Air Quality Analysis has quantified the 
projected pollutant burdens fro;?, the proposed project there is 
inadequate discus .si on of th:-se contributions as they relate to the 
regional pollutant strategies in the Baltir.ore Transportation Central 
Plan and subsequent implications on consistency with the State 
Implementation Plan. 

As a circumferential element between the two major southbound 
radials the travel generated (and development subsequently induced) 
by the project iiiay be a significant factor in regional air quality conditions 
and subsequent measures required to attain and maintain standards. 

Revisions of the study should address more specifically the route's 
role in the pollutant reduction require.-ients as specified in Transportation 
Control Plan, the growth and development projections induced by this 
route and their relationship with, regional planning objectives. 

In conclusion we wonder whether the -neteorological data is adequately 
representative of area conditions or whether F.ore current data would be 
more appropriate. 

We would appreciate receipt of two (2) copies of the revised study 
if it is to be circulated or five (5) copies of the final Environmental 
Impact Statcirient at such, ti-e as it is filed with, the Council on 
Environmental Quality.  If ycu have further questions or if we can be of 
further assistance you ray wish to contact Mr. Sa-n Little of my staff 
at 21S-597-S336. 

Sincerely yours. 

Nicnolas M. Runa 
Chief 

EIS and h'etlands Review Section 
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Honorable   Harry   R.   Huch^s,   Si^ve-ary, r:^- :        __ 
Maryland  Dop't.   o£   Transcor cacion, _ ^ 
2al'tir,iore-v;«ishir.c}ton.  International  7J rj/or t, -vj 
? .   O .   Box   8 7 J Tj , 
Baltimore,   Md-      2124 0 

):;o-     :>V..i:.   y'-)-•)'.'>:(:..   10?. IntorcVumcje 
ell'; rl 

ratuircnl: Freev/ay (Md. Rt.o. 32 
Reloc.) from U.S. Rte. 29 to 
Anns 7irumle.1. County Line 

Dear Secreatry Hughes: 

The County Council, the County's legislative delegation, 
and X ar« v^ry seriously concerned with the continued delays in 
St-ate-Highway construction in Howard County.  In particular, construc- 
tion oZ  th-2 Patuxcnt Freew-y (Md. Rto. 32 Re:ioc.) c.in and should be 
oxoodited and planning for the Rte. 2Si-Rte. 108 Interchange, xnclu- 
ding the required public i^arings, :;^'.nld be e^ccelerated. 

It is our understanding that Lhc required public hearings 
for the referenced segment of Patuxcnt Fret-way were held on October 
19  3 970 and August 15, 1973 resoectively and that the Final Draft 
Environmental Inpact Staterr.ents are in process of preparation, to 
satisfy final Federal Highway Administration directives. 

The'Howard CO'-intv Division of Land Development and 
Tr-inaoor-taKon Plannlna has prcoarcd Lhe accompanying study report 
f-bat incorporates data^o:-^ led Zrr-.r.  ntnla, County and private 
dovo'Lop-r sources.  As sei i.:.::'c).   1 • •!:•..   •..•.•••0y   report, the accelero- 
Mon of the construction schedule :.oi   this highway project will pro- 
vide beneficial returns fof all co:c-.rne-T Novels of government. 
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(A)      rc;-.ali:od   iii   a  b.i ::- 

! i);: iiui   ir-iiior.-tanl:   r.ejMiu.uil   c>£   it: ^ 

i--i l.i.x .; t:o .i i"u:c':'ivcr.i.i once , lo:;s of 
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(5) boon re;,poasibJ.e Her fii;orii:oay increases iu project costs. 

Tl:e PatuKont Freeway (Navyluu-J Route 32 Relocated) has been planned 

by the State as a  regional higlv.vay having State-wide significance. 

it connects the State Capitol with the Central Maryland Counties and, 

via its tie to Interstate Route 70-N, with the Western Maryland Counties 

Service is provided to Annapolis, Fort Me^de, Columbia, Gyko^villo 

and l.-estuvinster.  Connections are made with such other ir.ajor highways 

as U.S. Route 50, Maryland Route 3, the Baltiiuore-Washington Parkway, 

U.S. Route 1, interstate Route 95, U.S. Route 29, Maryland Route 108, 

Interstate Route 70-N, Maryland Route 26 and U.S. Route 140. 

The need for the Patuxcnt Frocv/ay (Maryland Route 32 Relocated) has 

Ion- been recognized by State and County planners, County elected 

official-^and State legistaL.^; .  The General Plan of Highways for 

}lr,,:ard County adopted July 20, LOGO, speeUiod a new Maryland Route 

32 running from the Anne Arundel County line to Interstate 70-N.  This 

highway corridor was identified as the "Savage-Cooksvllle Freeway" and 

dc-scribed as fol 1 ows : 



I (MARYLAND  MOU'i.'K   ->/   kKLCOATilD) 

s K^'i'iv :-9 TO TM:-; AN-K ARUA^^L COUNTY LiriE ^ 

:)i    /-.ili-. A 

-..U'^ATION 

i/A/i   !!.)V.\ii:ci   Cou- ,v\v.:--^\   r 

Ct U'U:v   tc;  be   served by   c r:v i;a l.-.i   l.ni: u j'sT: 

.'A'•!;'.•••:".s   r»rovi.<'o;;   £GI:  Howard 

r'.i-.d   fj'cnto  Piriraary  ili.^liv'ays 

\.V:!i.-]i   i'ovni  the   iirninev/ork f or   die highway   iioLvjork  wi.LlUa  the Counliy. 

T::o:;i: wajoc  highways  have  been  pi.mined   to  ncco-.-modate  interstate, 

r«?j;i;.'ii«'il  and  county   triiffic. 

This   syntcm  of  hj.&hways     includes  U.S.   Route   1,   Interstate Route  05 

U.S.   Route   29,   Interstate  Route  70-N,   U.S.   Route 40,   New Maryland 

Route  100  and   the  Patuxent  Freeway   (Maryland  Route  32 Relocated). 

\.-: i-\:    i-i -% /-%      s>'\'r r* f\*-\ I" "i   /"» -; /-,T-I   ^r   T*-»f-/^>• r-1-o^o  R.cutic   70 "TI   ^1*1 *. »—       Jt    x. v^^- »* ci   r 

(Maryland Route 32 Relocated), these highways are located in the 

ear.Lern section of the County and are generally oriented in a North- 

South direction.' Although Route 1-7ON is an East-West facility, 

it -U located along the Northern fringe of the County.  The Patuxent 

Frer-way (Maryland Route 32 Relocated) has been planned tq  provide 

E.'.'tt-V/cnt service for the ..southern poirticn of the County and North- 

S'-ufli .service for the rad-western sect JO:-. 

f 
i 

v-.'-i.-rt-as  mo.st   of   thef.e  ma;) or   h i i-.hv.iy:;,   which  are   all   a  part   of  the 

S'.-.te  Highway   .SysLep,   liave   eitfjer  hi.'.v\\ e<.;:'.::t rue ted  or   reconstructed 

\.i:hiii   f.ho  past   cloe.-'de,   the  cfnistruct:i r a   of   the   Patuxent   Freeway 

(A -iryl and  Route   32   Kol oc-.at.vd)   h.a::   becM;   i:o:it inuou5:l y   delayed.      This 

<A :-••%•   has : 
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•••    Oil    -hO    'M ;;t-er:ly   ii.raits 
The  /.mi-   A.-r:v, a   ^^{J^^^iv.  continuing  with   the 

c„   LMtu:;onf  ^,rK-.     ....."• .".r.-. -   cx-nsioa  oa   the 
.; 0'.;.ici:v.v ; i-i Ko :ta 17c; o:. the; 

• i-rp.-: it:- f:u 

b.jur.a.-id ori tb.r: sou':i;uri.y b-/ ."• 
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t.^ »..ii^M ---i f.tu'.ly wa.c:-.-ir:ts full and complete 

concxderation by alx I ^/-^-. « ^ J;;; :r(;i:,cu^ this matter in 
fereace at your carlxosl. i^vr,-ni..-uc- ~-> • ^ ^^^ rn„r-jaontal.ivat 
Oro^ter detai.! v;, Lh you -^J;^'-- '••>;[;; '-C^ th  status'of the Rt«. 
We would also line to c^c.^at th    iy ~      accelerating 
103-29 interchaiifjr^ ana •.. ^ ;pv-i(.mo 

that project. 

Your personal attention to these vitally important 
matters will be greatly appreciated. 

