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Maryland Department of Transportation 

• State Highway Administration 

Richard H. Trainor 
Secretary 

Hal Kassoff 
Administrator 

January 18, 1988 

1 MEMORANDUM 

TO: Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Project Development Division 

# 

"^ 
•«*?**' 

ATTN: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

Mr. Lee Carrigan 
Project Manager 

Cynthia D. Simpson, Chief piw 
Environmental Management t*' 

Environmental Considerations/Compliance Checklists 
Contract No. AA 682-101-570 
FAP No. AF 162-1 
Maryland Route 100 
Maryland Route 3 (Interstate Route 97) 
to Interstate Route 95 
PDMS No. 022007 

Attached are the completed Environmental Considerations and 
Compliance Checklists for the subject project.  Key environmental 
points found in the Final Environmental Impact Statement are 
summarized in these forms.  Location Approval was received from 
the Federal Highway Administration on January 12, 1988. 

To ensure follow-through on project commitments, both sets of 
checklists should be attached to the formal transmittal conveying 
the project from this Division to the Bureau of Highway Design. 

The Compliance Checklist delineates those environmental 
commitments which are a condition of Location Approval.  Should 
any changes be made, an environmental reevaluation must be 
requested.  Proposed changes should be submitted to Environmental 
Management, Project Development Division, for review. 

The Consideration Checklist identifies all environmental 
concerns relevant to the project and highlights those 
environmental factors which may require additional study.  The 
rationale for a decision to reject a consideration should be 
submitted to the Chief, Environmental Management, Project 
Development Division. 

My telephone number is (301). 333-1177 

Teletypewriter for Impaired Hearing or Speech 
383-7555 Baltimore Metro - 565-0451 D.C. Metro - 1-800-492-5062 Statewide Toll Free 

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

!U.gU»JlllLjaMWUy .«J-;,;lgiAy^^WV'g^^.jW^'jjiJft*!^v^^^ x^ 
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CONTRACT NO. 

PROJECT1  Maryland Route 100 

TERMINI:  1-95 to MD 3 (1-97) 

BUREAU OF PROJECT PLANNING 
ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE* CHECKLIST 

AA 682-101-570  FE1S   APPROVED: 

PAGE I OF 3 

10-27-87 

FONSI  APPROVED:^. 

LOCATION APPROVAI :    1/88 

ENVIRON- 
MENTAL 
FACTOR 

RELOCATION 

MITIGATION 
COMMITMENT 

22 residences 
10 of the re- 
sidential re- 
locations are 
minority relo 
cations and ( 
addl'n commen 

SOURCE OF 
COMMITM'T 

WHEN 
SCHEDULED 

FEIS pg.iii 
iv. IV-2.3, 
5-1,21-22   * 

ee 
s) 

Phase   IV 

BUREAU TO 
CONTACT/ 

PHONED 

DATE 
IMPLEMTEDI 

Bureau  of 
Relocatioli 
Assistance 
333-1670 

COMMENTS 

HISTORIC 
SITES 

No adverse ef 
feet for Ship 
ley House con 
ditional on 
landscaping 
plans (see 
addl•n commen 

FEIS pg.V 
IV-91,IV- 
115-7;VI- 
40,378,389 
Draft Memc 
of Agreeme 

Phase IV 

it 

is) 

Bureau of 
Landscape 
Architect 
321-3521 
.Bureaij of _ 

333-1370 Bf 

ure 

Additional miti- 
gation may be re- 
quired pending 
approval of Smith 
Farm MOA 

ARCHEOLOGIC 
SITES 

Phase II ar- 
cheology at 
sites I8AN596 
18AN580 and 
18AN579 

FEIS pg.vi 
III-58TIV 
92 

Phase IV Environmer 
tal Manage 
ment 
333-1184 

Phase II completleci 
Phase III requined 
at 18AN579 and 
18AN596. Publica 
tion of arch fiqc 
ings may be re- 
quired per MOA 
agreement w/ACHP 

PARKS 

Landscape fil 
slopes through 
Friendship Pa 
ROW required 
from Friendship 
Park will (se 
addl'n commenils) 

FEIS pg.IV 
108,9 VT-' '1-47 

- Phase V Bureau of 
Landscape 
Arch. 
321-3521 
Bureau of 
Acq. Acti- 
vities 
333-1635 

PLANNING 

If geodetic 
control surve 
monuments are 
disturbed, th 
National Ocea 
Service must lie 
notified 90 diys 
in advance to 
see addl 'n conmpnrO 

FEIS pg. 
VI-316,318 

Phase IV Highway 
Design 
333-1370 

See additional 
comments 

WILDLIFE 

COMPLIANCE   WITH   A  COMMITMENT  IS   A  CONDITION OF   PROJECT APPROVAL.    CHANGES   ARE   NOT   IN ORDER 

EXCEPT  UNDER  EXTRAORDINARY, UNFORESEEN  CIRCUMSTANCES.    IF  CHANGES   ARE  CONTEMPLATED   FOR 

ANY   REASON, THE  CHIEF  OF THE  ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION  SECTION  SHOULD   BE   NOTIFIED 
IMMEDIATELY. 

SHA  61.3-9-11   (Rev.   6/80) 



BUREAU OF PROJECT  PLANNING 
ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE CHECKLIST 

PAGE  2 OF 3 

ENVIRON- 
MENTAL 
FACTOR 

VEGETATION 

MITIGATION 
COMMITMENT 

Visual screen- 
ing through 
landscaping & 
privacy fenciijg 
where feasible 
in the vicinity 
of residential 
areas. Existirg 
vegetation 

SOURCE OF 
COMMITM'T 

FEIS  pg. 
IV-59 

STRUCTURE 

WATER 

DNR   PERMIT 

404 PERMIT 

WHEN 
SCHEDULED 

Phase   IV 

BUREAU TO 
CONTACT/ 

PHONED 

DATf 
IMPLEM TED 

Bureau  of 
Landscape 
Architecti 
321-3521 

FEIS  pgs.   l 
IV-47Ctv-4 3 
VI-296,IV- 
108,VI-311 

FEIS m 

COAST  GUARD 
PERMIT 

Groundwater 

FLOODPLAIN 

Structures wil 
limit upstream 
flood level in 
creases and 
approximate 
(see addl'n 
comments) 

WETLANDS 

56.9  acres  of 
non-tidal  wet- 
lands  will  be 
impacted.   All 
jnaviodable 
wetland   losses 
•fill  be   (see 
addl'n  comment 

COASTAL 
ZONE 

MANAGEMENT 

AIR 

FEIS  pgs. 
vi,IV-47, 51 

Phase V 

Phase   IV 

Hwy.   Design 
333-1370^ 

re 

-iM 

Phase   IV 

FEIS  pg 
IV-46 

FEIS  pc 
IV-46,Z 

?n 

Hwy.   Desibn 
333-1370 

Phase V 

Phase V 

FEIS  pg. 
IV-52,53 

Phase   IV 

Hwy.   Desi 
333-1370 

,;n 

Hwy.   Desiijn 
333-1370 

Bureau of 
Landscape 
Architecture 
321-3521 

COMMENTS 

1 

Any culverts re- 
quired will be 
placed 1 ft. be- 
low invert eleva- 
tion of stream 
(see addl'n comtrents) 

Waterway construc- 
tion permit-will 
be needed, (see 
addl'n comments) 

Army Corps permi 
will be required 

Hydro 
see 

comma 
!§ataic 
nts )  

: \ 



ENVIRON- 
MENTAL 
FACTOR 

NOISE 

SOILS 

A 
D 
D 
I 
T 
I 
0 
N 
A 
L 

C 
0 
M 
M 

E 
N 
T 

S 

BUREAU OF PROJECT PLANNING 
ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE CHECKLIST 

PAGE  3 OF 3 

MITIGATION 
COMMITMENT 

SOURCE OF 
COMMITM'T 

10 sices ex-  FEIS pi 
ceed Federal   IV-85,t 
noise abatemert 
criteria or ir 
crease by iOdqA 
or more above 
ambient levels 

WHEN 
SCHEDULED 

Phase IV 

BUREAU TO 
CONTACT/ 
PHONE # 

DATE 
IMPLEMTED 

During proiect 
design, de- 
tailed SCS 
So.il Surveys 
will be utili 

FEIS pg. 
IV-42 
VI-322 

Bureau of 
Landscape 
Architect!. 
321-3.521 

COMMENTS 

A D 

Phase   IV 

zed 

Hwy. Design 
333-1370 

A barrier is 
considered at 
only one site- 
NSA 28. The bar- 
rier would be 
constructed un- 
der rhe 1-97 
pro iect.  

Relocations 
Mitigation Commitment - 7 are owner-occupied & 3 are tenant-occupied. 
7 Businesses would be relocated - 3 owner occupied and 4 tenant 
occupied.  1 Business is a farm operation.  Relocation Assistance 
personnel will meet with each displaced persons to ascertain their 
replacement housing needs prior to displacement.  Relocation Assis- 
tance Informational meetings will be held to mitigate community dis- 
ruption and serve individual needs.  Special efforts will be examined 
including the use of Last Resort Housing to maintain, where possible, 
community ties.  All relocations will be in accordance with the 
"Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies 
Act."  A reasonable lead time of 24 months is necessary to accomplish 
the required relocations.  Provisions will be made to reduce the 
hardship on any handicapped or elderly displaced persons. 

Historic Sites 
Mitigation Commitment - Mitigation of impacts to Smith Farm property 
will include landscaping of fill slopes and screening of historical 
structures from the roadway.  The landscaping plans will be reviewed 
by the Maryland Historical Trust (MHT), ACHP and property owner.  New 
access roads will be provided for the land parcels on the east side 
of the Selected Alternate within the Smith Farm b'-'unHaries   Further 
coordination with affected property owners will continue in the de- •" 
sign phase with final plans submitted to MHT, ACHP for review and 
comment.  If Smith Farm historic boundaries are changed, further 
consult w/ACHP will be needed to revise mitigation measures. 

Park (con't) 
Mitigation Commitment - replaced on a 1:1 basis.  A separate culvert 
will be installed approximately 200' west of Sawmill Creek culvert 
to provide access for equestrian/pedestrian users.  This culvert will 
allow access across MD 100 to either side of Friendship Park. 

Coordination will be continued with the A. A. County Department 
of Recreation and Parks concerning the proposed park along Sawmill 
Creek by A. A. County. 

See water/DNR Permit for Buckingham Forest Tree Nursey commit- 
ment discussion. 
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Environr.ental Compliance Checklist 
Additional Comments 

Water 
DNR Per-: 

Structures - 

Alternates - 

All strea-s are Class 
construction is prchib 
through June 15 inclus 
be stabilized and rip- 
inlets and outlets. 
A Sediment and Erosion 
stormwater Management 
and submitted to the D 
for approval.  If Buck 
Nursery remains at its 
appropriate stormwater 
techniques will be dev 
will not result in e:cc 
criteria for freshwate 
domestic water supply. 

I streams and in-stream 
ited from March 1 
ive.  Stream areas must 
rap placed at culvert 

Control Plan and a 
Plan must be developed ' 
epartment of Environment 
ingham Forest Tree 
present location, then 
management and drainage 
eloped to ensure project 
eedances of EPA's 
r aquatic life and 

A separate culvert will be installed 
approximately 200' west of Sawmill Creek 
culvert to provide access for 
equestrian/pedsstrian user.  This culvert will 
allow access across Maryland Route 100 to 
either side of Friendship Park. 

See FEIS pgs 11-12-14 - The Selected Alternate 
project design and location commitments are 
cited in the referenced pages. 
pg. VI-358:  Bridge over B&O RR tracks will be 
designed to accommodate the potential 
expansion of 0'Conner Road.. 

Further coordination with Howard County 
Department of Public Works will be undertaken 
to minimize impacts and ensure that the 
entrance to the proposed Troy Kill Business 
Park is compatible with the relocated road. 
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Environmental Compliance Checklist 
Comments {continued) 

Vegetation (con't) 
Mitigation Commitment -  will be preserved and protected 

whenever possible. 

Planning 
Mitigation Commitment -  plan for monument relocation. 

Water -   Mitigation Commitment 

Groundwater -  studies will be conducted to determine project 
groundwater impacts.  If changes to quantity 
or quality of well water occur replacement 
wells or compensation will be provided.  A 
copy of the hydrogeologic study will be 
submitted to EPA for review. 

Structure - 

Wetlands 

During Final Design, a detailed hydrologic & 
hydraulic study will be prepared to determine 
appropriate structure sizes for each 
floodplain and stream crossing.  Copies of the 
studies and construction plans will be 
provided to EPA, WRA for review. 

Mitigation Commitment - enhanced, reconstructed or replaced, 
Mitigation measures for wetland 
impacts will be coordinated with 
DNR, EPA, and USFWS. 

Floodplain - existing down stream flew rates.  Detailed 
hydrologic and hydraulic studies will be prepared. 



YJ) 

Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
January 18, 1988 
Page 2 

Hydrogeologic studies will be conducted to determine project 
groundwater impacts.  If changes to groundwater quantity or 
quality occur, replacement wells or compensation will be 
provided. 

CDS:BG:cd 

Attachments (2) 

cc:  Mr. Emil Elinsky (w/attach-Compliance Checklist only) 
Mr. Paul Wettlaufer (w/attach) 
Mr. Charles Adams (w/attach) 
Mr. Wes Glass (w/attach) 



PAGE  I OF 3 BUREAU OF PROJECT PLANNING 
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS" 

CONTRACT   NO   AA 682-101-570  DEIS/FEIS   APPRrwrn:5-5-86/10-27-87 

PRn.lFP.T:    Maryland  Route   100  EA/FONSI   APPROVED:  

MANAGER:    Mr.   Lee   Carrigan 

ALTERNATE(S): 

\* 

3   B Modified 

D4(f)/F4(f) APPROVED: 

LOCATION   APPROVAL:. 1/88 

PROGRAM   STATUS1 RE-EVALUATION   DATE:. 

FACTOR 

RELOCATION 

22_ DWELLINGS 

_L BUSINESSES 

_i_FARMS 

HISTORIC  SITES 

_2_ NATIONAL   REG- 
ISTER   ELIGIBLE 

 INVENTORY 

LOCATION MITIGATIVE 
FEATURE/REFERENCE 

FEIS pg. iii-iv, 
IV-2,5-6,21 

Every reasonable mea- 
sure to maintain 
neighborhood contin- 
uity will be consi- 
dered for minority 
displacements special 
efforts will be (see 

FEIS pg IV-91 

ARCHEOLOGICAL SITES 

IDENTIFIED 

POSSIBLE 

PARKS 

_1_PUBLIC 

 PRIVATE 

FEIS pg. IV-92 

addl'n commencs) 

Landscaping to be 
provided for Shiple 
House and Smith Farrc 

COMMENTS/ 
COORDINATION" 

See Compliance Check 
list additional com- 
ments 

See Compliance 
Checklist 

Phase III required 
at sites 18AN579 and 
18AN596 

FEIS pg IV-108,9 

See Compliance 
Checklist 

See Compliance 
Checklist 

PLANNING FEIS  pg.   IV-29-30 Efforts are 
made to repl 
existing par 
lot at Dorse 
Road interse 
a 150 lot P 
to replace t 
mal P & R lo 
fo-rrm uc nf e. 

to be 
ace the 
k & ride 
y Rd/Wri 
ction wi 
& R and 
he infor 
t at the 
ist ing 

See Compliance 
Checklist 

jht 
:h 

WILDLIFE 
FEIS  pg.   IV-56 

EB  MD   100  west 

There are no known 
federally listed 
threatened or endan- 
gered species in stuly 
area. 