Sincerely, 

Edward L. Cochran 
County Executive 

t 

riT.C-.CBS 
cc:  J. Hugh Nichols 

Joel Chasnoff 
James Clark, Jr. 
Hugh Burgess 
Thomas M. Yaeger 
Richard L. Anderson 
Ruth U. Keeton 
I.loyd G. Knowles 
V i t. c [ i n i a l\. ''" ^ o tw a s -^ 
Uernard I

V
I- Kvans 

VJilliqm h.   hitman 
Thomas G. Harris, Or 
Ilov:ard A. Landau 
J .!!. Clawson, Jr. 
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•;;;.;...        •l-].c   ^.i,.-.^...   :;.   ;,!;:::u'd   ::.•«  bu  L-v.Li.-iulcii  north   to  servo 
Zl'^:-   ;.;-o;-;id   \io^':.hir:t.r'a;s!  CoiLyshurr,   and   will   ul !;i m^tci. v 

:•)>    !•!•>.•• :v<:. • • • ! * 

f 
I 
! 
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,. ., ..., ..,  'iVi-n-iU-.-j.  ThPt'.i vn. 1.1 ho coiu-ocLiouf; 
•..-. •.,..,.•.,-... VOM  qs  -'; i-.)-'! •iln.;n,-;-':irfi.ott\sv'lllt: Friiow.iy and 

ivw-.-c-v-CM^j/h' rrccv/av •..i.tli.i.n Ili.-.Mud County as well, fifl other 
•v-•?•.•.:-" route-? Soutltea-d. oC the County.  luterchau-es will be 
located at the above junctions and at intersections with 
pric.ary roads as fihcwn on the Plan." 

A portion oi   the 1971 General Plan of Howa'rd County adopted December 

6, 1971, relating to the Major Thoroughfare Plan (Transportation 

Corridors) reads as follows: 

"The Major Thoroughfare Plan for Howard County is the 
result of one of several component studies conducted as part 
of"the County1.-, ccrr.prchcnnivc planning and development program. 
The study and its resulting plan was prepared to meet 1VS;> 
travel demands in Howard County.  It consists of freeways, 
expresswoys, arterial and collector routes, and it is designed 
to* serve all travel functions in the County. 

Traffic estimates indicate that trip generation within 
Howard County has increased by about 76 percent during a six 
year period from 1962 to 1968.  This growth in trip generation 
is expected to continue to increase at an accelerated rate, and 
by 197'j, trip generation will more than double.  Much of the 
increase in traffic generation will occur as would be expected, 
in"the eastern half of Howard County.  The continued growth and 
urhauix.ntlon of the El.licott City area, the development of the 
new t;own of Colu'-bia and the growth of the industrial-commoreial 
ccV-'pl'e:-: along U.S. Route 1 will, account for the primary increase 
in iraffic gonoration wRh the  County.  The two new major traffic 
oenrraiors externally, however, have developed near the periphery 
of the Countv, in BaUimovo County.  They are the Social Security 
Ct'-'i-lox which had appi-<>:-:ir..il:i:ly Ki, C»U() employees in 1970 and 
which IK expected to increa.se to 30,000 by ]y83; and secondly, 
by the Ha 1 t'imore Campus of the Univorslty of Maryland which had 
an c-i.rol Iment of approximately 6,300 students in 1970, and is 
ex pec? ; d to increase to ^f»,ii()(i sLudi-nts by 1980.   The importance 
ol. these two factors are indicated below.  The 198!) traffic. 
riro't-ct ion ami \ t •: di st rihuL i on i.ndic.it.-d the- cmorr.ence of new 

Li'avc 1 - di si i e rerr i dors.  Theru: cnu-rging n(.'\.' t ravel -desire 
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<.••..>LT.i.O'.'Vs   .i.r.c • 'JC. - :      (.1)   Liv.Vi-l   ('•_iii:(;   fff;:^ -.olur.:!.) i.a   Coward 'Tv) 
J.li'.'  Dili vci .•: i ; v   '.•:!."  ;:ary! ..1f.i   in   !::•:; J irscac Cc^::\!:y   Cii.d   tiu: Ci.Cy -^ 
;>!.'   li::] i. i iv/Tt ;    (iO   /;   l: ••••'.'L'I.   (!>•:'i:-.    i.M   ;.   IHJJ:'!i-Mi-'.cii   f!.i. true Li uu 
;:!i\-ij'.   I!.!!.   11. v'.'>._•   2^   a.-id    LuLo   !;.: ! L l-. .-..f.:  (::.^>.:Ly;    (c)   a _rij .tj_-c'.ji::L:/ 
!-.r;:v''i   <!;:':^'>-   V1   •'    ^   '•->•    ;''•_••'•    L"' ' •'• <-':-i-   -U v'; ;''ll!'''   a i**'1-*'- f''^">"--1 TuO. 
;\> •r.i.c _'>": ;   Mid.    (d;   - •••      •.•.•• i.i. i. (•: :•: :    ;.:".•..'..•!    ML':: i. i:<:   1. YI-:\\ rtidOiiiiLcrti 
;••:'•:.•!".!'•:'.   D'    ti •.''.•   ('•'.•;••.'.':;.    •: ••>.'.••; d   i.':;    '^.sLii   .'i;:d   •• 'ill : 'u.isCtrrn   jj-.i-vciun 
in', ri  J'I : sK'.o   C '.'•'..•• r •>.•' •.'   A;i:'!i.    /.i" .::.;«.• 1   d^uu: i "s . 

The Th;'!-ou>;(hJ>-- :  Id-::   .: :.M •: i. ;.L •;   • :'   MI   i.va:M;r,-.!; t.-d   r;y::{:i:"ii  u.':  ivlvji- 
v.ay:  vdii.cd:   fr i-;--   ?!••_•   . :^d JC: n   -.••    :.:;•.•   Chore UM I .'.•: ::£?   network   i.n 
IK-iu'.-.rd-  Coiiiiiiy .     T!-o  r-.:]^;:   iir;) w ••.-••:•. .•.MC

1
;   DC   L1:O   a'.:v: PJ.riii  cor.i ;•;•]. at:-; 

c.!;   ,•!.!. };..:.-c!y   p;:~.-»o.•.•;:•:!   ;;l-;v.:^y   i;..;'.'- .•.\-:; •o:"'-.': s   ('.'dri'.Yi   un   Lhc  ConG:.ml 
rl./iii   oi   ni.i;ls<.r:ys   rovljcd   in   J.-iuuj   M;  \.

:
OI.I  ar;   ndditional   rcc^iiis-ien- 

dnCionr;   for   nev;  rouno;;   ;;nd   ii;-p;:':YC;::ont:s.     Tt;c  h/!sic   highway 
iuld.LLj or.s   rolioiit   Lha  oi.i'.jrgj.n^   Cvtivcl-dtj.sire corridors  dir.coverod 
in   the   truiM-.'^oitsti.ovi   sLudy.     Tiic  plan   proposes   iir.proveincnCs 
on  a  nurobor   of  major   Inoal   rouC*;::;  v.'hich  are  designed   Co  correcC 
conditions  where  under-use  has  Leon  caused by   circuitouj;  routine 
and  numor.ons  nitiety  degree   turn:-;.     Other minor   changes  represent   • 
a   refinement   of   the   1966 General  Plan,  of  Highways  designed   to 
provide   a  far  greater  degree   of  efficiency  in  the movement  and 
flow of  the  overall network. 

The  State Roads  Conmii.ssicn and   its   successor,   the  State Highway  Adminis- 

tration has,   since  at   least   1966,   included   this   facility  among  the 

"Critical"   State  Highway needs. 

TRAFFIC  AS   A FACTOR 

An   examination  of   the  State's   traffic  data  reveals   that   the  average 

daily  traffic   (ADT)   on  existing Maryland  Route   32  over   the  past   five 

years  has   increased   as   follows: 

SUSlL^Jil 1970 1974 
4 

Froiii  U.S.   Route   29   to Route   I-9:J liiSO ADT 7180  ADT 

From  Route   J-9S   to  U.S.   Route   L 3S00  AhT 5030 ADT 

Fro;;, u:S.   Route   J.   to A.A.   Co.   Uuu        2200  ADT 4670 ADT 

iTIx'   proj<.ct:.'d   traflic   for  c::istin^ Narylatu!  Route   32, if   the  new highway 

is   not   Cf.n:;t. rurtod   is   as    follows: 



I /^I^LL 
v i^^        iw± aw 

i 

• 

l-fc-n U.S. Wc.'Xv   79   t:o K,,ui:c .l-9v     ^-'^O ]A,S()0 A!.)T 

Ki-t--:-.: K^-.Ur l-'J-'i t:o U.S. ;,.-.,v,l c 1       :^^:0 1.1,300 /.t)T 

ri:i-.n U.'i, !!.<.''::o 1 to A.A. Co. L\-~J        (--UO        . i.2,j(.!0 A!)l' 

P-:- •he iV.L-v.--..:!:L K.:f£.',-:i:y (V.xtyl.iud   !A «.•:...• 'i/! Uol o.:,-.(:f:d) CIK- projoctf.-d 

liriii.'i'i.c is as lro'.l iov?!*.: 

1!^LL 1996 

. From U.S. Route 29 to Route 1-95     26,000 44,650 ADT 

From Route 1-95 to U.S. Route 1     21,700 37,100 ADT 

From U.S. Route 1 to A.A. Co. Line   28,750 49,150 ADT 

From tho above, it is evident that until the Pntuxent Freeway (Maryland 

Route 32 Relocated) is constructed, existing Maryland Route 32 will 

roads will also become congested, since they would'be required to 

relieve existing Maryland Route 32 by carrying a portion of the traffic 

which logically and naturally would use Maryland Route 32, but cannot 

because it is unable to accorir.odate the deinand.       • ' •• 

The larj-e increase in traCi'ic on the sc-ction from U.S. Route 29 to 

the Anne Aruudel' County Line has generaliy occurred within the past two 

to three; years and reflects the accelerated consuierci al-industrial 

land developii.cnt within the CS. KmiLe 1 corridor in Howard County and 

the growth of the New Tow:- Distr.i el: of Coiuiubia as a innj or employment 

and pepulati.on center.  During the early phase of Columbia, primary 

development occurred west of U.S. Route 2{j in an area served mostly 

hv U.r;. I'oef.e 29.  During L\u-  past .•;.••.•.' yars, !>o.:ever-, residential 

j . 