AN  ENVIRONMENTAL  CONSIDERATION  MUST   RE  EXAMINED   AND   A   DECISION  MADE TO   ACCEPT  OR 

REJECT.     RATIONALE FOR THE DECISION SHOULD   BE  PRESENTED TO THE  CHIEF, ENVIRONMENTAL 
EVALUATION SECTION. 

SHA   61.3-9-11A   (Rev.   6/80) 



BUREAU OF PROJECT PLANNING 
ENVIRONMENTAL  CONSIDERATIONS" 

PAGE 2 OF 3 s? 

FACTOR 

VEGETATION 

LOCATION 

FEIS  pg.   IV-56,59 

WATER 

-i-CLASS 

-i_ STRUCTURE 

JL STREAM   CROSSING 

-^-PERMIT 

(DNR, 404, 
COAST  GUARD) 

FEIS pgs.   vi,   IV- 
44-46,38,56,108 
VI-296 

FLOODPLAIN 
FEIS  pg   IV-46-48 

WETLANDS 

JH. TYPE 

51i2 ACREAGE 

FEIS pg. IV-52,53 

COASTAL ZONE 
MANAGEMENT 
(CZM) 

AIR FEIS pg. IV-65 

MITIGATIVE 
FEATURE/REFERENCE 

Consideration is be- 
ing given to reloca- 
ting the entire Buck-, 
ingham Nursery Opera-- 
tors. Existing vege- 
tation will be pre- 
served and protected 
where possible.  

COMMENTS/ 
COORDINATION' 

See Compliance 
Checklist 

Stormwater Manage- 
ment Plans and Sedi- 
ment and Erosion Con- 
trol Plan must be sub- 
mitted to the Depart- 
ment of the Environ- 
ment.  Seven (7) new 
stream crossing will 
be required and no 
stream relocation will 
be required. 

See Compliance 
Checklist 

28.5 acres will be 
impacted 

See Compliance 
Checklist 

56.9 acres of non- 
tidal wetlands will, 
be impacted. 

See Compliance 
Checklist 

No violations of 
State/National Am- 
bient Air Quality 
Standards. 



BUREAU OF PROJECT PLANNING 
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS* 

PAGE 3 OF 3 

FACTOR 

NOISE 

SOILS 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS 

LOCATION 

FEIS pg. IV-85,86 

FEIS pg. 
VI-322 

iv,v,IV-42 

MITIGATIVE 
FEATURE/REFERENCE 

A barrier for NSA28 
is being considered 
under of the construc- 
tion of 1-97. (see 
addl'n comments) 

Sediment and Erosior 
Control will be in- 
corporated. No prime 
farmland is requirec 
Minor alignment shiits 
will be considered 
during design to mir 
mi7:p aorinil rural 
land impacts. 

COMMENTS/ 
COORDINATION' 

See Compliance 
Checklist 

See Compliance 
Checklist 

Relocation - examihed including the use of Last Resort Housing 
to maintain, where possible, community ties. 

Planning 
Mitigative Features - of US 1. (See FEIS reference for 
potential replacement site locations). 

Noise - Where barriers are not considered reasonable or 
feasible, partial mitigation measures such as dense 
vegetation landscaping will be considered. 

^ 
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Mary/andDepartmentoiTransportation William K Hellniann 

Sscrstary 
State Highway Administration 

Hal Kassoff 
Administrator 

October 28, 1987 

Contract No.   AA  682-101-570 
Maryland   Route  100 

from  Interstate Route 95 to  Interstate Route 97 
PDMS   No.   022007 

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/SECTION 4(f) STATEMENT 

Enclosed for your information and files is the approved 
Final Environmental Impact Statement/Section 4(f) Statement and 
the appropriate supporting material for the referenced project. 
This document has been prepared in accordance with the CEQ Regu- 
lations, DOT Order 5610.1c, and the revised Federal-Aid Highway 
Program Manual, Volume 7, Chapter 7, Section 2. 

Since the circulation of the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement/Section 4(f) Statement, written comments have been re- 
ceived from citizens and various review agencies.  These com- 
ments, along with appropriate responses, have been included in 
the Final Environmental Impact Statement/Section 4(f) Statement. 

The selected alternate is Alternate 3-B (Modified).  The 
selected alternate will improve traffic operations through and 
within the study area by providing a new east/west highway facil- 
ity.  It will provide adequate access for planned development and 
relieve existing congestion problems along major routes in the 
study area. 

The selected alternate uses the same mainline alignment as 
Alternate 3-B, except in the vicinity of Race Road where the 
alignment has been shifted slightly south.  The modifications 
include the selection of the option for relocating Dorsey Road at 
U.S. Route 1, a new configuration for the interchange at Race 
Road, the selection of the full cloverleaf interchange at Mary- 
land Route 295, providing a bridge over Maryland Route 295 con- 
necting Race Road and Wright Road, shifting the relocated Ridge 
Road to avoid Mount Pilgrim Baptist Church, selecting the op- 
tional interchange at Ridge Road which has a loop ramp in the 
southeast quadrant, bridging Harmons Road over Maryland Route 
100, selecting the urban diamond interchange at Maryland Route 
170, and bridging W.B.&A. Road over Maryland Route 100. 

My telephone number Is    333-1110  
Teletypewriter for Impaired Hearing or Speech 

383-7555 Baltimore Metro — 565-0451 D.C Metro — 1-800-492-5062 Statewide Toll Free 
P.O. Box 717 / 707 North Calvert St., Baltimore, Maryland 21203 - 0717 



b 
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Distribution of   the  Final  Environmental   Impact  Statement  is 
made on behalf of  the   Federal   Highway   Administration   in  accord- 
ance  with  23  CFR  771. 

Very   truly  yours, 

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

NJP:tlh 
Enclosure 
cc:     Mr.   Louis  H.   Ege,   Jr. 

Ms.   Cynthia   D.   Simpson 
Mr.   Ronald E.   Moon 
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DISTRIBUTION LIST 

Contract No. AA 682-101-570 
Maryland Route 100 

from Interstate Route 95 to 
Interstate Route 97 

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/SECTION 4(f) STATEMENT 

FEDERAL AGENCIES 

Department of Agriculture 
State Conservationist 
Soil Conservation Service 
432 Hartwick Avenue, Room 522 
College Park, Maryland  20740 

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

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Region III 
Mr. Jeffrey Alper, Chief 
NEPA Compliance Section 
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Contract  No.   AA  682-101-570 
Maryland   Route  100 

from  Interstate Route 95 to  Interstate Route 97 
PDMS   No.   022007 

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/SECTION 4(f) STATEMENT 

Enclosed for your information and files is the approved 
Final Environmental Impact Statement/Section 4(f) Statement and 
the appropriate supporting material for the referenced project. 
This document has been prepared in accordance with the CEQ Regu- 
lations, DOT Order 5610.1c, and the revised Federal-Aid Highway 
Program Manual, Volume 7, Chapter 7, Section 2. 

Since the circulation of the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement/Section 4(f) Statement, written comments have been re- 
ceived from citizens and various review agencies.  These com- 
ments, along with appropriate responses, have been included in 
the Final Environmental Impact Statement/Section 4(f) Statement. 

The selected alternate is Alternate 3-B (Modified).  The 
selected alternate will improve traffic operations through and 
within the study area by providing a new east/west highway facil- 
ity.  It will provide adequate access for planned development and 
relieve existing congestion problems along major routes in the 
study area. 

The selected alternate uses the same mainline alignment as 
Alternate 3-B, except in the vicinity of Race Road where the. 
alignment has been shifted slightly south.  The modifications 
include the selection of the option for relocating Dorsey Road at 
U.S. Route 1, a new configuration for the interchange at Race 
Road, the selection of the full cloverleaf interchange at Mary- 
land Route 295, providing a bridge over Maryland Route 295 con- 
necting Race Road and Wright Road, shifting the relocated Ridge 
Road to avoid Mount Pilgrim Baptist Church, selecting the op- 
tional interchange at Ridge Road which has a loop ramp in the 
southeast quadrant, bridging Harmons Road over Maryland Route 
100, selecting the urban diamond interchange at Maryland Route 
170, and bridging W.B.&A. Road over Maryland Route 100. 

My telephone number Is    333-T 11 n  
Teletypewriter lor Impaired Hearing or Speech 

383-7555 B.iltimce V=rrc — 565-0451 D.C. Metro — l-aC0"S92-5O62 Statewide Toll Frea 
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Distribution of the Final Environmental Impact Statement is 

made on behalf of the Federal Highway Administration in accord- 
ance with 23 CFR 771. 

Very truly yours, 

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

NJPrtlh 
Enclosure 
cc:  Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr. 

Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson 
Mr. Ronald E. Moon 
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MARYLAND ROUTE 100 EXTENDED 
Frcm Interstate 95 In Hcward County to Maryland 
Route 3/Interstate 97 In Anne Arundel County 

FINAL ENVIROfWENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
SECTION 4(f) STATEMEOT 

Submltted Pursuant to 42 U.S.C. 4332(2) (c) and 49 U.S.C. 
. CEQ Regulations (40 CFR 1500 et seq.) 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
FEDERAL HIG-WAY ACMINISTRATION 

AMD 
MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATICN  ' 

STATE HIGHWAY ACMINISTRATION 
COOPERATING AGENCY 

U.S. ARMY CORPS OF EN3INEERS 

303(c) 

-': -1 
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The fol laving persons may be contacted for additional Information con- 
cerning the document: 

Mr. Edward Terry 
District Engineer 
Federal Highway Adninlstratlon 
The Rotunda - Su i te 220 
711 West 40th Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21211 

PHONE:  (301) 962-4010 
HOURS:  7:45 a.m. - 4:15 p.m. 

s/av/n 
DATE 

/0/2- ?/*? ry 
DAT? ^  

•Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr., Deputy Director, 
Office of Planning and Preliminary 
Engineering 
State Highway Adnlnistration 
707 North Calvert Street 
Roan 310 
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 
PHONE:  (301) 333-1130 
HOURS:  8:15 a.m. - 4:15 p.m. 

%& \   IM^J^  
Director, Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

&4*JLs~- 
FEDERAL HIGHWAY ACMINISTRAT 
Robert E. Gatz, Director 
Office of Planning and Program Development 
FhWA Region 3 

in« r The Purpose of the Project Is to provide an extension of Maryland Route 
100 frcm Interstate 95 In Hovard County to Maryland Route 3/Interstate 97 In 
Anne Arundel County. -The project is compatible with local and State plans. 

Environmental Impacts associated with the project Include rIght^f-way 
acquls tion and the displacement of residents and businesses. There are 
floodplain and wetland Involvements. 
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SUMMARY 

Adnlnlstratlve Action 

Environmental Statement 

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

The following persons may be contacted for additional Information con- 
cerning this docunent; 

Mr. Edward Terry Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr., Deputy Director, 
District Engineer Office of Planning and Preliminary 
Federal Highway Adnlnlstratlon Engineering 
The Rotunda - Suite 220 State Highway Adnlnlstratlon 
711 West 40th Street 707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21211 Rocm 310 

Baltimore, Maryland 21202 
Phone:  (301) 962-4010 Phone:  (301) 333-1130 
Hours: 7:45 a.m. - 4:15 p.m. Hours: 8:15 a.m. - 4:15 p.m. 

3. Description of Selected Action 

The selected alternate. Alternate 38 (Modified), Involves the extension 
of Maryland Route 100 frcm Interstate 95 In Howard County to Maryland Route 
3/Interstate 97 in Anne Arundel County, a distance of approximately 7.5 miles. 

The selected Alternate would Improve traffic operations through and 
within the study area by providing a new east/west highway facility in the 
corridor. The primary purpose of this project Is to provide adequate access 
to an area that Anne Arundel and Howard Counties have designated for planned 
growth and to relieve existing congestion problems along major routes In the 
study area. The selected alternate Is consistent with the General Development 
Plans and compatible with existing and planned development of Anne Arundel and 
Howard Counties. 

4. Alternates Considered 

The State Highway Adnlnlstratlon has considered nunerous preI iminary 
alternates. Including the No-Build, for the extension of Maryland Route 100 
fron 1-95 to Maryland Route 3/1-97. The No-Build Alternate, Alternate 2- 
Option A, Alternate 2-Optlon B and Alternate 3-0ptlon A were presented at the 
Alternates Public Meeting held April 11, 1985. As a result of ccmnents 
received at the Alternates Public Meeting, meetings with local connunlty 
organizations and coordination with local elected officials and various state 
and federal agencies, Alternate 4, Crossover Option and Alternate 3-Optlon B 
were developed. A11 of these Alternates were studied In detail and presented 
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at the Combined Location/Design Public Hearing on June 12, 1986. As a result 
of ccnments received at the Public Hearing, Alternate 38 (Modified), the 
selected alternate, and Alternate 4/3B were studied. 

No-BulId Alternate 

TheNo-Bulld Alternate would provide no major Improvements or Increase 
In capacity to Maryland Route 176 (Dorsey Road), the existing two lane east- 
west facility In the project area, other than the recent widening of the 
existing roadway to four lanes between Maryland Routes 295 and 652 and the 
planned widening to four lanes between Maryland Routes 652 and Harmonds Ferry 
Road. These Improvements are to be considered only as an Interim measure for 
the short-term relief of traffic congestion, and even with these Improvements, 
the road will not adequately acconnodate the future traffic needs of this 
corridor. 

Alternate 2 - Urban Arterial 

Alternate 2 (Figure II-K1) proposes the construction of a curbed section 
urban arterial highway on or close to the alignment of existing Maryland Route 
176 (Dorsey Road). Fran 1-95, this alternate proceeds southeasterly, Inter- 
changes with U.S. Route 1, Intersects with Race Road, and continues on to an 
Interchange with Maryland Route 295 (Figures 11-1 to 11-4). East of Route 
295, this alternate follews existing Route 176, Intersects with Maryland Route 
713 (Ridge Road) and Interchanges with Maryland Route 170 (Figures 11-4 to II- 
6). East of Route 170, this alternate shifts north of Dorsey Road to east of 
Maryland Route 652 where there are two options proposed. Option A curves 
southeasterly. Intersects with W.B.&A. Road and then continues to the existing 
Maryland Route 100/Maryland Route 3 (1-97) Interchange (Figures 11-7 and II- 
8). Option B continues easterly fran Route 652, remains north of Route 176 
until Just east of McPherson where it curves southerly through the western 
portion of Friendship Park and then onto the Route 100/1-97 Interchange (Fig- 
ures 11-9 to 11-11). 