I   .-..r.c!   .UulusLr i..". 1.   aro«'.:>   oast   oi"   U.S.   Ki»u!-C   :Vj   have-   i-.fnw.i   fapkily.    'TiiLs ^,()C 

32  \-i. 11.  hoc'::•-'   even i: -ro   s 

i.o   tii'Ji !«.; •:;   cm   c>::i.::(: inj/,   i-i.-ii-y] and   llcuLo 

This   c^Lirm-a;'   fM-vi.-L',,   p^:^rn   i.:,   ..i.-it,   ?.'./iii.hi«:alJ.y   dispUr/od   on   Che 

nUCachcd >:Vi!):-.   i donL i. f'iod   respectively   as: 

(!)     Co'iuiubia  Zone   and   Statiun Map,   Zones   in New Town  District, 

Traffic  Zones  containing Major  Dcvelopnicnt  and Traffic 

Genorators 

(2)     Mai or  Trai'iic Generators   adjoining  Patuxent  Freeway  Study 

A re; a 

Some  of  the major  traffic  generators   in the  Patuxent freeway  (Maryland 

:iu«L« 32 Relocated)   cGmJor  th.r^  «-.*.  ^«w.^*^-w«  «..  — *««^o ^.^ 

enumerated below with  estimated  average  daily   person  trips  and  the 

respective basic   evaluation  criteria  and   factors: 

MAJOR TRAFFIC  GESEKATORS  IN   STUDY AREA E^lMATEDJM^Gg 
_^! . •  DAILY  PERSON TRIPS 

A950 

1650 

f 
• 

1. Si cling Industrial Park 

2. E.G.U. Guil>:ord Industrial Park 

;5. Dalt:iniore-V;;.r;!ii.ngton inchir.tri.'il Park ^\6ri 

A. PaUixcttt r.r.dustrial I'ark 578 

5. Corridor Industrial Park 8943 

C. Junction Industrial Park 3630 

V. Savage: Industrial Park 23 L 

8. Maier I ndust.r L a!. Vi\vk 825 

M. (n-tjat.M- M.,] t ii:nr<: Fo'-d ;1.:r,:-.-t Ui'.OO 
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10. Concual   E'U:c.';-i-.Lc  Appliance  iMrk 30300 Q 

11. ll.-iHv.'.onc!   StNiior   Hij-ii   r,i:lj!«i>l 1-?^0 

^ 

'.';'• ";'V;"-: •   v i •• - • ; ••       '    -v  :..':':' 

riiv»•••••';•   •••".: :• jv.AVv   '' "iiij'i   /'...'.A  I'v'i-..   ' 

•>  /1•'.<-•   'i i •' 1 .     OlTi-c   Sq.:.   Fccf.   -   3,0:^,31 j 

f 
i 

2. RCJLMJ.L   Sq»:.   reef:   -   510,435 

3. Mali.  Sqir.   Fool:   -   2,430,000 

4. RcsLauirant;  &   Etttertairuuent: 
Sqr.   Foot   -   109,877 

5. "Gas   Sl-.ation   Sqr.   Feo'c   -   58,500 

6. Amtif'.Phiont  Sqr.   Foot   -  46,975 

7. Ho.-.pJ.tal Beds   -   236 

8. Convention Center Sqr. Feet - 306,000 

9 . 1 n d u s I: r i. a 1. At: res - 4,395 

10. School Acres - 401 

11. Collc.gfi Acres - 6,580 

12.. Hotel Rooms - 800 

In addition, approximately thirty-eisht (38) other land development 

potential growth areas are located v/Uhiu the patuxent Freeway (Maryland 

Route 32 Relocated) corridor and. are further identiCied. 

} VH:Ali:±..±hn:^'•...----^ OFFICE OF PLAV 
Tl:: NINC, AND ZONl? 

ii'^ii FJLF: REFERD:C:] 

Ruhn Property - S-71-02 

Sims Property S-73-24 

UR!) property      S-72-09 

\fV. ITCM; TRIP 

1.4.0 

50.0 

33.0 

44.0 

44.0 

40.0 

12.0 

23.5 

27.5 

12.5 

1.4 

4.75 

RATES 

ZONINC; Al'i'RfiXJ 

il'.'j-j '.'UlA CRASS IF!CATION ACRWii; 

1 R-40 G±  A 

?. R-40 7± A 

3 R-40 1201-  A 
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I 

f 
I 

o 

•J 

/ 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

2.'5 

24 

'> 1 

l,\JS\ :. i .'.1     •', 

K-40- 

R-40 

K-40 

U-40 

K-40 

R-20 

R-40 6, R-20 

R-20 

R-20 

O.S. 

R-12 

M 

O.S. 

M 

C 

C 

C 

R-A-1 

.  M 

M 

M 

M 6, T-2 

M 

•. r 1 1 •.'>.•• L : ..• 1 i ;:. 1 IN L.' <•»   /'*:•;.*   ,C <_•'.'; 1.-.V1 

. f •: • '.• •r 
'.'.. 1 v ; •; iv 

1^ ^A;::K Fir U   r.r.r i.i\i...\v, b 

<KH; S-7'-ll/ •f\ 
2Uv A rim kill   Fan; 1 S-74-0L 

/ 

J (^ Cellar   IMiicc! S- 7 3-112 

7_i: A Vi'K,   1/4 S-73-U 

ljUi; A Rj.\'c!;:.s.ii!o  Estate !S S-74-18 

b :;_!_- A. Dc:ore reck S-7 2-13 

90± A llayois  Property S-70-15 

9.0+ A Phelps Phelps 

24-1- A LoisliGcir Knolls S-75-13 

20+ A 

50+ A 

180+ A 

50+ A 

113+ A 

45+ A 

24+ A 

45+ A 

33jh A 

G± /- 
J(i;-:i: A 

,li± A 

lU'.n;  A 

90+ A 

105+  A 

Heatherwold 

Hoiiui'.oacl  High 
School 

VKC,1/1 

ECU, 2/4 

VOB, 5/2 

VOB, 5/1 

Town Center,   1/3 

VOM,   3/1 

VCM,   3/2 

VkR,   1/7 

VLK,   2/1 

Auto  Park 

ViaLei-loo E.G. 

S-75-10 

IK'inmond Iligli 

S-74-14 

S-72-41 

S-74-29 

S-74-16 

S-73-21 

S-74-06 

S-73-13 

S-74-17 

S-71-15 

S-73-09 

S-71-10 

Hock Tr.iller   Park       S-70-11 

i;.-ilto-Wash  Ind. KW'IP 
Park 
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;••::'< C!,ASSi !:,l('/Vi^ 

;o 

];»A--I. 

.;:$ U- J ?. 

34 u-?.o 

35 M 

36 s.c. 

37 R-A-l 

38 1-1 

'V:i\'':.A.r;. ':... 

- ^.'; A 

'ibj A 

'i ' 1 .1. 

A 

/_ /   1. • 

20_!: A 

Gt)± A 

464- A 

32± A 

10+ A 

19± A 

51+ A 

I-IMU-W vn. 
" . '      /. "w. I I 

V.'hJ.Lt;   K:;t:,;t;cs 

i>jj',t.   I);iL.-i   1 .1', 

JUIK.-.L i.on   I . P. 

Co ft' i (IIM:   1! . P. 

SLo-rcli   property 

ilov.'aru  Hills 

PaLuxeii t Manor 

U.S. Route 1 
Joint. Ventura 

Uhiskoy Dottorn S.C. 

Tyler Gardens 

Ho.   Co.   Title 
H o 1 cl i n g C omp a ny 

S 

-VJ-.?7' 

/x-:/i. 

v-0i. 

S-7 3-30 

- / ;>-£j 

:.>-05 

S-71-21 

S-74-20 

P-73-41 

P-73-24 

F--74-41 

LAND  DEVW.OPMENT   POTIEMTIAL 

f 
i 

J.AN'D  USE 

O.S.     .. 

R-40 

R-20 

R-1.2 

R-A- 1 

T-2 

S.C. 

n 

TOTAL  ACRP.ACE 

' 163 

487 

225 

240 

45 

15 

17 

102 

104 1. 

ACREAG1C  DEVELOPED PERCENT   l)v;./KlQVF.u 

0 07, 

18 47. 

46 20% 

0 at 

26 587, 

0 07. 

0 

57 

3 .> 6 

07. 

56% 

32/a 
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r, ,-   i    ;.-..,v-,.-i-;>pr   f.ic-rci-s  coiitirMniLijr;  fo   t:ho  inir.ie-cliaLc;   L.-.tnc!  cl^vo.! opiiionc . 
"""• ' ^^ 

[a!.   ?'n••'.•;tVi   o::c-«'..s   v;i.t!iii'   Ciic-   PaLuM.-nL   Freeway   (MaryJand  R^uC-   32 / 

,..••    ..;:...!)    «-,--!.T'u!:>!-   ;:!-c   reUevieJ      in   Jin-   To!. lowiii;^   Cai>il:a].   Ir.!|irr:vi:r,ni-nt 

= •:-,..•]....•:•..-.   >:v.-!;tt.:;-M   t:w   i:lie   iva i I .-iJ-.i. 1 i.Ly   ''^   i'ubl.lv:   v/.-.i-.t^r   aiu!   newer   :;e):vLco 

Co •;:.•: v;;   f;!-.'.    lieedr;   o!"   this   [uieMi: l.-ij. : 

\ • 1 ;i ;;''v?KiL riio.fi:rTs A.-.T--:-:-I :c: j^y;;;;.AMIIILj,:-:.Tin: AREA si'i;:Lcr:N!;TNG 
I   .v Y"7orf-yAY~(:':/-.!,.:i ?',/•.•'•• u iv i,0'^L^'1 •••'••••{-'>,{---',''; hi)) A<.K;N'Mr-:^'L' 

S^^urce:     Deuarinvieu!;   oC .Public A.'orks   197:»-1.97 6  Cripital  Buckjct  ar.cl 
]')77-lrj81  Capital. Iiuprovciueat:  rro^ram 

VJatcr  ProjoeLs : 

(1) Mission  Road Main  -   Gui'J.Cord   Road   Co  Route  1   -   Project 
Number 'W-7-8019   -  Contpletioa  1979 

(2) Route  32 Main  -  Route   1  to  the County  Line   -  Project 
Number  1/-4-8022   -  Completion  1976 

(3) Ram'.e  Road  and  Sharewood  Acres  Mains   -   Route  175   to Grime 

(4) Route  32 Main   -   Berger  Road   to  Route  29   -   Project     Mu-nbor 
W-4-&031  - Completion 1976 

(5) Participation  -   Baltimore  City,  Third  Zone   -  Water   to 
Howard County  -  Project Number V7-4-8051   -  Completion 1977 

(6) Atholton Manor Mains   -   Subdivision  -  Project Number 17-4-806' 
-   Completion   1976 

(7) Route   29 Main  -   Route  32   to John   Hopkins  Road   -   project 
Number   W-4-8070   -  Completion   19/6 

(8) Route  29   MM in   -   Cu i i i'.rd  Jh'..-ns   to  Route  32   -   Project 
Number  V/-4-807.I   -  Complotion   19 7 6 

(9) Carter's  L/uie  -   Pruji-d;  dumber  V.'-6-8084  -   Completion 1<:>76 

(10)      Route  32   St.ora-'.e  I'a.ci lu tv,   1. .5 .uj.i;.   -   Route  ]   to County 
Line   -   project  Number     W-0-8091   -  Completion  19 76 

r 
• JO . 



I   ?-^v'^1"   ^'"•LJll'' t- •"•> 
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(I)      Cyiir-irct   OuLf/iIl   are!   C=J 1.1 • • ••'. f.'.-o   -   i'tojcct;   Nir;:l>^r   S-4-oU2t 

(:0    H.'.--.-C':--J r.i itc!'.   7 ,.'.:;ci"( IJ;'' _ ;',   Uui; fa 1 !:;   nnd   Col '!.ei'.t:o»-.*:   - 
r   1    •.•-  r.S.    'i   •.-•.•   2v   -   iTojccl:   MI.II>:!I,T   S-V-0035 

(.'J)      Iki'/.^^o  Trc';?l:r:'.0!ii-   "Li-it.    • 
S-'i-Gli ''r-r   ••   d'.-.-pl ::'Ci.i".\    !.v . 

(A)     nicJcllc:   !'i;<:uMi-:iU-   '! i.t:tjrcc;--! 

S-A-OOV/   -  CoiiipLcLiou   J/;' 

!:li  /•.'j!.i:i.!:.i (JIT . -   rrr.ijoct;  ^ijLrnbcjr 

•:?:   i.:'.Hl CAI] leeiiorr,   -   Littrs 
ill   Roaci   •-   Projeel:  Nuinhe!; 

(5) Dor.soy  Run   In tor cop tor ,   Cu'-H'-ilI';   imd  Collectors  -   1-95 
to   Pfcllfors'  Corners   -   Pr-jject  Murnbor   S-4-6053  -  Co-plotion 
1981 

(6) Snva^c Treataent  Plant,   Third  Addition -  Project Number 
8-4-0065   -  Completion  1976 

(7) Atliolton Manor,   Outfalls  and  Collectors  -  Project Kuir.ber 
S-4-606G  -   Completion   197 6 

(8) MiddJo  I'cttuxent   Tnt:ercenl:ro   -   I'tirrny  Hill  Rn.-td   to  I'oi.ite 

(9) Middle  Pntuxent  Interceptor   -  Route  29   to Route  1.08   - 
Project Number  S-9-6070   -  Coinplotlon  1981 

(10) Dorsey  Run  Interceptor,   Outfalls   and  Collectors  -   Route  1 
to 1-95  -  Project Number   S-4-6071  -  Completion 1977 

(11) Savage Treatment  Plant   Sludge Dcwatoring Facilities   - 
Project Number   S-5-6075   -   Completion  1976 

(12).   Mary   lane  Collector   -   Project  Number   S-6-6079   -  Completion 
19 77 

(73)     Jerry's     Drive   -   Project  Number   S-9-6085   -   Completion  1981 

f 
i 

K>:i .-.ti.nj; Mary Ui it! Route   32   fro.n Mary 1 .-.•, \A  Rt.ule   108  at  Clarksville   to 

I'be  Anne Anmdel.   County   l:ine   is  a   sub-standard   liij.'.hway v.'i th danperous 

op (.:!." at i !ij».  eundi t. i ons  caused   hy   serious  pbysjeal   deficiencies.     It   is 
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•   Vuiri-rv,;   (20   Co   7.2   Ju.•«.•;•.   en  v;.UIi:!«) >   lia:;   1.i.l't.)<--   IL v  .y  «ln»ul dcr:;,   has   poor  - \ 

>\:\\\\:   >! i ::L.-\nco::    rcisu'lin-    r.-c-m   ::!ui5.-p   f:-. r.i "L-irL.-i !    curvcv;   aiul   ;:)inr;.   v^^-t: Lea I. 
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.'.•"•.•'••;; ,   and   i.:;   I'L'rd':.'!:'.-'.'  by   w:rx'.i'••y.w.   .1'.''.;•..•.•;!   k.'.ijrc
-!.s,    MK'.II   .ts   bfltij^f:   ^r'ra- 

;:r:!:';,   jiolo:;,    trcr-s,    :;.! ^.f-S  /;;'d   U-nco   ;v..:;L::.      Th;'   ju'i'ti.nn   Ou   ;•.•; j /.L.i.i'i^ 

?!-!fyi r.L-,'.]   UP','.I;.C:   'Y?.   l — i'.'.-.-^Oii   U.S.   Kou'c   '.'•'.•   ;.:;L!
   IUULO  1-95    is   p.--. ::»:i cui-u r;l.y 

'..'.:'':;;•" To.     Ai'.'.!n''H",i!   I.i •••..•  -po :••;••.•'. c!   rp^cii   is   ';0  ••;-^,   l:lif:i'o   are v;it:]iii!   !;he 

section   rrum  U.S.   Rt'^Lc;   29   tzn  RcaiLu   .1.-95   Lhrce   ('')   locaf;iouH  c^specially 

posted   i.'or  speeds   r.:ij.^niCi.c^ntly bel.ov;  -'-G r.-.ph.     Vary   few  pnssing  oppor- 

tuniLios  exist.     Dovelopirieni:  v.'hich  ho3   occurred   along  the   rood  has 

created  nuino-ous   entrances   onto existing Route  32.     A portion  of   tlie 

liighv/ay  is   located within  the   flood  plain  of  the Little  Patuxent  River 

and   often is   subject   to  flooding.     Durl-ng  Hurricane  Agnes   the  road  ;;as 

flooded   to  the   extent   of  eleven   (11)      feet   of water.     Under normal   flow 

cond.i t ions.   the   difference   in   elevation  hr>f-v:«r>n   i-},r>  vi\rr>-i-   pTi^  «;)•>«   rc'vJ 

is  only  six  (6)   feet.     A narrow,   one-way  bridge  carries  existing 

Maryland  Route   32  across   the Little  Patuxent   River  at   Berger Road   -   this 

is perhaps   the   only  one-way  bridge   on  any   State  road  in  Maryland  which 

carries more  than  2,000 vehicles  per  day.     This  bridge  is   the  scene  of 

many   accidents   and will  become  an  even  ip.ore   serious hazard when   the 

HaKi'-iiond   High  School   is  cornplotod.     Hae.-jnond  High   is now  under construction 

and   scheduled   for  ooinplotion   in  mid-1970.     It   is   located   only   one-half 

p:ile   from   the   subject   bridge   and  «•; i. 11.   serve   up   to   1200   students, 

cenMnencing  with   approximately   125   to   150  daily   .school   bus   trips  with 

the   initial   enrol 1 IMOIIL . 

.A'.-<.: i dent   records   ma i nt.aj nod   by   the   Slate   Highway   Admi ni st ration   reveal 

th'<   I'o 1 J c-.-'ing   reported   ace- i d< vit.s : 

J :••. 
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11: i i.;; cividont LlMt the ] .w^Oiil: nuiiibo; of! acc.LcJ:-;iL;: occur on 1:1 w.- so^isevit 

of CiMisLing..Maryland Route 32 b<it\;ncn U.S. KOLILG 29 and Route I-95. 