Alternate 3 - Freeway 

AIternate 3 (FIgure 11-K1) proposes the construct Ion of Mary I and Route 
100 as a multi-lane freeway with full control of access frcm 1-95 to 1-97. 
Fran 1-95 to Maryland Route 295, Alternate 3 follows the same allgrment as 
Alternate 2 and has Interchanges with U.S. Route 1, Race Road and Route 295 
(Figures 11-12 to 11-14). East of Route 295, this alternate curves southeast- 
erly away frcm Dorsey Road, Interchanges with Maryland Route 713 and then 
Interchanges with Maryland Route 170 Just north of Munson Heights (Figures II- 
14 to 11-17). East of Route 170, there are two options proposed. Option A 
continues easterly, crosses under Queenstown Road south of Jones Road and then 
Interchanges with 1-97 (Figures 11-17 to 11-19). Option B curves northeast- 
erly frcm the Route 170 Interchange, crosses under Queenstown Road, curves 
north of Burleytcwn and Alberta Heights, continues east across Friendship Park 
and then curves southeasterly around Queenstown to the Route 100/1-97 Inter- 
change (Figures 11-20 to 11-22). Options are proposed for the Interchanges at 
Route 295, Route 713 and Route 170 and are shown on Figures 11-23 to 11-25 
respectively. 

II 
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Alternate 3B (Modified) (Selected Alternate) 

This alternate uses the same malnlIne alIgnment as Alternate 3-Optlon B, 
except In the vicinity of Race Road where the alignment has been shifted 
siIghtly south. The modifications include the selection of the "Option" for 
relocating Dorsey Road at U.S. Route 1 (Figure 11-28), the selection of the 
full clover leaf Interchange at Maryland Route 295 (Figure 11-29), providing a 
bridge over Maryland Route 295 connecting Race Road and Wright Road (Figure 
11-30), shifting the relocated Ridge Road to avoid Mt. Pilgrim Baptist Church 
(Figure 11-31), selecting the "first option" Interchange at Ridge Road which 
has a loop ramp In the southeast quadrant (Figure 11-31), bridging Harmans 
Road over Maryland Route 100 (Figure 11-32), selecting the urban diamond 
Interchange at Maryland Route 170 (Figure 11-33) and bridging W.B.&A. Road 
over Maryland Route 100 (Figure 11-34). 

Alternate 4 - Freeway 

This alternate proposes the construction of Maryland Route 100 as a 
multi-lane freeway with full control of access fran 1-95 to 1-97. This alter- 
nate has the same alignment as Alternates 2 and 3 frcm 1-95 through the U.S. 
Route 1 Interchange (Figure 11-36). Before the allgrment crosses the B&O 
Railroad, It curves northeasterly around the Parkway Industrial Center I, then 
curves southeasterly (Figure 11-45) through the Patapsco Valley State Park and 
Interchanges .with Maryland Route 295 (Figures 11-37 and 11-38). Alternate 4 
then continues southeasterly. Interchanges with an extension of New Ridge Road 
north of the Baltimore Cannons Business Park, bridges over AMTRAK and Maryland 
Route 170 and then crosses through the southwest corner of BWI airport 
(Figures 11-39 and 11-40). After Interchanging with Dorsey Road, Alternate 4 
follows the same alignment as Alternate 2, Option A, to the Route 100/1-97 
interchange (Figures 11-41 and 11-42). 

Alternate 4/3B 

This alternate Is Identical to Alternate 4 frcm 1-95 to the Dorsey Road 
interchange (Figure 11-36 through 11-41). South of Dorsey Road, this alter- 
nate would curve southeasterly (Figure 11-45) to Join the allgrment of Alter- 
nate 3-0ptlon B at W.B.&A. Road (Figure 11-21 and 11-22). 

Crossover Option (Alternate 3 to Alternate 4) 

The Crossover Option utl I Izes Alternate 3 frcm 1-95 to Maryland Route 
295 (Figures 11-12 to 11-14), then crosses northeasterly to the Alternate 4 
Interchange with the New Ridge Road extension (Figures 11-43 and 11-44) and 
then utilizes Alternate 4 to the Route 100/1-97 Interchange (Figures 11-39 to 
11-42). The Crossover Option proposes the construction of Maryland Route 100 
as a multi-lane freeway with full control of access as proposed for Alternates 
3 and 4. 

Ill 
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5.   Environmental Consequences 

The selected alternate. Alternate 38 (Modified), requires 22 residential 
relocations. Ten of the relocations are minority residential relocations. Of 
the minority residential relocations. Tare owner-occupied residences and "3 
are tenant-occupied residences. There are 7 business relocations required. 

The selected alternate. Alternate 38 (Modified), would Inprove accessl- 
blllty to ccnmunlty facilities, parks and public recreation areas In the pro- 
ject area by separating local and through traffic and keeping the existing 
road network Intact through the use of bridges. Several roads would be re- 
routed or cul-de-saced In the Race Road and Wright Road areas, causing more 
circuitous travel to reach MD Route 176. However, by el ImInatIng through 
traffic on MD Route 176, travel along this road Improves due to less traffic 
backups and a greater Ieve I-of-service. For a more detaI led discussion of 
travel time and distance, see Section IV. 

The selected alternate. Alternate 38 (Modified), would permit the 
planned expansion of the Industrial and business section within the study area 
as called for In the General Development Plans of Howard County and Anne Arun- 
del County by providing greater traffic capacity and improving access to and 
frcm the study area. 

Local businesses that depend on drive-by traffic (I.e., restaurants, 
motels, etc.) might experience seme loss of activity under the selected 
alternate since a large portion of the through traffic would be moved away 
frcm the Maryland Route 176 corridor. However, the new aIIgrment would reduce 
congestion along Route 176 and facilitate access to these establIshments, 
especially during the peak traffic hours, through the use of Interchanges and 
service roads. The selected alternate. Alternate 38 (Modified), Includes 
several provisions for maintaining the existing road network so that local 
residences can access the businesses. 

The selected alternate. Alternate 38 (Modified), would have a positive 
effect on the tax bases of Hcward and Anne Arundel Counties since It would 
accannodate the efficient expansion of proposed development In the study 
corridor. 

The transportation requirements of the study area (as shown In Figures 
IV-i through lV-10) reveal that the selected alternate would provide both 
greater capacity through the area and higher levels of service on the existing 
road network than the No-BulId Alternate. The accident rate within the study 
area would decrease under the selected alternate even though higher capacities 
would be attained. 

Generally, geologic and soil features of the study area pose no signifi- 
cant dIf fIcuIty to roadway construct Ion If carefuI and deta11ed ana IysIs and 
design are undertaken. 

The Impact to surface water frcm highway Improvements and the accompany- 
ing development would be minimized by designing the project In accordance with 
the Maryland Stonrwater Managenent Act, following the sediment and erosion 

Iv 
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control program of the State Highway Adnlnlstratlon and Incorporating other 
stormwater management practices. 

Since the selected alternate. Alternate 38 (Modified), would cross one 
or more streams and their 100 year flood plains, detalled hydrologic and 
hydraul1c studies wl11 be conducted to minimize impacts due to any floodplaln 
encroachment. PreIIminary analysis, in accordance with Executive Order 11988, 
Indicates that no significant floodplaln Impacts are expected to occur as a 
result of the selected alternate. 

The selected alternate. Alternate 38 (Modified), would adversely Impact 
seme wetlands. The use of stringent sediment control measures would minimize 
these Impacts. Wetland mitigations, such as enhancement, reconstruction or 
replacement will be coordinated with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, MD 
Department of Natural Resources and other agencies. 

Correspondence with the U.S. Fish and WlId 11fe Service and Maryland 
Department of Natural Resources - Wildlife Adnlnlstratlon Indicates that there 
are no knwn populations of federally listed threatened or endangered species 
along the study corridor to be Impacted by the selected alternate. 

An air quality analysis of 30 receptor sites (see Figure IV-11) within 
the study area reveals no violations of State and National Ambient Air QualIty 
Standards (S/NAAQS) for either the maxlmun one-hour period or maximLm consecu- 
tive eight-hour period In the design year (2010) and the estimated year of 
ccmpletlon (1990) for the selected alternate. Alternate 38 (Modified). 

A noise impact analysis was conducted using 29 receptor sites (see Fig- 
ure IV-11) within the study area. Noise measurements at each noise sensitive 
area (NSA) were made and design year (2010) noise levels at each site were 
predicted using methodology developed by the Federal Highway Adnlnlstratlon 
(see Table IV-4 and IV-5). Traffic noise Impacts would occur when the 
predicted traffic noise levels would exceed the FHWA noise abatement criteria 
of 67 dBA Leq or Increase by 10 dBA or more above the current artoient noise 
levels excluding aircraft. 

The selected alternate. Alternate 38 (Modified) would cause noise Im- 
pacts to 10 NSA's and at one of these sites, (NSA 28), noise abatement 
measures were considered reasonable and feasible (see Table IV-9). Noise 
abatement measures at.the Impacted site, NSA 28, are being considered under 
the upgrading of Maryland Route 3. 

Seventeen (17) historical sites are located within the study area-, two 
are sites for National Register eligibility (Shipley House and Smith Farm) and 
the remaining 15 sites are not eligible, but are of Maryland Inventory Qual- 
ity. The State Historic Preservation Officer has determined that the selected 
alternate. Alternate 38 (Modified), wl 11 not have an adverse effect on the 
Shipley House or the Smith Farm conditional on landscaping plans which are 
reviewed by the Maryland Historical Trust. No property Is required fran the 
Shipley House. The selected alternate does require acquisition of seme of the 
9nlth Farm property, but would not directly Impact any buildings or the cane- 
tery on the property. Mitigation measures wl11 be coodlnated with the SHPO. 
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Four sites Identified by the Maryland Geological Survey as potentially 
eligible for the National Register of Historic Places would be Impacted by the 
selected alternate. Alternate 38 (Modified). Phase II archeologlcal studies 
wl11 be undertaken on three of these sites and this work wl11 be coordinated 
with the State Historic Preservation Officer. 

6. Areas of Controversy/Unresolved Issues 

Ccnmunlty groups in the area are opposed to Alternates 2A, 2B, 3A, 3B 
and 4 based on disruption to their ccrrmunltles and the traffic Impacts associ- 
ated with Maryland Route 100 traffic travel IIng through the ccrrmunltles. 

The Maryland State Aviation Adnlnlstratlon and the Federal Aviation 
Adnlnlstratlon were opposed to Alternates 2A, 2B, 4/3B and 4 due to conflicts 
with the planned expansion of Baltimore/Washington International Airport. The 
MD SAA and the FAA are not opposed to the selected alternate. Alternate 38 
(Modified). 

The Maryland Department of Natural Resources is opposed to Alternate 4 
since it would Impact the Patapsco Valley State Park. This agency Is also 
opposed to Alternate 3, Options A & B since both of these alternates impact 
the Buckingham "Forest Tree Nursery. Coordination with the MD. D.N.R. has been 
on-going throughout the preliminary planning stage to minimize the litpacts to 
the nursery. 

Opposed to Alternate 3B Is the State Chapter of the National Association 
for the Advancement of Colored People (NAACP). 

The Maryland State Highway Adnlnlstratlon finds that Alternate 38 (Modl- 
fled) provides the needed service for transportation with minimal Impacts to 
adjacent ccnmunitles. 

7. Permits Required 

Construction of this project would require review and approval for the 
following permits: 

- U.S. Army Corps of Engineers — Section 404 Pemrlt 
- Maryland Department of Natural Resources — Approved Sediment 
Control Plan 

- Maryland Department of Natural Resources — Approved Stormwater 
Management Plan 

- Maryland Department of Natural Resources -- Waterway Construction 
Permit 

- Maryland Department of Health and Mental Hygiene — Water QuaIIty 
Certificate 

8. Sirnmary of Impacts 

Table S-1 ccmpares the significant Impacts associated with each alter- 
nate. 
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SUMMARY    OF    IMPACTS 
TABLE    S-l 

ALTERNATES 

NO- 
BUILD 2A 2B 3A 3B 

3B   (MOD.) 
SELECTED 

ALTERNATE 
4 3 CROSS- 

OVER 4 
4/3B 

SOCIO-ECONOMIC    IMPACTS 

RESIDENTIAL DISPLACEMENTS 0 38 39 43 A 33 A 22 33 40 25 

MINORITY RESIDENTIAL 

DISPLACEMENTS 
0 23 24 28 14 10 12 26 3 

BUSINESS DISPLACEMENTS 0 12 12 8 7 7 7 7 6 

ACCESS TO COMMUNITY 

FACILITIES MODIFIED 
NO YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES 

PARKLAND AFFECTED - ACRES 0 iU 32.7 0 14.2 14.2 20.1 4.0 30.3 
HISTORIC SITES AFFECTED 0 0 0 1 2 2 0 0 0 
ARCHEOLOGICAL SITES AFFECTED 0 3 3 5 4 4 1 3 1 

CONSISTENT WITH 

DEVELOPMENT PLANS 
NO NO NO YES YES YES NO NO NO 

NATURAL      ENVIRONMENT      IMPACTS 

PRIME FARMLAND SOILS - ACRES 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

ACT 1VE AGR1 CULTURAL LAND-ACRES 0 16.8 12.3 54.4 43.5 43.5 16.8 16.8 0 
STREAM REALIGNMENT - LINEAR FT. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

NEW STREAM CROSSINGS 0 1 ¥ 6 7 7 3 5 3 

WETLANDS - ACRES 0 48.8 41.6 53.5 54.3 56.9 79.1 76.5 77.3 

FLOODPLAIN - ACRES 0 17.2 17.2 33.3 34.2 28.5 8.8 25.7 7.3 

WOODLAND - ACRES 0 ¥7.6 39.7 59.5 61.4 56.0 41.7 54.3 37.6 

OLD FIELD - ACRES 0 59.0 46.8 80.7 76.4 69.7 68.1 96.9 54.9 

THREATENED OR ENDANGERED SPECIES 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
AIR QUALITY  IMPACTS + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
NOISE LEVEL  IMPACTS + + 5 5 5 II 10 10 8 7 8 

COST   (x   $    1,000,000) 

RIGHT OF WAY 0 12.1 16.1 23.4 22.8 22.8 18.2 18.0 18.0 
RELOCATION 0 0.5 1.3 1.3 1.0 1.0 0.8 1.0 0.8 

CONSTRUCTION 0 101.6 103.8 119.1 130.1 133.2 105.8* 119.1  * 109.0* 

TOTAL 0 11^.2 121.2 143.8 153.9 157.0 124.S" 138.1  * 127.8* 
A.     REPRESENTS WORSE CASE CO IB 1 NAT ION OF INTER! CHANGE OPT 10 IS 
+      SITES   EXCEEDING    S/NAAQS .. 
+ + N SA'S EXCEEDING FEDERAL  NOISE ABATEMENT  CRITERIA OR   lOdBA  INCREASE 
*      WILL  INCREASE BY $45 TO $65 MILLION FOR AIRPORT TUNNEL 

VII 
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The follcwlng Environmental Assessment Form is a requirement of the 
Maryland Environmental Policy Act and Maryland Department of Transportation 
Order 11.01.06.02. Its use Is In keeping with the provisions of 1500.4 (k) 
and 1506.2 and .6 of the Council of EnvIromentaI Quality Regulations, effec- 
tive July 31, 1979, which recormend that duplication of Federal, State, and 
Local procedures be Integrated Into a single process. 