Ko unusual v.'cathcr, driver, or vehicle conditions were involved - n-ost 

oT.   I:he accident:K occurred under clear v.'eather and dry surface conditions. 

Speed, following too close and failure to grant right-of-way, all 

relative to the poor characteristics of the existing road, were the 

prinoivin;) causes.  Twelve of the reported accidents .involved collision 

with the narrow bridge which is located between U.S. Route 29 and Route 

1-95.  As traffic volume continues to increase, the number of accidents 

can be expected to increase.  The opening of Hammond High School, with 

its additional passenger car and school bus traffic, will also, undoubted: 

increase the number of accidents.  The condition of the existing road 

between U.S. Route 29 and Route X-95 will jeopardize the students and 

faculty served by this r.chr.nl , as, well as other, motor:! sts. 
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The; construction of the Patuxeut Free--.•ay (Maryland Route 32 Relocated) 

h.is boon included in the Stater's Highway InprovemenL Program since the 

early \"(,()'r,.  However, it h.'i:-: been continuously delayed.  For instance, 



•   tlKv^-al-fc  Hir.W.y  Ti:-.iw -vonc-nt   l^o-ra:.   U-r   thu   1/i- .)-74  Fiscal Years   (FYI|Q( 

^:-.n..:^a  ^-Mr.Lru.'-.JiLon   ol   Liu-   :;c-;.v.-,ciit:   ui'   L!:c   Patuxcnt   I'iroeway   (>!..• ry Laud 

L" ••;;-,:   ':>:>.   \W.\ ooaLcnJ)    rven  U.S.   !l<1..ti:'-   ^;"   '• '•   K-.^lio  I--95   JH   the   197'.   i-'ir-cal 

v-    Mul-   1      1970   to June   'M-,    VM \.) .     VfL:;   scbcdul i n^  was   ropfa-Uofj   in 
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U;- V-'VL--'/"'.' i;rn-rai.'..  H("..T.-VC-;: , « '•:ir.Lf-.i-..!: 1..••:•. v.as p.ot inifi .••.Lc-d and Lhe 

L^;;•'.•• 76 i'n^far' deferred the r;.oj<cr iv. 7V 1973.  The J.973--77 Program 

!:i.:rfi:er c!'.ii"i:»:roi! t;}^ project: uo FV 1.97'; a-,.:, couLiuuLnf;, thfi 1974-73 

Proguaiu proposed constructio!'. i:o gc-Ln in FY I97G.  The FY 1976 date 

v;is rccaiaed in the 1975-79 Prograiii, l;ut: the 1976-80 Program now a-ain 

defers the project start until FY 1979.  An eit^iit year delay has resulted 

over tVio past Hve years. 

During this period of delay, the inadequacies of existing Route 32 have 

intensified, particularly for the segment frcni U.S. Route 29 to Route 

1-95.  This segment, relative to otner seg-.nenus of Hurylauu Route 32. 

(1) lias the worst physical characteristics (narrow bridge, 

flooding, curves, etc.) 

(2) has experienced the greatest increase in traffic over the 

past four (A) years. 

(3) will continue to have the greatest increase in traffic in 

future years until the patu.-:f!;l. Freeway (Maryland Route 32 

Relocated) is coir-p leted . 

(•';)  has e>:p< rienced the highest iii::'.he:: of accidents. 

(5)  can bo expected to coat i. r.'.ie a high accident record until the 

patuxent Freeway (Maryland Route 32. Reloeatod) is completed, 

(o)  serves the area of greatesl gr 

1 a , 

v. . • — * » 



::-:::f-r-::-;..l-.-ioii   c-bUrtii^-d   t'uc-:;   f!^:   K::'i:,-   ;!;.v.-,::iv  A«.:-.vi 11 i.s!: r.-.t: i (MI  and   (.L5:O;: 

.; ;;<-rc.:   is   !«• f l.o.c Led   in   Itiie   ;  dlowl.iv;   .c'.v-^U-   r,l)'v,:j n:',  l:lio  innjw-   cicL-i viLl-. 

v.: :••<•:•;  V.L::-.L   !'->   c ui.-.p I cU'd   Trr   L :•.•:•   r covf-•ui-',-..! r-.i-.   ^f   flu-   P/i!.:u>:c.U:   rrt-v.-way 

0;',«:vi,-.:.(l   Mout:,;.   .'j:*.   K.:l f.cj.-.lc-J)   !^-:w,-c:;-   - . ^.   V.:"Mc   2'}   and   tho  Aiuie   Aru:idel 

CHM Ly   Lj.ue.      Certiain  aciilv.i i:i cr.  covvLro!.   i:i-i.:;   sclif.-.'dulc,   r:ucl.  ;.tc; 

To 1)0  completed   i>v: 

(].)     Approval   of Environ-anCnl   Si:at;e- 
incuC   and Local:ion-r.'usign   Report December   1975 

(2) Cosuplction  o£ Design  and  Finns December  1970 

(3) Acquisition  of Rights-of-l/ay July  1977 

(A)     Advertise   Tor Bids April   1978 

r 
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(.ion   ol"   cons true Li on   if;  nor.   ov.pccL-ocl   Lo   occuu   imLiL   SopLer::ber   L980,   or 

a ! IT! o.;;!:   t: h c  b og i n n J11 r;  o f   19 SI. 

rMU)rnr,y-:n_ruKiirjTY__S(:H-T
,:T)ui<E FOR THK PATUXENT FKF.F.WAY (MARYLAND RoirrE 32 

The proton I: schcclulo 1'or the Patuxcnt: Froev;ay (Maryland Route 32 Relocatccb 

inuj;t be vnewod as unacceptable.  The access, traffic,' .service and safety 

problems now associated with existing Maryland Route 32, and which will 

worsen, cannot be allowed to continue until 1981. 

The following presents a schedule for the U,S. Route 29 to Anne Arundel 

County Line segment which could be achieved if the Patuxent Freeway 

(Maryland Route 32 Relocated) is given "Top Priority" by the Secretary 

of Transportation and the State Highway Administration. 
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"; L r. - o J. -- .'.y   v: i)'..:!-J   !;<:   c c-.iuJ'.'i. •.u   l.n   ri(.V(...,^b,.u-   i';/0   and 

I'idvc::."!. "i ;-..'.:";   t'T   L'!<•..•   pro-] o«.".t:   v.:''•;'!';   occii:"   ii:   ].)oc.i.:'...!'< -i:    l.'J/^.      Tlri ;;   "..'O'lLf.l 

r.-J'Jv.iL   cowwtrwct i OiT.   Lo  bo^in   ', r,   Api:.i.j.   !'>//..      J<cc:iu;;c   of   Liu.:   Spr.i.nji 

sU'-iirt:,   coast rue C. ion   could  be;  ec:;iip"J t.:tc<] by  Doconbc:!:  197S.     Tiius,   coiistruc- 

tioa  v.-ould  begin   1G  months  Ocirlior   t.lu'.n   tlie   State's   schedule  and   v;ould 

be  ecir.pleted   21  months,   or  ali'HJst   two years,   earlier. 

An   in-depth   analysis   of   the  right-of-way  rcquircincnts   for   this   particular 

project   indicates   that  right-of-way  acquisition  can be   achieved  more 

quickly  than  would  normally be  expected   since  1)   the   State  has   already 

acquired  a mi'Tiber  of  nronerH es.   /*)   tnn<,-t-   of   t-Uc>  v/.mr.;..^irSrr  x^.^.d   area  to 

be  acquired  can. be  obtained by  agreement  with  a   single  party,   The 

Howard  Research  and  Development  Corporation,   and  3)   there  are but  a 

lev/ buildings   involved  on  the   other  properties   to be  acquired.     It  is 

feasible   for  all   rights-of-way   required   for  the  project   to be  obtained 

by  N'nvcvrber   1976   so   that  construction  could begin,  as   soon  thereafter 

as  possible. 

U'ilh  regard   to  construction,   since   in   liie  State's   schedule   engineering 

i •;   to lie  co;::p!eted  by   Dec <..•!::!> or   J/J/b  and   r i.ghts-of-way  could   also be 

avaib.ble  by   Deceaibor   I'J/b,   it   would   appear   tliaL   the  delay   in  construction 

of   the   ratuxonf.   rreeway   (Maryland   Route  32  Relocated)   is  due  entirely 

to   '..he  prograriiii ng  ol    funds   (as   compared   to   schedu l.i ng   f actors) . #   To 

Tn])   Priority"   er-mpl et. i on   i-l    (iu     I'atuxi'.nl'   I'lf/cv/.-.y (J-!aryl and   Ri»uto. ' - -    I t  :   *.   . • 



I 

I 
w 

r 
i 

':•?.   i-.o 1 •..'.c;:t:i,(.i)    ."i S    is   ilO^'e.*: •-yivv ,    i'.i.;j:!:- ::;*-•.. •••/>• .aiul   c ni:;!.: I'licti c;'.    [.":i!vi:; 

\ • 1.1 !   *;>i!   )"L:q;.i! I'CH!   b; •;
I

1 i i'.iilr./.   i r.   1:1 si:   l.v / .•   !'j.:.'/«.il   ^'r.---:!*   r/'llic:i    Llicsn   !••'•!', i.i'ui n-/, 

: .1   i:;u:   l.f)7o   ami   .lf)/9   rise..]    Vva;:   ds   c-:.- ;•.::•.!;,'   ;^'''-^ruu^icd   hy   Liu':   :;J!;.i[.:o 

:i';;!-'  •;••/   /.;!:•; i ii i :.i: r;:!. i i •:• .       in   r-Llu-;"   '•.'•.••: i!.. .    llic   ! iu ••! i uj1;   ]''!:(ip^ji^u   ii:   iiho 

1'''/iV-i.'U   i'ct):;!".--.:;!   nc:(.:Jr:   t.f-   L:.-.:   ri!\-.-ii>.:o'.;   . ::,•   ( •.)   y-.:.-.'i."   Tot:   r.i j'.liL- uf~\riys 

c.'.i-J,   i.v:ij   {2)   ycwy.   i.or  const: rue Li on . 

CO^CM.ilSK^ AMI) KKCOX.ME-NMATT OI.'.S VOW  i^v-v Rfi'JTK 32 

The: P.iLuxenL Firocv.'ay (Maryl^iKl RouLc 32 RcIocaLccl) has been pl.anucd lor 

OVOL" fiftc^cn (15) years.  Uncler pro:;ei">i: prograir.rni.ng anol'.her six (6) 

yearr; will pass befeve it becomes a reality and there is no assurance 

that further delay will not: occur. 'Hov.'ard County needs this highway NOW! 

Its citizens have been denied its use too long.  Not only is this highway 

an important loca] facility, but it is also needed on a regional basis 

for all citizens of the State.  The U. S „ Route 1 cornniercial-industria] 

corridor and Columbia's continued growth accentuates the demand for 

this facility.  Already severe access, traffic and safety problems will 

increase if the State's program doe;; not keep pace with the growth of 

Colorihia and adjoining area.",.  The construction of the Patuxent Freeway 

Kni-ylsnd Route 32 Relocated) has, uiv.lc-r the State's program, already 

be: (ii planned and, to some extent, J'und-.-d .  The i inplomentation of the 

State's progran for the ratuxeni: Fn-,'..-.\y (;-iary! and Route 32 Relocated) 

on a "i:op priority" basis is ••ill. tli.-it > :.   rc'|u.i red. 

/rcr.rdi u;»l y, j L is rei:oi!:i!>ondod that f'nc State re-examine its sch.edullug 

aod |>i-ogra;Mii!rig e«;peeial.ly for the so.;-: .-.•ut of th.- I'atuxent Freeway 

v •' 



1 (MaryUind Ko-ito 32 RvA oca toil) , betweeu the Annul junclol County Line  n| | 

;-p<-] ;• S  Roni-f 29.     In 5;o doLi'.^, ^n acco I cratixl :;cl:(-dul.o for riy/it-of-wny 

^ac(|u:l.::iti.ou i^ould be.  ostnbJ :Lshod and adhered to.  Consideration should 

hi-.   j'i.v.M-i to div-idini' the nrnject into sta-es - i.e. bridges at Cuilford- 

Girru'i- Roads; bri.d-es over Little J^ttu^eut River; bridges over U.S. 

Route 29 \   sc';;::cnt iroiii Route 1-9J   to Si:o!;en Laud Parkv7ay; segment from 

BL-oV.Cfti Land I'arlcway to U.S. Route 29   -   and provisions made to proceed 

v;ith these individual contracts as soon as possible.  For example, 

bridvc contracts can readily be cleared for construction and the segment 

from Route 1-9 5 to Broken Land Parkway is less complex for right-of-way 

acquisition than the area required for the U.S. Route 29 - Patuxent 

Freeway (Maryland Route 32 Relocated) Interchange.  Re-examination of the 

State's Primary Highway Program could reveal that certain projects for 

,.^.^1, r,„,,i,. »•,'*  T>r-^rrT-nmmr.ri in Fncml Yp;ir.«? 1^77 and 1978 are not as 

far advanced in the pro-construction phases as the Patuxent Freeway 

(Maryland Route 32 Relocated), and, therefore, changes can be made 

to advance the Patuxent Freeway (Maryland Route 32 Relocated) project 

as suggested here and set forth on the Proposed Priority Schedule. 

Acceleration of the Patuxent Freeway (Maryland Route 32 Relocated) as 

advocated would benefit the State as follows: . . 

(1) Prr.vido for timely coi\\\>'\ v.Li t..n of an important segment of the 

State Highway Sy.'-.tom. 

(2) Ful. rill a commitir.ont to Howard County residents and other - 

motorists. 

(3) K'.'l i eve  congest i f -u ,    iinprove  safety   «'MH1  decrease majntena.nce 

<xosf'r;   cm   «. :•: 1 s t it:".   r-. :«J :!.••:. 
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i :.   '- •>:L"c-••'><•.!'.'il ,    !:ho   k i :',:ii':"   Lh-   cw;;i .      J.'; cdicViLcd   upon   Lho   uiO'Jost: 

:i :i!'.'J ;.'.:•! fi-.tiry   provi.--. Ujn-.   i no'! •.!..!.:.*.'•   .i.n   Lha  ^'cc tri 's   19 76-! 980 i 

]'!'I>'.;J.\:!:'., iu'vaac:! ;';•; L'ho |)::ojt_;cL ::o recoi^^O/iscind v-.'ill reduce 

the.  cost: by approihuaLcly $2,^00,000. 

(5) Tb.o. Stinue. has not been able to obtain roinibursernent Iroui 

the Federal !llybv;ay Administration Cor the cost of constructing 

the Patuxent Freev.v.y (Maryland Route 32 Relocated) interchange 

on Route 1-95, because reinburscrr.ent is conditional upon 

construction of the Patuxent Freev.'ay (1-iaryland Route 32 

R.elocatod) .  Accelerating its completion will allow the 

State to recover over $1,000,000 sooner.  Annual interest 

on this amount is approximately $60,000. 

(6) Encourage rational growth and, in particular, continued develop- 

ment in one of the State's major industrial areas. 



I 

I 
12/23/75    Mr.   Hod&.on:     For D.   Kon {one^-eilJl -  1 

IJFT ' ^ 

D2C«i->iax  19,   l<i73 

\ A 13^-1-511 y-'A 

.^.v^iru.^c^A-Jdoo vlnxlQd j-^. r^MiSa ei' 'ia* ptjai li^laee^'si C*fdc« --v" 
Po.fft f.is«jaa ^© aiacsia tha prcoc^ed iPa'iicsas-.!; Prs***ay  (Ft. 5^1^ ^o'-^b 

:^y</laB<i i» also ^-ai^iy piartwizsg i'^ ^K^ S^^^J^J ^ f>h.     ,,, 

.hcse ^o^^ta, ^ sail a9 tt» s^ti^ pl^^a ^> ^3 th^,Sh'tC^ 

n*. smowiftSK*^ &<» t!» B^xtaMttt «? Dafem that t»«i ASW 13 ^1 

cc«»rt m«i state efteid <» m» fe$a parts^a.    ^ :l^t£iL^-n 

te*x* wUl a^^U- yai ^^ ^ gp^^ic ^^..^ ^^xi %£l^ 

v7i3L2. rs&zzA* ~-<~*j~<:-+3»J. is<~*r**~> fTs^o* ox •Ora*s¥p?5rtat: 

;*.2GC, 

f 
1 occ:     Ms.  r^vga;cet  r,:sA^3 

Make West 
Arnold Gaxdn^r 
J.   Vexnc-i Lontz 

JV-.'A 

R03 
MAC 

;AC 

DEF 

 r 
< M      ! 

UCx/| 

/ 

?-P 

ELG 

JS( r-M 

JTJ 

RGJ 

i-! PP 

MGR 

JTR 

JW 

i^K    rt;r^ i) 



( 

\ 
J^WARD COUNTY 

APARTMENT of RECREATION 8c PARKS 
GORMAN RAM fUJIiDING 
8950 l/OUFF 108 
COLUMBIA, MARYLAND 21045 
(30IJ   997-7616 or 997-7617 

r 
3>o 

THEODOffE   M 

OlrtECTOi> 

RiEM03JA?«IDU*!l 

To: J. Herbert Clawson, Jr. 

Prom: Theodore H. Schaefer, Jr. 

Subj.ct: Middle Patuxent - Hopkins Area 

Date: February 21,   1976 

-d 

FES 56 ,c- 

It was agreed that there is no way to avoid crossina dMirm*^* « 
vail" IvV^ Xlt ^Srment  due^o the linear quafitroHhfs??^ 
foi JL^3te?- .A1SO' Mr' Camponeschi's request will hi  impossible 
for the County to grant as it does not own the areas unde/discussion. 

co^idLat^r'ther^ff ^ a^ l0ng.aS the SHA a^ees to the following 
vZ»tt  to       ° U    ~       XS n0 confllct between the proposed Maryland 

G^a^nVd Sef Lf r9ruvaXlsv park system al aeiine"ea °n ^ 
a. 

c. 