The checklist Identifies specific areas of the natural and socIa I-econo- 
mic environment which have been considered while preparing this envIrormentaI 
assessment. The reviewer can refer to the appropriate sections of the docu- 
ment, as Indicated In the "CaTment'' colunn of the form, for a description of 
specific characteristics of the natural or social-econcmlc environment within 
the proposed project area. It will also highlight any potential Inpacts, 
beneficial or adverse, that the action may Incur. The "No" colunn Indicates 
that during the scoping and early coordination processes, that specific area 
of the environment was not Identified to be within the project area or would 
not be Impacted by the proposed action. 
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ENVIRONVENTAL ASSESSMENT FOPM 

YES     ^D OCM/ENTS 

Land Use Considerations 

1. Will the action be within 
the 100 year flood plain? 

2. WIN the action require a 
permit for construction or 
alteration within the 50 
year flood plain 

3. Will the action require a 
permit for dredging, filling, 
draining or alteration of a 
wetland? 

IV.c.5 

IV.C.4 

4. Will the action require a 
permit for the construction 
or operation of facl11 ties 
for sol Id waste disposal 
Including dredge and 
excavatIon spo iI? 

5. Wl11 the action occur on 
slopes exceeding 15%? 

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

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

IV.C.l 

IV.C.8 

8. Will the action require a 
permit for drl11Ing a gas 
or ol I wel I? 

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

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

Ix 
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ENVIROWENTAL ASSESSMENT FORM (Cont'd) 

YES      K) CCMJENTS 

11. WIN the action affect the 
use of a pub IIc recreation 
area, park, forest, wildlife 
management area, scenic river 
or wild land?  X           iv.A.l.f 

12. Wl11 the action affect the use 
of any natural or manmade 
features that are unique to the 
county, state or nation? 

13. Will the action affect the use 
of an archeological or histori- 
cal site or structures? x iv.I 

B.   Water Use Considerations 

14. WIN the action require a permit 
for the change of the course, 
current, or cross-section of a 
stream or other body of water?      X           IV.C.3 

15. WIN the action require the 
construction, alteration or 
removal of a dam, reservoir, 
or waterway obstruction? 

16. WIN the action change the 
overland flow of stonmater or 
reduce the absorption capacity 
of the ground? x           IV.C.2 

17. Will the action require a 
permit for the drl11ing of 
a water wel I? 

18. Will the action require a 
permit for water 
appropriation? 

19. Wi11 the action require a 
permit for the construction 
and operation of facilities 
for treatment or distribution 
of water? 
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ENVIRONVENTAL ASSESSMENT FORM (Cont'd) 

YES ND OCMVENTS 

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

21. Will the action result In 
any discharge Into surface or 
sub-surface water? 

22. If so, will the discharge 
affect ambient water qua IIty 
parameters and/or require a 
discharge permit? 

23. Will the action result In any 
discharge Into the air? 

24.-    If so, will the discharge 
affect ambient air quality 
parameters or produce a 
disagreeable odor? 

25. WIN the action generate 
additional noise which differs 
In character or level fran 
present conditions? 

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

27. Will the action generate 
any radiological, electrical, 
magnetic, or light Influences? 

D.   Plants and Animals 

IV.C.2 

IV.C.2 

IV.D 

IV.D 

IV.E 

28. Wl11 the action cause the 
disturbance, reduction or loss 
of any rare, unique or valuable 
plant or animal? IV.C.7 

29. Will the action result In the 
significant reduction or loss 
of any fish or wlldlIfe 
habitats? 

xi 
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ENVirm/ENTAL ASSESSMENT FORM  (Cont'd) 

YES      N3       OOVMENTS 
30. WIN the action require a 

permit for the use of pesti- 
cides, herbicides or other 
biological, chemical or 
radiological control agents?            X        ' 

Socio-Econcmlc 

31. Will the action result In a 
pre-emption or division of 
properties or Impair their 
econcmlc use? X iv.A 

32. WlIl the action cause reloca- 
tion of activities, structures, 
or result in a change In the 
population density or 
distribution? 

33. Wl11 the action alter land 
values? 

34. Will the action affect traffic 
flow and volure? 

IV.A 

IV.A 

IV.B 

xli 
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E1WIR0NVENTAL ASSESSMENT FORM (Cont'd) 

YES      N3       OCMVENTS 

35. Will the action affect the 
product!on•, extraction, harvest 
or potential use of a scarce or 
econcmlcally Important resource?         x       iv.H 

36. WIN the action require a 
11cense to construct a sawn 111 
or other plant for the manu- 
facture of forest products? 

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

38. Will the action affect the 
employment opportunities for 
persons In the area? 

39. Will the action affect the 
ablIIty of the area to attract 
new sources of tax revenue? 

40. Will the action discourage 
present sources of tax revenue 
frcm remaining in the area, or 
affirmatively encourage them 
to relocate elsewhere? 

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

F.   Other Considerations 

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

43. Could the action be eliminated 
without deleterious affects to 
the public health, safety, 
welfare or the natural 
environment? 

xl 11 
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ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FORM (Cont'd) 

YES NO COWENTS 

44. WIN the action be of 
statewide significance? 

45. Are there any other plans or 
actions (federal, state, county 
or private) that. In conjunction 
with the subject action could 
result In a ami I at I ve or 
synergistlc Impact on the public 
health, safety, welfare, or 
envirorment? 

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

47. This agency wl11 develop a 
ccmplete environmental effects 
report on the proposed 
action. 

A Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statement have been prepared In 
accordance with the National Environmental Pol Icy Act. These docunents 
satisfy a11 the requlranents of the Maryland Environmental Pol Icy Act. 
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I.    PURPOSE AM3 NEED 

A. Project Location and Description 

The Maryland Route 100 location study is located in the northern 

part of Anne Arundel County, south of Baltimore/Washington International Air- 

port, and the eastern part of Hcward County (see Figure 1-1). The project 

limits are frcm Interstate 1-95 to Maryland Route 3/lnterstate 97 (see Figure 

1-2). 

B. Need for the Project 

1.   Regional Growth and Development 

Anne ArundeI County and Howard County have estab11 shed 

general development plans which Include proposed land usage for continued 

growth and development in the region. The General Development Plan for Anne 

Arundel County was adopted In 1978, while the General Development Plan for 

Howard County was adopted in 1982. The expressed purpose of these Plans Is to 

estab 11 sh po I Ides to provide for orderly growth and development In the 

region. The project is shown on the Regional PIanning Counc11 General 

Development Plan adopted In 1986. 

This region of Anne Arundel County has experienced an above 

average growth rate based on the 1970 census tracts. By the year 2005, the 

population Is expected to Increase an additional 35 percent to an estimated 

42,460 people. For the study area within Howard County, the rate of growth 

has been 28.3 percent since 1980 and Is more than that for the County as a 

whole, with the area around Colimb I a having the largest population growth. In 

the combined areas of Anne Arundel and Howard Counties, the population Is 

expected to Increase by approximately 45% to 55,400 In the next 20 years 

(2005). 
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This large growth In the population creates a need for 

improved transportation facilities In the region.  Maryland Route 100 wl11 

provide a major east-west link In the highway network and relieve an already 

congested Maryland Route 176 (Dorsey Road). 

2.   Traffic and Operating Conditions 

a-  Existing Facilities (Figure 1-2) 

The study area is serviced by Maryland Route 176 In an 

east/west direction. This road links Interstate 97 on the east with inter- 

state 95 on the west (via small lengths of U.S. Route 1 and Maryland Route 

100). These interstate highways are the two major north/south routes serving 

the region. in addition to the Interstate routes, there are two major state 

routes and one U.S. Route serving the north/south movement, Maryland Route 295 

(Gladys Noon SpelIman Parkway), Maryland Route 170 and U.S. Route 1. 

The transportation needs within the study area are 

twofold. Maryland Route 176 Is the only east/west movement in the study area 

and suffers fran the problen of high traffic volones compounded by a mix of 

local and through traffic, strip development, business and large Industrial 

parks and side road friction created by numerous driveways. Also essential to 

the future development In the region Is the timely provision of a major new 

highway facility to provide for Increased systan capacity and levels of ser- 

vice. This project is Intended to provide the capacity for an inproved east/- 

west movemnt of traffic linking the major north/south Interstate routes. The 

proposed extension of UD.  Route 100 west of 1-95 to IYD. Route 29 as an 

arterial highway has Independent utility and Is not essential to the operation 

of this facility, being beyond the major traffic generating Interstate cor- 

r I dors. 
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b.  Operating Conditions 

Existing roads In the vicinity of the study area are congested, 

particularly during peak hours. Maryland Route 176 currently carries traffic 

volunes of 17,800 vehicles per day at U.S. Route 1 (the west end of the study 

area), 19,000 vehicles per day at Maryland Route 170 and 17,100 vehicles per 

day at Maryland Route 3/lnterstate 97 (see Figure 1-3). Motorists along the 

existing Maryland Route 176 experience considerable congestion and delay, 

especially at the following intersections:   U.S. Route 1, Parkway Drive. 

Maryland Route 713, Candlewood Road, Harmans Road and Maryland Route 170. 

These Intersections will be at capacity In the design year 2010 even with the 

4-lane Interim Improvement of Maryland Route 176 frcm Maryland Route 295 to 

Hamronds Ferry Road, and will operate at a I eve I-of-service F in either the 

a.m. or p.m. peak or both (for definition of Level of Service, see Appendix 

A).  Maryland Route 176 would be at a I eve I-of-service F and Harnronds Ferry 

Road would be at a I eve I-of-service E in the a.m. peak for the design year 

2010. 

An accident analysis was performed for the study area for 

the years 1979 through 1983. Maryland Route 176, frcm U.S. Route 1 In Howard 

County to Maryland Route 3 In Anne Arundel County, experienced 627 reported 

accidents during the five-year period. 1979 through 1983. resulting In an 

average accident rate of 256 accidents per one hundred mi 11 Ion vehicle mlles 

of travel (lOCMVM). This rate Is lower than the weighted statewide average 

rate of 333 ACC/10CMVM for all similar design highways. 

An estimated monetary loss of $1.4 ml 11 Ion for every hundred 

ml 11 ion vehicle mlles of travel occurred to the general and motoring publlc as 

a result of these 627 accidents. The accidents are IIsted below by severity 

Indicating persons kijled and Injured. 

1-5 



^T*'*•• ' f I!:'--~";-,k;.'m^l 

-v^-2 

10,500 
4     A 

.<^.'wjtoo 

Ift.TOO 
4    B 

jTjSOO 
2     E 

^ I 

4    B 

/ 

4? f 
/ 

.# 

/' 

^ ^ 
» 

/ 

/ 
22,700 
2     F 

^ 

) 

r-^ 
n 

* s 
JOJ 

42,000 

4    0 

tut 
Of of 

Jfc0t000^ 
2    E 

BALTIMORE 

WASHINGTON 

82,800 
•     C 

'13.000 i   '   ^ 
/ J   .    '       INTERNATIONAL 
'21   

B 
20^800 

k44tT00 

4   0 
2   P 

M7;300? 

2     E 

2    E    AIRPORT 

4,800 
2    C 

8,800 
2    E   : 

86,600 
4   C 

,8,800 
2    C 

9,600 
2  <D 

?341ooq1 
4   B 

t#,000 
2    E 

8300 
2    B 

»_ 

LEGEND 

- 1983    A.D.T. 

4y 

Level  Of Service 

No. Of  Lanes 

MARYLAND    ROUTE    100 . 
I-9S  TO MARYLAND   ROUTE   9     (1-97) 

1983 AVERAGE DAILY TRAFFIC 
8 LEVEL OF SERVICE 

O   MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
.     STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION  

NOT TO SCALE  I DATE:MAY ,1986 I FIGURE»I-3 

^v 



^ 

Sever Ity 1979   1980    1981    1982    1983    Total 

Fatal Accidents 2 1 1 10 5 
Persons KlI led 3 2 1 1      o 7 
Injury Accidents 60 47 75 76     64 322 
Persons Injured 110 76 134 121     123 564 
Property Damage Only    97    6±          47    37    58 300 
Total Accidents 159 109 123 114     122 627 

A total of 59 accidents Involving trucks occurred during the 

study period. Nearly 51 percent of the total accidents occurred during hours 

of darkness, which is above the statewide average for nighttime accidents. 

Also, 25 percent of the reported accidents were experienced between the hours 

of 4:00 to 7:00 p.m. The accidents were evenly distributed throughout the 

months of the year. 

There were 3 locations within the study area that met the 

criteria for a High Accident Location (HAL). These locations: Maryland Route 

176 frcm Hanmonds Ferry Road to .22 mile east of Maryland Route 3, Maryland 

Route 176 at Ridge Road and Maryland Route 176 at Hammonds Ferry Road, were 

HAL's for 1981 only. 

The collision types experienced on Maryland Route 176 In 

comparison to statewide averages for this type design highway are as follows: 

Col IIslon Type       Study Section Rate/100 MVM   Statewide Rate/IOCMVM 

Rear End 90.56 75.83 
Fixed Object 33.45 50.16 
Opposite Direction 19.17 22.15 
Sideswipe 14.28 24]38 

The rate of rear end type collisions significantly exceeds 

the statewide average rate. These col I Is Ions are mainly associated with con- 

gestion generally present with backup and delay situations. 
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The Increasing traffic volunes, deteriorating conditions and 

lew levels of service that the existing road network would experience through 

the design year 2010 would Increase the rate and severity of all types of 

ace Idents. 

Traffic volimes on Maryland Route 176 wl11 Increase substan- 

tial ly (e.g. frcm the current 17,800 vehicles per day to 24,100 vehlcfes per 

day at U.S. Route 1 In the year 2010) If a new facility is not constructed. 

In the year 2010 traffic operations would continue to deteriorate for the No- 

Bulld option with higher volunes causing forced flow and operational break- 

downs. 

Traffic volunes on Maryland Route 176 wl11 decrease substan- 

tial ly with the freeway build options. At Maryland Route 170, with the No- 

Bulld option. It Is estimated that there wl11 be 26,700 vehicles per day In 

the year 2010. However, with any of the freeway build options, this volute Is 

estimated to decreased to 16,300 vehicles per day In the year 2010 with 45,600 

vehicles per day utilizing the new facility. 

C.  Planning Background 

In the early I960*s, Maryland Route 100 was envisioned as part of 

the "Outer Baltimore Beltway". A planning study was Initiated for this same 

section of Maryland Route 100 frcm Maryland Route 3 to Maryland Route 170 and 

a ccmbined Corridor/Design Public Hearing was held on August 6, 1973. A Draft 

Envirormental Impact Statement was prepared by the State Highway 

Adnlnistration. However, the project was then delayed pending the ccmpletlon 

of a Maryland Route 100 Corridor Systans Study. 
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The Corridor Systems Study was undertaken in 1977 by the Maryland 

Department of Transportation In cooperation with Anne Arundel and Howard 

Counties, the Department of State Planning, and the Regional Planning Council. 

The purpose of the study was to determine additional east/west highway needs 

through northern Anne Arundel and eastern Howard Counties. The Final Report 

for the Corridor System's Study was published In July, 1979. The study 

concluded that both the new Maryland Route 100 freeway and the 

reconstruction/relocation of Maryland Route 176 be studied as equal alternates 

before a decision Is made. 

The Maryland Department  of  Transportation's  Highway Needs 

Inventory (revised 1984)  Identifies and acknowledges the need to Improve 

service by extending Maryland Route 100 frcm Maryland Route 3 (Interstate 97) 

west to Interstate 95.  The General Developnent Plan for Anne Arundel County 

(1978)f the General Developnent Plan for Howard County (1982) and the 

Re9lonal Planning Council General Development Plan (1986)  identify the 

corridor of Alternate 3-Optlon A for this project and Is the basis upon which 

transportation, development and zoning plans have been made and implemented. 

This alignment has also been shewn in the General Development Plan for Anne 

Arundel County of 1968. 

The project Is Included In the Maryland Department of Transporta- 

tion's Consolidated Transportation Program for Fiscal Years 1986-1991 in the 

Primary Development and Evaluation Section. 

Coordination of this project with Anne Arundel and Howard County 

officials, elected officials, and the public has been on-going throughout the 

project planning phase. 
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In early 1984 through early 1985, meetings were held with Elected 

Officials of Anne Arundel and Howard Counties, the County staffs (e.g.. 

Department of Planning and Zoning, Department of Traffic Engineering, Depart- 

ment of Public Works) and carmunlty groups to brief and update them on the 

studies developed to date, obtain their Input regarding the preI im I nary 

alternates and to address their concerns. Ccmnents frcm these meetings have 

been given consideration and Incorporated Into the development of the pre- 

limlnary alternates. 

On April 11, 1985 the Alternates Public Meeting was held to 

present the preliminary alternates developed as a result of the feasibility 

studies, environmental assessments and coordination to date and to encourage 

public discussion of these alternates. The Maryland State Highway 

•AdnlnIstratIon reviewed the ccnments received frcm the Alternates Pub IIc 

Meeting and selected those alternates that would be retained for further 

study. The Incorporation of Alternate 4, Alternate 3 - Option B and the 

Crossover Option Into the study was a direct result of the Input frcm these 

meet i ngs. 

The alternates retained for further study and their associated 

impacts were discussed In the Draft Environmental Impact Statement/4(f) 

Evaluation which was approved for distribution on May 5, 1986. 

Subsequent to the distribution of the Draft Environmental Impact 

Statement, a Location/Design Public Hearing was held on June 12, 1986 at 

Andover Senior High School. All ccnrments received on the Draft Environmental 

Impact Statement were considered prior to the selection of Alternate 3B 
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(Modified) for Maryland Route 100. The study of Alternate 4/3B was a direct 

result of the review of these carments. 

After location and design approvals are granted for Maryland Route 

100, the project will proceed to detailed design. 
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"•   ALTERNATES, INCLLPING THE SELECTED ACTION 

A.  Pre IImlnary Alternates 

Prior to the Alternates Public Meeting, Transportation System 

Management (TSM) procedures were considered as a solution to the traffic 

problems of the corridor. They were found not to be feasible since they would 

utilize existing Dorsey Road which, as discussed In Section IV.B, wi11 

experience a I eveI-of-service F In the design year (2010) frcm U.S. Route 1 to 

Maryland Route 3. TSM procedures would leave Dorsey Road as the only major 

east-west road through the study corridor and therefore could hot furnish the 

capacity needed for the planned growth In the area. 

TVra bulId alternates and the No-Bui Id Alternate were presented at 

the Alternates Publlc Meeting on ApriI 11, 1985. Alternate 2 (Options A & B) 

and Alternate 3 (Option A), as described In Section B of this chapter, were 

presented to the publlc. 

In response to public request at the alternates meeting, Alternate 

4 was studied. This alternate is described In detail In Section B of this 

chapter. 

After introducing Alternate 4, public Input resulted in the study 

of a Crossover Option canbinlng the western section of Alternate 3 with the 

eastern section of Alternate 4. Public Input also resulted in the study of 

Option B for Alternate 3. 

At the Ccmblned Location/Design Public Hearing held on June 12, 

1986, the following alternates were presented: the No-Bui Id Alternate, Alter- 

nate 2 (Options A &B), Alternates (Options A &B), Alternate 4 and the 

Crossover Option. in response to publIc Input, Alternate 4 with a connection 

to Alternate 3-0ption B near W.B.&A. Road (Alternate 4/3B) and Alternate 3 B 
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(Modified), the selected alternate, were studied. 

A11 of these alternates are described in detail In Section B of 

this chapter. Figures 11-1 through 11-45 show the detailed plans for each 

alignment. Figure II-K1 shews the alternates which were studied In detail and 

Figure II-K2 shews the locations of the plan sheets for the selected 

alternate. Alternate 38 (Modified). 

Figure 11-46 shews the typical section for the urban arterial 

section (Alternate 2) and the freeway section (Alternates 3, 4, 4/3B and the 

Crossover Option). Figures 11-47 and 11-48 shew typical sections for various 

roads and Figures 11-49 and 11-50 shew typical bridge sections. 

B.  Alternates for Detailed Studies 

As a result of public Involvement In the Initial project planning 

phase, the following alternates were advanced to detailed engineering studies 

and environmental analysis in the final project planning phase of this 

project. 

1.   No-BulId Alternate 

The No-BulId Alternate would provide no major improvenents 

or Increase In capacity to Maryland Route 176 (Dorsey Road) other than the 

recent widening of the existing roadway to four lanes between Maryland Routes 

295 and 652. A fifth lane, for left turning vehicles, will be provided In 

several locations. 

The widening of existing Maryland Route 176 from two lanes 

to four lanes between Maryland Route 652 and Hammonds Ferry Road Is scheduled 

to begin In fiscal year 1987. 

11-2 



\A 

In addition to these special projects, minor safety Improve- 

ments and normal maintenance wl11 continue with the No-BulId Alternate. There 

are no plans for widening the section of Maryland Route 176 between U.S. Route 

1 and Maryland Route 295. 

The Improvanents described above are to be considered only 

as an Interim measure for the short-term relief of traffic congestion and even 

with these improvanents, the road will not adequately accormodate the future 

traffic needs of this corridor. Therefore, the No-BulId Alternate was not 

selected. 

2-   Alternate 2 - Urban Arterial (Figure 11-1 through I l-m 

Alternate 2 proposes the reconstruction of a portion of 

existing Maryland Route 176 to a 6 lane curbed section urban arterial highway 

with a design speed of 60 miles per hour (see Typical Sections). This 

alternate does not provide for access control along Its a 11grment. Asa 

result, residential drives and ccmnercial entrances, with their associated in 

and out turning movements, wllI present a safety hazard and otherwise impede 

the continuous flew of traffic through the study area. It also proposes to 

construct segments on new. location using the same curbed section. With 

Alternate 2, seme Intersecting roads wl11 remain at grade, sane wl11 be closed 

and seme wl11 have grade separated Interchanges. 

Beginning at 1-95, Alternate 2 would follow the allgrment of 

the existing Maryland Route 100 (Figure ll-i). it would cross beneath U.S. 

Route 1 approximately 950 feet north of the existing Maryland Route 176 Inter- 

section. Alternate 2 proposes the construction of a partial cloverleaf Inter- 

change with the two loops on the east side of U.S. Route 1. 
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Existing Maryland Route 176 (Dorsey Road) would be termin- 

ated with a cul-de-sac Just east of U.S. Route 1. It would be relocated 

beginning opposite the Intersection of Maryland Route 103 (Meadowrldge Road) 

and U.S. Route 1 (Figure 11-2). This relocated two lane road would follow a 

southeastward direction for 700 feet. At this point, there are two possible 

options. One option would have the relocated road turning northeast and then 

paralleling U.S. Route 1 approximately 1,000 feet to the east until It would 

tie back Into existing Maryland Route 176. In the other option, the relocated 

road would continue southeasterly for 500 feet and then would curve easterly 

until It would tie Into existing Maryland Route 176 near Magno 11 a Avenue. 

Either one of the options would Incorporate a road proposed by Howard County 

that runs from U.S. Route 1 easterly to south of Lennox Park and then south- 

erly to MontevIdeo Road. 

The entrance to the Route 100 Industrial Park would be 

relocated approximately 1,100 feet north of Its current location at U.S. Route 

1 and Anberton Drive (see Figure 11-1). This entrance would curve Into the 

Hunting Mills Drive rIght-of-way. Anberton Drive would then be closed with a 

cul-de-sac at U.S. Route 1. A service road would be constructed on the west 

side of U.S. Route 1 directly opposite this new entrance to provide access for 

the properties on the west side of U.S. Route 1. 

U.S. Route 1 would be reconstructed as a four lane roadway 

with a 30 foot wide median through the Interchange and the service road inter- 

sections. 

The alignment for Alternate 2 would continue south- 

eastward ly abutting the Route 100 Business Park on the north and Dorsey 

Business Center on the south.   Alternate 2 would bridge over the Chess Ie 
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^P System (Ba 11 i mor e and Oh i o) Ra i I road and O' Conner Road approx I mate I y 1,600 

feet north of Maryland Route 176 (See Figure 11-3). East of the ra11 road, 

existing Maryland Route 176 would again be relocated beginning 500 feet east 

of Forest Avenue, curving to the east to an at-grade Intersection with 

Alternate 2 and tying Into existing Race Road. Service roads would connect 

Parkway Drive South with the relocated Route 176. Another service road would 

connect Parkway Drive on the north side of Alternate 2 with the relocated road 

which runs between Race and Dorsey Roads. 

Alternate 2 then continues In an eastward direction passing 

under, and interchanging with, Maryland Route 295 (Baltimore-Washington Park- 

way) Just south of the existing interchange (See Figure 11-4). 

Beyond the Route 295 Interchange, Alternate 2 continues 

parallel to and Just south of Maryland Route 176. Access from Wright Road 

would be relocated approximately 1,200 feet to the east of its present Inter- 

section via an at-grade Intersection. The existing Dorsey Road east of Mary- 

land Route 295 would beccme a service road which would be accessed to Route 

100 at the intersection with the relocated Wright Road. 

AIternate 2 wouId then sh i ft onto the ex IstIng Dorsey Road 

right-of-way at Maryland Route 713 (Ridge Road) and there would be an at-grade 

intersection with Maryland Route 713 (See Figure 11-5). Fran this Intersec- 

tion to Harmans Road, the median width would decrease to 20 feet fran the 

previous 30 feet to avoid encroachment to the Sandalwood and Ridge View sub- 

divisions. As Alternate 2 approaches Maryland Route 170, the proposed align- 

ment would begin a slight shift to the north of existing Route 176 (Figure II- 

6). The alignment would bridge over the Antrak railroad IIne utlIizlng the 

existing bridge (widening of the bridge Is programned to begin in fiscal year 
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1986). Alternate 2 would then bridge over and interchange with Maryland Route 

170. This Interchange would have a loop In the northeast quadrant and diamond 

interchange ramps on the west side of Route 170, thus creating two at-grade 

Intersections requiring provisions for left turn movements. There would be no 

ramps in the southeast quadrant In an effort to minimize Impact to the Timber 

Ridge subdivision. Maryland Route 170 would be dualized through this Inter- 

change. 

East of Maryland Route 170, the Alternate 2 alignment would 

be focated north of the existing Maryland Route 176 on property owned by 

Baltimore-Washington International Airport. 

Maryland Route 652 (Telegraph Road) would be relocated with 

an at-grade intersection with Alternate 2 situated approximately 700 feet west 

of its current Intersection with Route 176. 

Beyond Maryland Route 652, Alternate 2 proposes two options. 

Option A (Figure 11-7) would curve southeasterly,  leaving the Dorsey Road 

corridor approximately 1,000 feet east of the existing Maryland Route 652 

Intersection. Existing Dorsey Road on the east side of the Alternate 2 a IIgn- 

ment would be relocated to tie Into the Option A alignment at an at-grade 

Intersection. 

Option A proposes an at-grade Intersection with W.B.&A. Road 

approximately 1,200 feet north of Queenstown Road. The alignment would cross 

through the proposed Landco Business Park Just north of Queenstown Park. This 

alignment would then pass through the southern corner of Friendship Park 

(Figure 11-8). At this point the eastbound and westbound roadways would begin 

to diverge as Option A approaches the I-97/MaryIand Route 100 Interchange. 

The eastbound roadway would cross Jones Road 500 feet east of Queenstown Road. 
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Option A would bridge over a relocated and realIgned Jones Road which would be 

constructed to maintain access to the section of Queenstown north of the 

alignment. Alternate 2, Option A would tie Into existing Maryland Route 100 

at 1-97 where a full interchange Is being designed which provIdes a 11 move- 

ments. 

Frcm the vicinity of the relocated Maryland Route 652 inter- 

section. Alternate 2, Option B (Figure 11-9) would continue easterly on the 

north side of existing Maryland Route 176. Just beyond McPherson, the Option 

B a Iignment would curve to the south and enter Friendship Park (Figure 11-10). 

The Option B alignment would run parallel to and approximately two hundred 

feet Inside the western boundary of the park. Near the southern end of 

Friendship Park, this alignment would curve easterly and bridge over a 

reconstructed Jones Road (Figure 11-11). The option would then tie Into 

ex IstIng Mary I and Route 100 and the full Interchange with I-97 wouId be 

Identical to the Option A aligrment. 

Alternate 2 was not selected for several reasons. As 

discussed in Section IV.B, Alternate 2 would carry 17% less traffic through 

the study area than the freeway alternates, the accident rate for the urban 

arterial roadway Is projected to be high (358 accidents per 100 MVM) and the 

Introduction of an urban arterial facility linking two major freeways (1-95 

and 1-97) would create a bottleneck effect, produce confusion and conflicts 

between through and local traffic and otherwise Impede the continuous flow of 

traffic through the study area. The State Aviation Adninlstratlon Is opposed 

to Alternate 2, Options A and B, due to confI lets with the planned expansion 

of the BWl Airport (see letter dated December 26, 1985 In Section VI). 
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3.   Alternate 3 - Freeway (Figure 11-12 through 11-25) 

Alternate 3 proposes the construction of Maryland Route 100 

as a multi-lane freeway with full control of access frcm 1-95 to 1-97. This 

freeway would have four lanes frcm 1-95 to Maryland Route 170 and six lanes 

frcm Maryland Route 170 to 1-97. The design speed for the mainline Is 70 

miles per hour except In the vicinity of the 1-97 Interchange where the design 

speed Is 60 miles per hour. Interchanges for this alternate would be located 

at U.S. Route 1, Race Road, Maryland Route 295, Maryland Route 713, Maryland 

Route 170 and Maryland Route 3/1-97. 

Beginning at 1-95, the alignment of Alternate 3 would be 

Identical to Alternate 2 through the proposed Maryland Route 295 Interchange 

(Figures 11-12 to 11-14). The Interchange, service roads and relocated Mary- 

land Route 176 (Dorsey Road) options at U.S. Route 1 are the same as described 

for Alternate 2. 