E^ro^^Ii^La^ SOUthern end 0f the Middle P***«* 
Accommodate adequate flow of pedestrian, equestrian and 
other non-motorized vehicle traffic- as established by the 
Department of Recreation and Parks around and/or under anv 
structures (i.e. bridges). "nuer any 
Consult with the Department of Recreation and Parks con- 
cernxng the esthetics of the road and its structure wh-re 
SHA cross the proposed parklands. 

Sincerely,_ 

Schaefir, Jr. aoociore H 
rector 

::o,JR:ES:bkd 

cc:  Edward Cochran 
Thomas Ragan 
J-::'.:!: Helm 
Modaldo Loria 
".'\  Shu 11 
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JUN2 5 1976 

United States Department of the Interior 
> 
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DlftEuOH, OfflCt OF 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY PLANNING & PKLIMMARt [NEINEERING 

WASHINGTON, D.C.    20240 

In Reply Refer To: 
L7619-MQ 
(ER-76/415) jUN 241976 

Dear Mr. Ackroyd: 

This is in response to the request for the Department of the Interior's 
comments on the Suppleient to Draft Environmental Statement, Section 4(f) 
Statenent for Historical Sites, for relocated Maryland Route 32 in Anne 
Arundel and Howard Counties, Maryland. 

We have reviewed the subject document, which discusses the impacts on a 
historical property identified as No. 94, Grasslands Farm, in Anne Arundel 
County. The appropriation of 8.35 acres of land and the loss of a deterio- 
rated 1-1/2 story bam are the major impacts to the subject property. The 
State Historic Preservation Officer has indicated that he considers the 
barn as ineligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places 
and that the loss of this deteriorated structure will not significantly 
diminish the historic qualities of the site. However, further clarification 
is needed. 

The Federal Highway Administration should apply the criteria of eligibility 
for listing on the National Register of Historic Places to Grasslands Farm. 
In addition, the proposed project site should be surveyed for evidence of 
archaeological remains to further determine the possibility of Section 4(f) 
involvement. If the property is found not eligible and no significant 
archaeological sites are discovered, then the substantive and procedural 
measures to preserve cultural resources would be complete. Should the 
farm or sites be found eligible, then further procedural steps would be 
required to satisfy the requirements of the Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation (36 CFR, Part 800) and Section 4(f). Evidence of these 
determinations should be included in the Final Environmental Statement. 
Finally, the Federal Highway Administration should, with the concerned 
parties, agree upon suitable mitigation measures affecting the barn. 

This Department's letter of July 7, 1972, (copy enclosed) commenting on the 
draft environmental impact statement for the highway project raised other 
concerns of interest. The project sponsor and/or the Federal Highway 
Administration should respond as appropriate to those concerns. 

We concur that (1) there is no feasible and prudent alternative to use of 
the historic Grasslands Farm, and (2) the project, as planned, includes all 
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possible planning to minimize harm to this property, providing the issues 
raised above are addressed in the Final Statement. 

We shall appreciate receiving copies of the Final Environmental Statement 
and the Final Section 4(f) Statement when they become available. 

Sincerely yours, 

tSgd) Stanley D. »<>^3 

Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Interior 

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

Enclosure 

cc: Mr. Robert J. Hajzyk 
Maryland DOT 
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\H^*   The Maryland Historical Trust 
t'C-v.|     S^aw Hotttt, 21 S/a/? Ci'rc/c, Annapolis, Maryland 21401 

Mr. Eugene I. Camponeschi 
Bureau of Project Planning 
State Highway Administration 
Maryland Department of Transportation 
300 West Preston Street 
P.O. Box 717 
Baltimore, Maryland 21203 March 16, 1977 

Re.: Maryland Route 32 from Maryland Route 
10 8 to Baltimore/Washington Parkway 
AA 739-1-571 
HO 292-27-771 

Dear Sir: 

This letter is in regard to Grasslands, a farm 
located near proposed improvements to the project 
listed above.  Previously, I wrote that only the 
barn was not eligible for the National Register. 
I would like to clarify any problems that might 
have arisen concerning this project by stating 
that I do not believe the entire farm to be 
eligible for the National Register. 

Sincerely yours, 

/pohn N. Pearce 
/ State Historic Preservation 
C officer 

GJA:JNP:bjn 
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APPENDIX "P1 

Maryland Environmental Assessment Form. 



ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FORM (EAFl I 

r 
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This form is to assist the reviewers in determining whether 
a proposed action could cause significant natural and socioeco- 
nomic environmental effects and thus require an Environmental Ef- 
fects Reports. 

Maryland Department State Highway 
DEPARTMENT; of Transportation      DIVISION Administration 

OTHER     State Highway Administration 

PROJECT TITLE    Relocated Md. Route 32 (Patuxent Freeway) 

PREDICTED DATES:    COMMENCEMENT   1977    COMPLETION    1980 

PROJECTED COST      $41,888,000.00 

F-l 
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Comments 
A.   Land Use Considerations Yes     H2.     Attached 

1.   Will the action be within the 
100 year floodplain? x     ' A' ' 

2. Will the action require a per- 
mit for construction or al- 
teration within the 50 year 
floodplain? X      ' B 

f 
i 

3. Will the action require a per- 
mit for dredging, filling, 
draining, or alteration of a 
wetland? 

4. Will the action require a per- 
mit for the construction or 
operation of facilities for 
solid waste disposal including 
dredge and excavation spoil?     ' £_ 

5.   Will  the  action occur on 
slopes exceeding 15%? _x       EL 

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

7. Will the action require a min- 
ing permit for deep or surface 
mining? 

8. Will the action require a per- 
mit for drilling a gas or oil 
well?      X 

9. Will the action require a per- 
mit for airport construction?          x 

10. Will the action require a per- 
mit for the crossing of the 
Potomac River  by conduits, 
cables, or other like devices?         x 

11. Will the action affect the use 
of a public recreation area, 
park, forest, wildlife manage- 
ment area, scenic river, or 
wildland? X 

F-2 
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Comments 
Yes     Ho     Attached 

12. Will the action affect the use 
of any natural or man-made 
features that are unique to 
the county, state, or nation?    '_;       X 

13. Will the action affect the use 
of an archaeological or his~ 
torical site or structure?        X 

B.   Water Use Considerations 

14. Will the action require a per- 
mit for the change of the 
course, current, or cross-sec- 
tion of a stream or other body 
of water? X      _H_ 

15. Will the action require the 
construction, alteration, or 
removal of a dam,  reservoir, 
or waterway obstruction?       X       

16. Will the action change the 
overland flow of storm water 
or reduce the absorption capa- 
city of the ground? X 

17. Will the action require a per- 
mit for the dilling of a water 
well?      £_ 

18. Will the action require a per- 
mit for water appropriation?           X. 

19. Will the action require a per- 
mit for the construction and 
operation of facilities for 
treatment or distribution of 
water?   X 

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

f 
i 
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Comments 

Yes     No     Attached 
21. Will the action result in any 

discharge into surface or sub- 
surface water?       x 

22. If so, will the discharge af- 
fect ambient water quality 
parameters and/or require a 
discharge permit?      x 

C.   Air Use Considerations 

23.  Will the action result in any 
discharge into the air? X K 

24. If so, will the discharge af- 
fect ambient air quality para- 
meters or produce a disagree- 
able odor? JX. 

25. Will the action generate addi- 
tional noise which differs in 
character or level from pre- 
sent conditions? x M 

26.  Will the action preclude fut- 
ure use of related air space?       x 

27. Will the action generate any 
radiological, electrical, mag- 
netic, or light influences?      X      1L 

D.  Plants and Animals 

28. Will the action cause the dis- 
turbance, reduction, or loss 
of any rare, unique, or valu- 
able plant or animal? X      Q_ 

29. Will the action result in the 
significant reduction or loss 
of any fish or wildlife habi- 
tats? 

30. Will the action require a per- 
mit for the use of pesticides, 
herbicides, or other biologi- 
cal, chemical, or radiological 
control agents?       X_ 

F-4 
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Comirients 
yes     No     Attached 

E.   Socio-Economic 

31. Will the action result in a 
preemption or division of pro~ 
perties or impair their econo- 
mic use? X      ••       R 

f 
i 

32. Will the action cause reloca-- 
tion of activities, struc- 
tures, or result in a change 
in population density or dis- 
tribution? 

33.  Will the action alter land 
values? X 

34.  Will the action affect traffic 
flow and volume? X            U 

35. Will the action affect the 
production, extraction, har- 
vest, or potential use of a 
scarce or economically impor- 
tant resource? X 

36. Will the action require^ a 
license to construct a sawmill 
or other plant for the manu- 
facture of forest products?            X 

37. Is the action in accord with 
Federal, State, Regional, and 
local comprehensive or func- 
tional plans—including zon- 
ing? X 

38. Will the action affect the em- 
ployment opportunities for 
persons in the area?       X       JJ_ 

39. Will the action affect the 
ability of the area to attract 
new sources of tax revenue?      x       '       x_ 

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

F-5 
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Comments 
Yes     No     Attached 

41. Will the action affect the 
ability of the area to at- 
tract tourism?      X 

Other Considerations 

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

43. Could the action be elimi- 
nated without deleterious ef- 
fects to the public health, 
safety,  welfare,  or  the 
natural environment?      X_ 

44. Will the action be of state- 
wide significance? X      ' 

45. Are there any other plans or 
action (Federal, State, 
County, or private) that, in 
conjunction with the subject 
action could result in a 
cumulative or synergistic im- 
pact on the public health, 
safety, welfare, or environ- 
ment?     . x 

46. Will the action require addi- 
tional power generation or 
transmission capacity?       x 

Conclusion 

47. This agency will develop a 
complete environmental ef- 
fects report on the proposed 
action. X     ' 
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COMMENTS 

A. The freeway would cross both, the Little and Middle Patuxent 
Rivers, as well as several of their tributaries. These 
crossings would be designed so as not to increase the 100 
year floodplain by more than one foot in elevation. 