The a IIgnment for Alternate 3 would continue In a southeast- 

erly direction after Interchanging with U.S. Route 1. Shortly after bridging 

over the Chess Ie System (Baltimore and Ohio) Railroad and O'Conner Road 

(Figure 11-13), an exit ramp Is provided for the exit of eastbound traffic 

onto existing Maryland Route 176 at Forest Avenue. At this Intersection, an 

entrance ramp for traffic onto eastbound Maryland Route 100 would begin and 

curve towards the freeway a 11gnment. 

As described for Alternate 2, Maryland Route 176 would be 

relocated to tie Into Race Road. Hcwever, with Alternate 3, this relocated 

road would bridge over Route 100 and therefore an Interchange would be requir- 

ed. This Interchange (Figure 11-14) would have both a loop for exiting frcm 

westbound Maryland Route 100 and a ramp for entering onto westbound Route 100 
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In the northeast quadrant. 

The Alternate 3 a IIgnment would pass under and Interchange 

with Maryland Route 295 (Baltimore-Washington Parkway) just south of the 

existing Maryland Route 176 underpass. There are two options for the Maryland 

Route 100 interchange with Maryland Route 295. A fulI clover leaf interchange 

Is the first option. The second option (Figure 11-23) uses three loops and a 

directional ramp for the southbound Parkway traffic desiring to go eastbound 

on Maryland Route 100. 

The Alternate 3 alignment separates frari the Alternate 2 

alignment Just east of the Route 295 Interchange. Alternate 3 proceeds In a 

southeastward direction and would para I lei Maryland Route 176 with approxi- 

mately 500 to 1,000 feet separating the two roads. 

Wright Road would be relocated to the east (Figure 11-14) of 

Its present location.  It would bridge over Alternate 3 and tie Into existing 

Maryland Route 176 approximately 600 feet to the east of its existing inter- 

section. 

Alternate 3 would Interchange with a relocated New Ridge 

Road/Maryland Route 713 (Figure 11-15). This relocated road would leave the 

a Iignment of the New Ridge Road approximately 750 feet north of its Intersec- 

tion with Ridge Road. It would proceed southwesterly and Intersect Maryland 

Route 176 approximately 1,100 feet to the west of the existing Maryland Route 

176 Intersection with Maryland Route 713. 

The relocated Maryland Route 713 would parallel the existing 

road for approximately 1,200 feet and then curve southward to rejoin the 

existing road approximately 1,100 feet south of Ridge Chapel Road. This 

relocated road would be dualized frcm Dorsey Road south to where It rejoins 
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the existing Maryland Route 713. Watts Avenue would be relocated and would 

tie Into Ridge Chapel Road which would result In an at-grade Intersection on 

relocated Maryland Route 713. 

There are two options for the Alternate 3 Interchange with 

the relocated Maryland Route 713. The first option (Figure 11-15) proposes a 

conventional diamond In three quadrants and a loop In the southeast quadrant. 

This loop eliminates the left turn maneuver for the eastbound Maryland Route 

100 traffic desiring to go northbound on Maryland Route 713. The second 

option (Figure 11-24) eliminates the loop resulting In a full conventional 

dI amond Interchange. 

Alternate 3, after bridging over the relocated Maryland 

Route 713 (the existing Maryland Route 713 would terminate with cul-de-sacs at 

the freeway), would continue southeasterly and would cross Harmans Road 

(Figure 11-16) approximately 3,700 feet south of the Maryland Route 176/Har- 

mans Road Intersection. Harmans Road would be closed and Matthews Town Road 

would terminate Just south of the freeway. 

Alternate 3 would then curve to the east and bridge over the 

AMTRAK line approximately 4,100 feet south of Maryland Route 176. The align- 

ment would continue east through the Buckingham Forest Tree Nursery. 

The alignment would bridge over and Interchange with 

Maryland Route 170 (Figure 11-17) approximately 4,100 feet south of Maryland 

Route 176. Maryland Route 170 wouId be dua11 zed In the vicinity of this 

Interchange. Maryland Route 652 ^Telegraph Road) would be closed with a cul- 

de-sac Just north of the Interchange. 
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Two options for the Maryland Route 170 interchange have been 

considered. The first option (Figure 11-17) Is an urban diamond Interchange. 

The second option (Figure 11-25) utilizes a diagonal ramp in the southeast 

quadrant, loop ramps in the northeast and northwest quadrants and a 

directional ramp for the movement frcm southbound Maryland Route 170 to 

eastbound Maryland Route 100. 

Beyond Maryland Route 170, Alternate 3 proposes two options. 

Option A (Figure 11-17) would continue easterly approximately para I lei Ing 

Queenstown Road. The alignment would cross W.B.& A. Road (Figure 11-18) 

approximately 1300 feet south of Queenstown Road. W.B.& A. Road would be 

terminated with cul-de-sacs on each side of the freeway. 

Option A would continue eastward and cross under Queenstown 

Road approximately 500 feet south of Jones Road (Figure 11-19). Queenstown 

Road would remain at or close to Its current grade. Option A would then tie 

Into existing Maryland Route 100 at 1-97 where a full interchange Is being 

designed which provides a 11 movements. 

Alternate 3 - Option A was not chosen due to Its Impacts on 

Queenstown, a unique and distinct minority ccmnunlty. The Option A alIgrment 

would require 12 minority cwner-occupled residences and one minority owned 

business to be relocated frcm Queenstcwn. In addition, the Option A alIgrment 

would serve as a physical and psychological barrier to the social Interactions 

within the ccnmunlty. 

Frcm the vicinity of the Maryland Route 170 Interchange, 

Alternate 3, Option B, would curve northeasterly and cross under Queenstown 

Road approximately 2,000 feet east of Maryland Route 652 (Figure 11-20). 

Queenstovn Road would remain at or close to Its current grade. Option B would 
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then ciurve easterly and cross W.B.&A. Road approximately 1,200 feet north of 

Queenstcwn Road (Figure 11-21). W.B.&A. Road would terminate with cul-de-sacs 

on each side of the freeway. The a Iignment would continue easterly north of 

Alberta Heights and then across Landco Business Park and Friendship Park. 

Near the eastern border of Friendship Park, Option B curves southeasterly 

around the northern section of the Queenstcwn ccrnnunity and then ties into 

existing Maryland Route 100 at 1-97 where a full Interchange Is being designed 

which provides all movements (Figure 11-22). 

4.   Alternate 3 B (Modified) - Selected Alternate - 
(Figure 11-26 through 11-35) 

In response to public comients received at the Ccmblned 

Location/Design Public Hearing, modifications that reduced the nunber of 

relocations required and Improved local traffic circulation were made to 

Alternate 3-0ptlon B.  The resultant Alternate 38 (Modified) Is the selected 

alternate for the extension of Maryland Route 100 from 1-95 to Maryland Route 

3/1-97. 

Alternate 3B  (Modified) proposes  the construction of 

Maryland Route 100 as a multi-lane freeway with full control of access frcm 

1-95 to 1-97.   It would have the same gecmetrlc characteristics and 

Interchange locations as described for Alternate 3-0ption B. 

The mainline alIgnment for Alternate 3B (Modified) would be 

the same as that for Alternate 3-0ption B except In the vicinity of Race Road 

where the alIgnment has been shifted siIghtly south (see Figures 11-28 and 11- 

29). Other modifications to Alternate 3-Option B Include: 

a. The service road West of U.S. Route 1 was relocated to 

reduce the Impacts to wetland W-10 (See Figure 11-26). 
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b. Using the "Option" for relocating Dorsey Road at U.S. 

Route 1 to reduce the nunber of residential relocations (see Figure 11-27). 

c. Using a standard diamond cdnfIguration for the inter- 

change at Race Road to reduce the number of residential relocations and 

wetland and floodplaln Impacts (see Figure 11-28). 

d. Using a full clover leaf Interchange at Maryland Route 

295 with a I ewer design speed outer ramp In the southwest quadrant to further 

reduce the nunber of residential relocations (see Figure 11-29). 

e. Providing a bridge over Maryland Route 295 to connect 

Race Road and Wright Road (see Figure 11-30). 

f. Shifting the relocated Ridge Road to avoid the Mt. 

Pilgrim Baptist Church and cemetery (see Figure 11-31). 

g. Using the "first option" Interchange at relocated 

Maryland Route 713 which consists of conventional diamond ramps in three 

quadrants and a loop ramp In the southeast quadrant (see Figure 11-31). 

h. Bridging Harmans Road over Maryland Route 100 (see 

Figure I 1-32). 

I. Using the urban diamond Interchange at Maryland Route 

170 to reduce impacts to Buckingham Forest Tree Nursery (see Figure 11-33). 

J. Bridging W.B.&A. Road over Maryland Route 100 (see 

Figure I 1-34). 

k. An access road to Smith Farm frcm Queenstown Road wiI I 

be provided on the east side of Maryland Route 100 (See Figure 11-33). 

I. The service road serving the farms south of Smith Farm 

will ronain as shown for Alternate 3B. However, detaiIs of these service 

roads will be coordinated with the affected owners. 
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The changes to Alternate 3B frcm how It was presented In the DEIS are 

not significant and the resulting changes In the anticipated Impacts are not 

significant as shewn In the Sunnary of. Impacts Table (Table S-1). 

5.   Alternate 4 - Freeway (Figure I 1-36 through I 1-42) 

Alternate 4, I ike Alternate 3, proposes the construction of 

Maryland Route 100 as a multi-lane freeway with full control of access frcm l- 

95 to Maryland Route 3/1-97. This alternate takes a northerly route around 

Dorsey and the Industrial parks fronting on Maryland Route 176. Interchanges 

for this alternate would be located at U.S. Route 1, Maryland Route 295, New 

Ridge Road (extended), Maryland Route 176 near Maryland Route 170 and Maryland 

Route 3/1-97. This freeway would have four lanes frcm 1-95 to the Maryland 

Route 176 Interchange and six lanes frcm Route 176 to 1-97. The design speed 

for the mainline is 70 mlles per hour except In the vicinity of the 1-97 

interchange where the design speed is 60 mlles per hour. The Interchange, 

service roads and relocated Maryland Route 176 (Dorsey Road) options at U.S. 

Route 1 are the same as described for Alternate 2. 

Beginning at 1-95 (Figure 11-36), Alternate 4 would follow 

the same alignment as Alternates 2 and 3 to a point approximately 1,300 feet 

west of the crossing for the Chess Ie System Railroad (Figure 11-37). Here the 

alignment would begin curving to the northeast, crossing the railroad approxi- 

mately 1,900 feet north of existing Maryland Route 176, and 300 feet north of 

where Alternates 2 and 3 cross the railroad. 

After Alternate 4 bridges over the railroad and O'Conner 

Road, It would continue curving In a northeasterly direction and would bridge 

over the railroad spur which services the Parkway Industrial Center. The 
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alignment would then curve to the southeast and cross through the southern 

section of the Patapsco VaI ley State Park (Figure 11-38) approximately 900 

feet north of Deep Run and Race Road. Alternate 4 would bridge over Race Road 

approximately 700 feet north of the location where Race Road takes a sharp 

curve to the north. 

Alternate 4 would then bridge over and Interchange with 

Maryland Route 295 approximately 1 mlle north of the existing Interchange of 

Maryland Routes 295 and 176 and approximately 2,000 feet south of Hanover 

Road. The proposed Maryland Route 295 Interchange configuration would Include 

three loop ramps, one in each of the quadrants except for the southwest 

quadrant; a directional ramp for the traffic frcm southbound Maryland Route 

295 desiring to go eastbound on Alternate 4 and four outer ramps for right 

turning movements. The ramps on the west side of Maryland Route 295 would be 

mostly on bridge structures because these ramps would cross the Deep Run flood 

plain. 

Alternate 4 would continue southeasterly just south of 

Weeping Wl I lew Road. The a I Ignment would cross the souther rmost 200 feet of 

Bentwoods Road. The freeway would then pass under Ridge Road (Figure 11-39) 

approximately 500 feet north of Cemetery Road. 

The alignment would proceed easterly and Interchange with 

the New Ridge Road extension. The a11grment wouId bridge over thIs road 

extension approximately 1,300 feet north of the existing Charwood Road/New 

Ridge Road Intersection and approximately 2,000 feet south of the relocated 

Stoney Run Road. The Interchange would be essentially a conventional diamond 

with one loop in the northeast quadrant. Valley Road would be terminated Just 

north of the location where it curves eastward. 

11-15 



£ 

Alternate 4 would then curve to the southeast bridging over 

both AMTRAK and Maryland Route 170. The freeway would cross Maryland Route 

170 approximately 2,200 feet south of the relocated Stony Run Road bridge over 

Maryland Route 170. 

The freeway would proceed in a southeasterly direction 

across the southwest corner of the Baltimore-Washington International Airport 

property. The freeway would cross and close the section of Old Telegraph Road 

that Is on airport property (Figure 11-40). 

Alternate 4 would bridge over and Interchange with Maryland 

Route 176 approximately 1,600 feet east of the Intersection of Maryland Routes 

652 and 176 (Figure 11-41). The interchange would be essentially a conven- 

tional diamond with one loop provided In the northeast quadrant and no ramps 

In the southeast quadrant. 

South of Maryland Route 176, the AIternate 4 a 11gnment Is 

Identical to Alternate 2, Option A except that W.B.& A. Road would be closed 

by this alternate. Alternate 4 wouId contInue to the southeast unt11 It 

interchanges with the Interstate 97/Maryland Route 100 interchange.(Figure II- 

42). This proposed Interchange would be the same as described previously. 

Alternate 4 was not selected for several reasons. First, 

Alternate 4 requires the acquisition of land frcm the Patapsco Valley State 

Park, a 4(f) resource, which Is prohibited under Federal Law If a "feasible 

and prudent" alternative exists. Also, Alternate 4 does not provide the 

required service to areas of Hcward and Anne Arundel Counties which are 

planned for development. Alternate 4 also traverses the soutwestern corner of 

the Baltimore-Washington International Airport. Federal Aviation 

Adnlnlstratlon regulations would require the highway to be constructed In a 
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tunnel through this area which would cause the total cost of Alternate 4 to be 

up to $65 ml I I ion greater. The Federal Aviation Adnlnistratlon is opposed to 

Alternate 4 (see letter dated October 26, 1986 In Section VI). 

Alternate 4 would also require the relocation of residences fran 

Queenstcwn, a unique and distinct minority catmunlty and would be a physical 

and psychological barrier that would separate this camuntly into north and 

south sections. 

6-   Crossover Option (Alternate 3 to Alternate 4^ 

(Figures 11-43 and 11-44^ 

This Crossover Option proposes utiIizlng Alternate 3 west of 

Maryland Route 295 and Alternate 4 east of Me* Ridge Road. The Crossover 

Option proposes the'construction of Maryland Route 100 as a multi-lane freeway 

with fulI control of access and the same nunber of lanes and design speed as 

proposed for the respective segments of Alternates 3 and 4. The crossover 

segnent frcm Maryland Route 295 to New Ridge Road would have four lanes and a 

malnline design speed of 70 mlles per hour. 

TheCrossover Option would utl I ize the same ful I cloverleaf 

interchange w.th Maryland Route 295 (Figure M-43) as described for Alternate 

3. Havever. beyond this Interchange, the Crossover allgn^nt would curve In a 

northeasterly direction and cross beneath the existing Ridge Road (Figure II- 

44) approximately 600 feet south of Cemetery Road. The a.lgrment of the 

Crossover Opt.on would then curve to the southeast and bridge over and Inter- 

change with the Na* Ridge Road extension. This Interchange would be the same 

as described for A.ternate 4. Beyond-the Interchange, the Crossover alignment 

would tie Into the Alternate 4 allgrment. 
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For this option, Wright Road would be relocated. This 

relocated road would curve towards the northeast, go through the existing park 

and ride lot and then tie Into existing Maryland Route 176. 

The Crossover Option was not selected because it has the 

same Impacts on the BWI Airport and Queenstcwn as described for Alternate 4 

and because it does not provide the required service to an area of Anne 

Arundel County that Is planned for development. 

7. Alternate 4/3B 

In response to corments received at the Combined 

Location/Design Public Hearing, an alternate that canblned Alternate 4 with 

Alternate 3-Optlon B was studied. This alternate, designated Alternate 4/3B, 

would fol lew the same a I Igrment as Alternate 4 frcm 1-95 to the Dorsey Road 

Interchange (see Figure 11-36 through 11-41). South of Dorsey Road, the 

alIgrment would curve easterly (see Figure 11-45) and follow the Alternate 3- 

Optlon B alignment frcm W.B.&A. Road to 1-97 (see Figures 11-21 and II-22). 

Alternate 4/3B was not selected because It would have the 

same Impacts on the Patapsco Valley State Park and the BWI Airport as 

described for Alternate 4 and because It does not provide the required 

service to areas of Howard and Anne Arundel Counties that are planned for 

development. 

8. Project Costs 

Total construction and right-of-way costs for each of the 

alternates are sumarlzed In Table No. II-1. The right-of-way costs Include 

costs of land,  Improvements, relocation assistance costs, contingencies, 
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achiinlstrative and overhead expenses. The construction costs Include clearing 

the right-of-way, earthwork and grading, drainage and related structures, 

roadway base and surface, roadside development, major and miscellaneous struc- 

tures, contingencies, construction engineering and actninistrative and overhead 

expenses. 

TABLE NO. 11-1 
PROJECT POST ESTIMATES 
(ml 11 Ions of dollars) 

Right-of Way 
and Relocation    Construction 

No-BuI Id Alternate 0 
Alternate No. 2 - Option A 12.6 
Alternate No. 2 - Option B 17*4 
Alternate No. 3 24.'7 
Mary Iand Route 295 Interchange Opt i on +0.1* '^0 6* 
Mary Iand Route 713 Interchange Option +0.2* -07* 
Maryland Route 170 Interchange Option +0.6* +2*7* 

Alternate 3 - Option B 23 8 130 1 
Alternate 3 B (Modified) 

Selected Alternate 23 a mo 
Alternate No. 4 19;o 

1JJ-Z 

Alternate No. 3 - Crossover - 
Alternate No. 4 1g>0 

Alternate 4/3B ,« « llZ'l 

0 
101.6 
103.8 
119.1 

105.8** 

119.1 
19.0 109.0** 

Note that these costs represent the difference 
between the Interchange shown and its option. 
A positive cost Indicates that the Interchange 
option is more expensive than the one shown. 

Note that these costs wl11 increase by $45 to 
$65 mi 11 Ion depending upon the requirements of 
building tunnels through the Baltimore- 
Washington International Airport. 
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ALTERNATE NO. 2 

MMtruum ocmttntsttr OF mtUMMmmnoN 
STATE HI9HWAY ADMINISTRATION 
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ALTERNATE NO. 2 

, MARTLAND X/WfTtrnfT OF TmMfOMXnOH 
STATE HltHHKY ADIIINtSTWATION  

SCALE: |"= 400'   JDATE:t^V,l986 FIGURE -IL- 3 
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MARYLAND   ROUTE    100 
1-86 TO   MAWYLAHP WOUTE 1    (I- tT) 

ALTERNATE NO. 2 

, mmrukNo Mmtmtwr or nm**W7xrv# 
STATE HraHmr AOHINItTRAnON 

SCALE: l"- 400'  JPATE MAV ,IM6 FIGURE ••IT-4 
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MARYLAND   ROUTE    100 
t-W TO   MARYLAND ROUTE 1 . (I- tT) 

ALTERNATE NO. 2 

, MMTLAM *rm*nmfT OF rmmnrnxTKH 
•TATt MltHWAY ADMINISTRATION 

• "_ ^/-^^i SCALt:l«400    I DATE   MAY, 1986   |n<5URE:ir-5 
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MARYLAND   ROUTE    100 
HW TO   MAWYLAWO HQUTt 1    (I- tT) 

ALTERNATE NO. 2 
OPTION     A 

•TATt NraNVMT AOMINItTKATION 

«CAH--l"«400'  joffE'MAY.lUe FKJU«E:II-T 
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ALTERNATE NO. 2 
OPTION    A 

, MARYLAND KPMTWENT OF TMNStOimTTON 
STATE HI«HWAY ADMINISTRATION 

SCALE: |"r40O, DATE:MAY ,1966 FIGURE =11- 8 
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MARYLAND   ROUTE    100 
l-W TO   MAWVIANP ROUTE S , (I-t7) 

ALTERNATE NO. 2 
OPTION     B 

tMRTLMm oemirmeMT OF •nvmsmmnoN 
•TATC HIOHWAY ADMIWISTWATION  

SCALE = I =400 DATE = MAY, 1986 FIGURE = 31-9 
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MARYLAND   ROUTE    100 
l-W TO   MAWYLAND ROUTE 3    (I- 97) 

o * in 

ALTERNATE NO. 2 
OPTION     B 

OMARTLANO DCMATMCWT OF nWtSPOMMTJOH 
•TATI MlfHWAY ADMINISTRATION 

SCALE: I"- 400' DATE: MAr,1986 FIGURE = 31-10 
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MARYLAND   ROUTE    100 
l-«e TO   MAWYLAND ROUTE 3    (I- 97) 

ALTERNATE NO. 2 
OPTION    B 

\/tTATt HKHWAY AOMINISTKATION 

SCALE: l"* 400' DATE:t.*.Y ,1986 FIGURE:II-II 
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MAKYLANO D£m*mewT OF Tmmmsa mnott 
STATE HNHVMY AOMIIIItTWATlOW 

SCALE: I =400"    DATE      AY,1986   I FIGURE =1-12 
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ALTERNATE  N0.3 

7i**??*yM*mRT*mKroF mMsrornxno* 
•TATI HltHW»Y ADMIWISTWATION 

SCALE: I": 400'  |oATE= MAY, 1986   |nGURE =11-14    ] 
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MARYLAND   ROUTt    100 

HM TO   MAWYLAWD WOUTE 3    (1-97) 

ALTERNATE N0.3 
^ MAKYLANo ummmatr OF TnAmpomnTtoN 
\f STATE HltNWAY ADMINISTRATION 

SCALE: I"=400' DATE: ,*AV, 1986 FIGURE = 11-15 
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MARYLAND   ROUTE    100 
J-96 TO   MAWYLAWD WOUTE 3    (I- 9T) 

ALTERNATE NO. 3 
OPTION  A 

'^pMi^M^^^L^Ff^^mT10'f STATE HI«mittY AOMIWISTWATIOM 

SCALE: I =400 DATE   MAV.ISBS FIGURE =11 -t7 
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MARYLAND   ROUTC    100 
l-tft TO   MARYLAND WOUTE 1 . < I- tT) 

ALTERNATE NO. 3 
OPTION  A 

foMAmLMIO OCMKTmNT OF TMmPOMMTIOM 
•TATE HI«H«MY ADMINI8TWATI0W 

SCALE: 1=400 DATE   MAY.ISBS FIGURE = 31-IS 
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ALTERNATE NO. 3 
OPTION B 

OMA/rrLAND oenwrmatT or TnMSPomxnon 
STATE  HI«HVIMY AOMIIIISTRATION  

SCALE: 1^400' DATE   MAY, 1986 FKJURC^IT-ZI 
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MARYLAND   ROUTE    100 
t-t6 TO   MAWYLAND KOMTt 1    (I- 17) 

ALTERNATE NO. 3 
MDL ROUTE 295 INTERCHANGE OPTION 

, *A*rLAM> ocm/mmtr or TmMSPOtmTW* 
•TATt HI«N«AY AOMINItTRATION 

SCALE: I"=400" DATE: MAY,1986 FIGURE: 11-23 
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MARYLAND    ROUTE     100 
1-85 TO   MARYLAND ROUTE 3    (1-97) 

ALTERNATE NO. 3 
MD. ROUTE 170 INTERCHANGE OPTION 

, MAHTLAMO KWrkKHT OF TKAMSPOmxnON 
STATt HI«HWAY AOMIWISTRATION  

SCALE: l"= 400'   loATE: MAY,1986 FIGURE: 11-25 
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SELECTED    ALTERNATE 
ALTERNATE   3B MODIFIED 

fk Mm^^mm^m^^c^MMgck • www 
SSrlMKiMmY MmnmrnuTiow 

tXTE DEC, 1986   IFIGURE-11-27 
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SELECTED    ALTERNATE 
ALTERNATE  3B MODIFIED 

: MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF TfrANSPORTATtON 
'STATE   HIGHWAY AOMINISTfUTION  

SCALE: T^OO' 0ATE:DEC.,I986 FIGURE1 n-28 

n-so 



11-51 



MARYLAND    ROUTE     100 
1-95   TO MAWYLANP    ROUTE   3(1- 97 ] 

SELECTED    ALTERNATE 
ALTERNATE   3B MODIFIED 

MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
STATE   HIGHWAY A0MIN1STHATI0N  

SCALE' l"=400' DATE: DEC. ,1986 FIGURE1 11-30 
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MARYLAND   ROUTS    100 
1-16 T©   MARYLAND WOUTE 3    (I- »T) 

SELECTED    ALTERNATE 
ALTERNATE  3B MODIFIED 

^ M^^^^^•f^f^r^!XomMl^of, 1
 »TATC HitMWAY ADtilHItTWATlOW 

SCALE = 1=400" DATE  DEC, 1986 FIGURE •• 11-32 
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SELECTED    ALTERNATE 
ALTERNATE 3B MODIFIED 

OMAKYLAMO oemttmcNT OF TmttsFotmnott 
STATE HI«H¥*Y APMtlHSTWATlOW 

SCALE= r,= 400' DATE :DEC., 1986 FIGURE =31-35 
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MARYLAND   ROUTt    100 
1-16 TO   MAWYLAWO ROUTE 3    (1-97) 

ALTERNATE NO. 4 

J\ MARYLAND DCMKTamtT?FJT**?POMXTfOM 
1 STATE HltHWAY ADMINt»TRAT»ON 

SCALE: |"r400' DATE:    AY, 1986 FIGURE = 31-37 

n-59 



ITZyx'—- • • 

V    ••' ^  rM 

m w^/ 
r  v / 

\ 'xsk* 

-too ¥§ 
w 
WSL 

\. 

^s. 
> 

"'•^J. 
^ 

•/50- 

^%>:;?-* 

s^' 
.l»* 

/ 
/ 

I7iz 

SSO V ^YflMP 

^feUH; 

i: l!*?.%; 

S 

S\ 

§ 

Jat< JVoH< 
L-..! . 

^^ 

H^.T^%3r^ ^ *?£*-• 

<Ji3i-; 

'oo-^X 4 

•*.. ^5^S 

.Si-ia**^ 

l*T~Plr ^•>J 

*^/ 

^25 

^ft^'i 
hN; 

•>A >- f-v 

.i*^- 

-sc. 
,0^ 

V. 

Parkway    industeiai' 
Centec-4-'* 

D 
^ -75 »» 

,»'» 

/   / 

'<\ 

.^^l'^ 
^ <P' 

,?3 " 

5 

5^ 
G 

<•   '/// 

A 

fo", y o\ 

Q 

<o o 
^ 

Q>:- sBai 

' £> 

0 
JA> 

iO" 

/   )> 

-f^' 

v/ 
/ 

.O' 

O   >~-K= 
•>•/•' 

/I 
y •- 

MARYLAND   ROUTt    100 
I-86 TO   MAWYLAMD WOUTE I    (1-tT) 

ALTERNATE NO. 4 

, MMflMtO DemRmCNTOFTmMPOMXnON 
STATE HltNVMY ADMINISTWATION  

SCALE: r,s400' DATE-MAY,1986   |FIGURE = n-38 
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MARYLAND   ROUTt    100 
HW TO   MAWYLAND ROUTE 1    (1-17) 

ALTERNATE NO. 4 

Q MARYLAND D£m*TmwT OF mutspotrnrto* 
STATE HltHVMY AOMiNltTRATION 

SCALE: I"=400' DATE  MA" ,1986 FIGURE' 31-42 
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MARYLAND   ROUTt    100 

1-1 TP   MAHYLAWO WOUTI »    (I- »7) 

CROSSOVER 
ALTERNATE 3 TO  ALTERNATE 4 

MHUVLAND MMAFWtWr OF /MMN^MTXTTUMI1 

•TATt HltHVMT APMlMltTKATlO*  

SCALE: l"= 400* JOATEMAY ,l»t6 FIGURE' H-M 
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MARYLAND   ROUTE     100 
l»»S TO   MARYLAND ROUTE 1  (I»t7) 

TYPICAL SECTIONS 
ALTERNATES   2,3 AND 4 
mRYLANo oifH/rmavror TRANSPomxnon 
STATE   HIGHWAY  A0MINISTRAT10N 

SCALE' NONE DATE: MAY ,»«•  | FIGURE'S-46 
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MARYLAND    ROUTE      100 
I-9S  TO    MARYLAND   ROUTE   3   (l-»7) 

TYPICAL ROAD SECTIONS 

OMAtruMD o£p**mair or TRANSPOKrjmoN 
STATE    HIGHWAY  ADMINISTRATION 
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III.   AFFECTED ENVIRONVENT 

A'  Social. Econcmlc. and Land Use 

1-   Social Environment 

a.  Population 

The Maryland Route 100 study corridor Iies predcmin- 

antly within northern Anne Arundel County, with the western portion extending 

Into eastern Howard County. Each of these counties has sustained a very high 

grcvrth rate over the past several decades, far In excess of the growth rates 

for the Baltimore Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area (SMSA) or the State 

of Maryland as a whole.  The Hcward County population Increased 90 percent 

between 1970 and 1980, frcm a population of 62,400 to 118,600; and Increased 

an additional 18.5 percent in the past five years to a 1985 population of 

140,100.  The Anne Arundel County population increased 24.5 percent between 

1970 and 1980. fran a population of 298,000 to 370.800; and has increased an 

additional 7.5 percent since 1980 to a 1985 population of 398.600. Most of 

this growth in Anne Arundel County has occurred in the northern portion of the 

county which Includes the Route 100 study area. Table 111-1 shcavs the past 

and projected population growth for these counties In relation to the 

Baltimore SMSA and the State of Maryland. 

In order to provide a more detalled view of population 

in the Maryland Route 100 study area. Anne Arundel County and Howard County 

Census Tract data have been obtained frcm the respective planning agencies. 