B. All construction or alteration within the 50 year floodplain 
would be designed to minimize impact to the stream environ- 
ment. The 50 year floodplain would not be increased by any 
construction related to this project. 

C. The Anne Arundel County Wetland Unit No. 1, located on 
Dorsey Run just south of the existing Maryland Route 32 
alignment, would be affected by this project. This property 
is currently in private ownership, and Relocated Maryland 
Route 32 would cross the property on dual structures to 
minimize impact on the wetland's resources. A single bridge 
for the frontage road will also cross Dorsey Run. This is a 
non-tidal, freshwater wetland area. 

D. Between Newberry Drive and Cedar Lane, Relocated Maryland 
Route 32 crosses the Middle Patuxent River. At this loca- 
tion, the stream valley is narrow with steep slopes—in ex- 
cess of fifteen percent. Construction would not destroy the 
protective vegetation on these slopes, as the roadway will 
be bridged over the stream valley. There would be no bridge 
piers in the waterway. 

E. A comprehensive grading and sediment control plan would be 
completed by the Maryland State Highway Administration and 
approved by the appropriate reviewing agencies prior to the 
start of construction activities. 

F. Relocated Maryland Route 32 would intrude into the Anne 
Arundel County Wetlands Unit No. 1, but the roadway would be 
bridged over Dorsey Run to allow use of the wetlands re- 
sources below. Two parks—the Middle Patuxent Environmental 
Area and Murray Hill—are proposed by the Howard County 
government adjacent to the roadway. These parks are still 
in the planning stages with only a few small parcels of land 
acquired at this time. The major impact to these parks from 
Relocated Maryland Route 32 would be the noise resulting 
from motor vehicle operations adjacent to the park bound- 
aries. The roadway would cross the Little and Middle Patux- 
ent Rivers and several of their tributaries which are part 
of the Patuxent River System. The Patuxent River has been 
declared a scenic river under the Scenic Rivers Act of the 
State of Maryland  (1972).   In keeping with the intent of 

F-7 
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this legislation, all river crossings necessitated by the 
project would attempt to preserve the scenic integrity of 
the river setting. 

G. Separate historical and archeological surveys have been made 
of the project corridor. One historical site, the Vogel 
House (Maryland State Inventory Number 165) , would have to 
be destroyed. The Maryland State Historical Preservation 
Officer has made the ruling that this action is not a signi- 
ficant impact on the historical quality of the local area. 
A barn and corn crib located on the historic property known 
as "Grasslands Farm" (Number 94) will also be taken by this 
action. In the opinion of the State Historic Preservation 
Officer, neither of these sites is eligible for listing on 
the National Historic Register. All Federal, State, and 
local laws and regulations will be observed in obtaining 
these sites or portions thereof necessary for highway pur- 
poses. The archeological survey indicates that no signifi- 
cant archeological sites would be affected by this project. 

H. Several of the stream crossings necessitated by the proposed 
project would change the course or cross-section of the 
streams. These stream modifications would be minor and are 
only intended to promote the free flow of water beneath the 
freeway so that flooding on the roadway or adjacent proper- 
ties would not occur or be held to a minimum. Low flow 
channels would be provided in these modifications to ensure 
that aquatic biota would be able to pass upstream or down- 
stream under low flow conditions. The most significant 
alteration of a stream would be the relocation of 1,300 feet 
of Guilford Branch in the vicinity of the U. S. 1 inter- 
change. 

I. Paving the four lane/eight lane freeway facility would 
change the absorption capacity of the land use for the the 
roadway. The impact resulting from this paving would not be 
significant for two reasons. First, a stormwater drainage 
plan would be implemented for the entire project to ensure 
that stormwater flows are adequately handled and mitigated, 
where possible, through vegetative planting. Second, the 
area to be paved under this project is very small in com- 
parison to the total drainage area of the surrounding water- 
courses. 

J. There will be no direct discharge to surface water resources 
per se. However, stormwater may wash contaminants off the 
highway and into local streams. Based on previous experi- 
ence locally, these contaminants should not have any degree 
of adverse impact on the surrounding environment. 
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K. The discharge to the air would not be from the facility it- 

self, but would result from the construction equipment em- 
ployed to build the roadway, and the motor vehicle traffic 
utilizing the roadway upon completion. The impact of air 
pollutants, specifically Carbon Monoxide, generated by Re- 
located Maryland Route 32 has been modeled. This analysis 
shows that the National Ambient Air Quality Standards of 35 
ppm for one hour, and 9 ppm for eight hours would not be 
violated. 

L. Air quality levels in the study area would be affected by 
the construction and operation of this facility. However, 
mathematical projections indicate that air quality standards 
would not be exceeded (see Comment K). 

M. Noise generated by construction activities and the increase 
in motor vehicle traffic using the completed facility would 
produce higher noise levels than are currently being experi- 
enced in the study area in general. An attempt^ has been 
made to locate the freeway as far away as possible from 
noise sensitive land uses. In the few cases where increased 
noise levels are predicted to be a problem, noise barriers 
would be considered as a means of amelioration, where feasi- 
ble. 

N. Lighting will be installed along the freeway, especially at 
interchanges, aiding motorists in reading traffic signs and 
observing merging traffic. 

0. A rare plant, the coralroot orchid, has been identified in a 
22 acre wooded tract within the proposed right-of-way. The 
proposed Relocated Maryland Route 32 would require the 
clearing of seven of these acres, thereby reducing the or- 
chid's habitat. 

P. Some woodlands and open fields would be lost to roadway con- 
struction, reducing available wildlife habitat areas. These 
losses would not have a major impact on most species of 
wildlife using the area. Generally, loss of wildlife would 
be proportional to loss of habitat. 

Q. Herbicides may be used seasonally for maintenance purposes 
for weed control within the freeway right-of-way. De-icing 
chemicals would also be employed during the winter months 
when required, to keep the roadway free of ice and snow. 
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4 R. The State Highway Administration would compensate all 
property owners for the fair market value of their property 
or any part thereof which might: be taken for the freeway 
right-of-way. In the process of alignment determination, 
consideration has been given to the maintenance of economic 
usage of adjacent properties. Entire parcels would be taken 
where the economic use of the remaining portion of a parcel 
would be severely limited. Service roads will be provided 
to those properties which would be denied access to the 
local transportation network by construction of the freeway. 

S. Ten families, totaling twenty-six people, would require re- 
location as a result of this project. Only two businesses 
would be relocated, and no active farming operations or 
non-profit organizations should be adversely affected. In- 
creased population density may be realized as a secondary 
impact of the roadway due to the improved transportation ac- 
cess that would be provided. 

T. Land values in the area adjacent to the proposed freeway 
should increase in value because of improved travel time be- 
tween homes, businesses, and industries. 

U. Traffic flow will be greatly increased by the limited access 
four lane/eight lane freeway. Obstructions to present traf- 
fic flow, such as narrow bridges, stoplights, uncontrolled 
access, and narrow roadways would be by-passed. Total traf- 
fic volume would also increase due to the attraction poten- 
tial of the safer and more efficient Relocated Maryland 
Route 32. 

V This freeway is part of the General Development Plan for 
Anne Arundel County (1968) and the General Plan for Howard 
County (1971). Relocated Maryland Route 32 has also been 
included in the Baltimore Regional Planning Councils' 
General Development Plan (1972). 

W. Employment opportunities would not be directly affected by 
this project. However, new emloyers may be encouraged to 
relocate to this area, and residents of the area may be bet- 
ter able to travel to job sites throughout the region as a 
result of improved transportation access. 

X The roadway should help to attract new sources of tax re- 
venue to Howard and Anne Arundel Counties as land uses in 
the roadway corridor become more fully developed. The road- 
way would be an integral factor in fulfilling the land use 
plans of Howard and Anne Arundel Counties. 
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Y.   This freeway would be of statewide significance in connecting 
the Eastern Shore of Maryland with Western Maryland.  It would 
provide a direct connection between these two regions of the 
State, while by-passing the heavily congested areas of 
Baltimore and Washington, D.C. 

Z.  A comprehensive Environmental Impact Statement has been com- 
pleted for this project and is available for review from: 

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

Telephone:  (301) 383-6887 
Office Hours:  8:30 A.M. - 4:30 P.M. 

Monday - Friday 
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Y.  This freeway would be of statewide significance in connecting 

the Eastern Shore of Maryland with Western Maryland.  It would 
provide a direct connection between these two regions of the 
State, while by-passing the heavily congested areas of 
Baltimore and Washington, D.C. 

Z.  A comprehensive Environmental Impact Statement has been com- 
pleted for this project and is available for review from: 

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

Telephone:  (301) 383-6887 
Office Hours:  8:30 A.M. - 4:30 P.M. 

Monday - Friday 
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