The boundaries of those statistical areas which are directly overlain by the 

study corridor are shavn on Figure Ii i-i and population data are presented In 

Table Il1-2. 
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TABLE 111 ̂  

REGIONAL POPULATION DATA 

A.A. County Howard County Baltimore S.M.S.A. Maryland 

1960 206,634 36,152 1,803,745 3,100,689 
1970 298,042 62,394 2,071,016 3,923,897 
1980 370,773 118,570 2,174,023 4,216,446 
1985 398,554 140.100 2,226,000 4,350,100 
1990 435,000 165,600 2,296,000 4,535,450 
2000 479,000 189,900 2,424,000 4,862,900 
2005 490,000 211,700 •" — 

(Source: U.S. Bureau of i Census, Maryland Deoartment of State Plannlncn 
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TABLE   I I 1-2 

STUDY AREA POPULATION 

*A.A. CO. 
Census 
Tract 

7401.01 
7401.02 
7402.01 
7402.02 
7506 
7507 

1970 

2,733 
5,162 
1,760 
1,908 
1,027 

A.A. Co. 
Subtotal: 15,218 

Population 
1980   1985 

3,149 
7,293 
2,136 
1,650 
904 

4,234 
7,162 
2,363 
1,564 
859 

2005 

2,028 13,087 15,359 18,840 
9,371 
8,069 
3,981 
1,406 
794 

HousehoIds 
1970 1980   1985 2005 

28,219 31,541 42,461 

760 3,973 4,894 6,686 
781 1,052 1,509 3,801 

1,413 2,396 2,474 3,117 
492 666 748 1,271 
507 525 523 525 
291 305 305 315 

4,244  8,917 10,453  15,715 

•Hcward Co. 
Census 
Tract  
6012 5,122  6,573  12,932 1,870  2,140  5,029 

STUDY AREA 
TOTAL 33,341     38,114    55,393 10,787     12,593    20,744 

* Refer to Figure 111-1 
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The data shews that 31,541 persons resided In the Anne 

Arundel County portion of the study area In 1985; or 7.9 percent of the total 

county population. The grewth In these census tract areas since 1970 has been 

107 percent, which is well In excess of the 34 percent experienced by Anne 

Arundel County as a whole. The population of the Anne Arundel County portion 

of the study area Is projected to Increase by an additional 35 percent in the 

next twenty years to a 2005 population of 42,461. As shown In Table 111-2, 

the area of greatest population grewth In the corridor has occurred In census 

tract 7401.01, which Is bounded by Dorsey Road to the north. Ridge Road to the 

west and the /WTRAK RalI road to the east. 

A total of 6,573 persons live In the Howard County portion 

of the Route 100 study corridor (1985), which Is 4.7 percent of the total 

Howard County population. The area's 18.2 percent population growth since 

1980 Is more than the 12.5 percent experienced by the county as a whole, where 

the most significant population growth has occurred In the Colunbla area. 

The total 1985 population of the statistical areas In both 

Howard and Anne Arundel Counties within the Route 100 study area Is 38,114, 

and this Is projected to Increase to 55,393 by the year 2005. 

Table 111-3 shews that the minority composition of the study 

area portion in Anne Arundel County Is 23.9 percent, which Is greater than the 

overalI county figure of 13.4 percent. The minority canposltlon In the Howard 

County portion of the study area (Census Tract 6012) Is 10.2 percent, while 

the total Howard County figure Is 11.7 percent. 
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TABLE II1-3 

STATISTICAL DATA 

1980 Census 

A.A. CO. Median Media Pop. 
Census Faml ly Housing belcw Race (Percent) 
Tract Incane Value Poverty White Black Others 

7401.01 $19,377 $64,300 1,570 64.16 31.22 4.62 
7401.02 25,429 61,633 197 90.76 7.62 1.62 
7402.01 24,335 • 64,900 420 86.56 10.82 2.02 
7402.02 24,314 65,600 8 78.93 19.57 1.50 
7506 26,066 54,909 123 86.73 12.06 1.21 
7507 22.022 66,200 85 88.50 8.96 2.54 

TOTAL: $23,591 $62,923 2,403 76.1 20.6 3.3 
(A.A. CO.) 

Howard Co. 
Census 
Tract 

6012 $21,236 $58,724 45 89.8 10.2 —) 
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Fran 1980 Census data, the percentage of elderly persons 

(age 65+)  In the Anne Arundel County portion of the study area was approxi- 

mately 3.3 percent; and for Hcward County Election District 1 the figure was 

approximately 8.9 percent. 

b.  HousIng 

The reported 1980 median house values In the Maryland 

Route 100 study corridor, which contains approximately 9,800 total housing 

units, was approximately $62,600. The median rent per housing unit was $237 

per month. Median housing values for Anne Arundel and Howard Counties as a 

whole were $65,700 and $85,700 respectively. 

The continuing rapid population growth In the study 

area has resulted In a significant increase in housing units, and this Is 

projected to continue Into the future. Table III-2 shows the existing and 

projected housing data for the census tracts enccmpasslng the study area as 

developed by the Anne Arundel County and Howard County Offices of Planning and 

ZonIng. 

The 1985 household count for the Anne Arundel County 

portion represents a 146 percent Increase since 1970, and this is projected 

to Increase by another 50 percent by the year 2005. Reference to Table 111-2 

and Figure 11l-i shews that essentially none of this housing growth is pro- 

jected to occur north of Dorsey Road, whlle the area of most rapid growth wl11 

be census tract 7402.02; the EImhurst-Munson Heights area. 

Housing In the Hcward County portion of the study area 

Is projected to double In nunber by the year 2005 with the vast majority of 

this grewth occurring to the west of U.S. Route 1. 
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c. Fam11y Inccme 

Statistical data frcm the 1980 census (see Table 111-3) 

shew the Anne Arundel County portion of the study area to have had a median 

family I nccme of $23,591/year. This was slightly lower than that for Anne 

Arundel County as a whole ($24,771) and slightly higher than the median for 

the State of Maryland ($23,114). The percentage of the population in these 

census tract areas which are living below poverty level Is approximately 8.5 

percent. The Howard County portion of the study area (census tract 6012) 

shews a median family Inccme of $21,236, with approximately 2.3 percent of the 

population living below the poverty level. 

d. Ccrrmunities and Cities 

The Maryland Route 100 Corridor is located within the 

metropolitan area of Baltimore City, whose southern boundary Is approximately 

six miles north of the Corridor. Washington, D.C., the nation's capital, lies 

20 mlles to the southwest of the study area; while the City of Annapolis, 

Maryland's seat of government. Is located approximately 15 mlles to the south- 

east. Just beyond the eastern limit of the study area Is the town of Glen 

Burnie which, with a 1980 population of 37,000, Is a major center of retail 

and ccmnerclal activity In Anne Arundel County. Centered approximately five 

miles west of the study area In Howard County Is the 14,000 acre planned 

cormunlty of Colunbla, which has a 1985 population of approximately 62,000 and 

Is where more than half of the County's 3,000 businesses have located. 

Within the study area Itself are a ncmber of smaller 

carmunltles (shewn on Figure II1-2) which maintain their Individual Identi- 

ties. Included In these are the ccmnunltles of Dorsey, Harmans, Bur leytown/ 
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Queenstcwn, and Matthewstcwn. TWo of these are unique and distinct ccmnunl- 

tles because of their heritage and maintenance of a strong sense of Identity 

despite the land use changes occurring around them. 

Matthewstcwn Is a close knit minority caimunlty which 

has grcwn up around the original Matthews famlly who settled In the area as 

farmers approximately one hundred years ago. The physical extent of the 

camunIty, as perceived by Its residents. Includes all of those hones on 

Matthewstcwn Road, Post Road, the north side of Ridge Chapel Road, and a 

scattering of hones around the Post Road-Harmons Road intersection. Nearly 

all of the people In this ccmnunlty, which consists of approximately thirty 

hones, are related to sane degree to each other and can trace their IIneage by 

blood or marriage to the original Matthews famlly. ChiIdren of this ccmnunlty 

have tried to renaln In or return to the area, and thus Its hones range in age 

fron very old to new. The original Matthews house, at Matthewstcwn Road and 

Post Road, still exists and is occupied. Most of the residents are anployed 

at Fort Meade, the Koppers plastic plant, or in construction contract work. 

Queenstcwn is also a close knit and highly Interactive 

minority ccmnunlty which has evolved and grown fron four original famlIies who 

first settled the area In approximately 1900. These or IginaI f am i11es were 

the Queens, the Galthers, the Bur leys, and the GambrlI is. The original fami- 

lles were truck farmers, and the area retained this farming character, as the 

chiIdren grew to adulthood and buiIt hones on famlly land, up untlI World War 

N when other econonic opportunities developed. A nunber of additional faml- 

iIes moved to the area after the original four, and marriages between these 

various families has resulted In the existing cormunlty where nearly all 
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residents can trace seme family relationship to the others. The original 

famlly hones stl11 exist and are being occupied. 

The Queenstcwn Cormunlty as perceived by Its residents 

Includes a 11 hones along Queenstcwn Road, and on the various side streets off 

of Queenstcwn Road, frcm Telegraph Road to Donaldson Avenue (a length of 

approximately 1.9 mlles). Although current mapping shows two separate connun- 

Ities of Burleytcwn and Queenstcwn In the area, the residents view no such 

distinction, and consider the area to be a single cormunlty. The center for 

ccnmunlty interaction is the MetropolItan United Methodist Church, originally 

established In 1917 at Queenstcwn Road and Donaldson Avenue, and moved to its 

present location in 1976. 

Housing growth In the Queenstcwn ccmnunlty, which 

currently consists of approximately 120 hones, has generally occurred as a 

result of family transactions, as children have tended to stay and settle In 

the ccmnunlty. Thus, ages of hones range frcm old to new. Econonica11y, the 

faml I les of Queenstcwn general ly are In the lower to lower middle Inccme 

range. Major employers for the ccmnunlty are Westlnghouse and Fort Meade, and 

it has been estimated by ccrrmunity menbers that as many as a quarter of the 

residents are retirees. 

Dorsey Is a small residential ccnmunlty located on 

Dorsey Road between the Baltimore-Washington Parkway and U.S. Route 1. The 

ccmnunlty straddles the county line between Anne Arundel and Howard Counties 

and Is approximately 5036 minority. The old BSO railroad tracks foI low the 

county border and divide Dorsey In two. The bulk of the minority residents 

live in the Anne Arundel County section. There are three Industrial parks In 

the lirmedlate vicinity. 
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Dorsey dates back to the nineteenth century and origin- 

ated as a rail stop for the BSO railroad. At one time, there was a hotel (no 

longer existent) cwned and operated by two sisters named Dorsey; hence the 

town's name. The primary landholders were members of three famlIles, the 

Reimsnyder's, Pcwells and Goldnan's. Most residents of Dorsey at that time 

were railroad employees, and their dependents. 

When the train station was abandoned the nature of the 

ccmnunlty changed. The tcwn ceased to grew and residents who worked for the 

railroad either moved or found work elsewhere In the area, most notably at 

Fort Meade and the National Security Agency (NSA). 

Harmans Is a small ccmnunlty located along Dorsey Road 

between Route 170 and Ridge Road (Shipley's Corner). The town is adjacent to 

Baltimore-Washington International Airport and a large Industrial park. Most 

of the area residents live In one of four subdivisions. Sandalwood, Rldgeview 

and Leeds are three adjacent subdivisions of different ages and character. 

Rldgeview and Leeds are scmewhat older than Sandalwood and Me -on either side 

of it. The hemes In these subdivisions range frcm lower to middle Incane. 

Timber Ridge Is a subdivision Just east of Harmans that contains over 100 

middle to upper middle Inccme hemes. 

Harmans originated In the mId-nIneteenth century as a 

rail stop for the Penn Central Railroad. At one time. Harmans had a black- 

smith shop, a cannery, a brick mining operation, a plgnent mill, and a general 

store and post office. Another general store was located at Shipley's Corner 

and is preserved today as an historical landnark (Shipley House). There were 

five major famlIles who cwned the land around Harmans: the Shipley's, 

Hawkins, Kellys, CIarks, and Harmans (for whem the town was named). 
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Since the railroad station closed, Harmans, like Dorsey 

to the west, has changed. There Is no longer as much cohesiveness in the 

cormunlty. Most residents work outside the area and three high schools draw 

frcm the cunnunlty. 

Approximately one and one-half miles east of Harmans Is 

McPherson. McPherson Is a small cluster of hcmes located on the south side of 

Dorsey Road. At one time McPherson was a ralI stop for the old and abandoned 

Washington, Baltimore and Annapolis (W.B.&A.) Railroad. 

Between Harmans Road and the AMTRAK ralI IIne, east of 

Matthewstcwn, lies the Harmans Woods housing development. This cormunlty 

consists of seven to eight hundred hcmes all constructed within the last five 

years. 

2.  Comxjnlty Fad I Itles 

The Maryland Route 100 study area supports a fulI range 

of cormunlty faciIItles, Including eleven churches, five schools, and six 

parks and recreation areas. Figure 111-2 shows the locations of these facili- 

ties, and they are Identified In the legend to that figure. 

A post office In the study area Is located at Old 

Dorsey Road and Old Coaling Road. Fire protection Is provided by Fire Ccmpany 

21 located at Shipley Corner, and frcm the East by Glen Burn Ie Fire Department 

33. Nearby polIce stations Include the Waterloo State Pol Ice Barracks located 

at Maryland Route 175 and U.S. Route 1,a state police barracks near Maryland 

Route 176 on Harrmonds Ferry Road and Anne Arundel County Police Headquarters 

located on Route 3 near Benfleld Boulevard. The nearest health care faciIity 

Is the North Arundel General Hospital located east of the study area In Glen 

Burn Ie. 
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3^.  Parks and Public Recreation 

A total of six parks and public recreation areas serve 

the study area, and these are shewn on Figure 111-2. Four of these are Anne 

Arundel County facilities, one Is a state park, and the remaining Is under the 

cwnershIp of the State AvI at Ion Adn InIstratIon (SAA). 

The Patapsco Valley State Park Is a very large State 

cwned land and forest reservation extending along the Patapsco River and its 

major tributaries which provides along Its reach opportunities for recreation- 

al activities like camping, fishing, hiking, and canoeing. As shown on Figure 

111-2, a branch of the Patapsco Valley State Park reaches Into the northern 

portion of the study area along Deep Run to a point approximately one ml Ie 

north of existing Dorsey Road. 

The remaining parks are ccmnunlty recreation areas 

containing baseball diamonds and other facilities. These are Queenstown Park 

located on Queenstcwn Road; Friendship Park, owned by SAA and leased by Anne 

Arundel County, located off of Dorsey Road north of Queenstown; Harmans Park 

located off Ridge Chapel Road at Ridge Road; Jessup and Dorsey Park located 

off Race Road; and the Severn-Oanza Park located on Donaldson Avenue south of 

the study corridor. 

4.  Econcmlc Prof Ile 

There are major centers of econcmlc activity IrrpactIng 

upon the econcmlc base of the Maryland Route 100 Study Corridor. These 
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Include the City and Port of Baltimore, the Baltimore-Washington International 

Airport, the Fort Meade military Installation, and the goverrment office 

ccmplexes located In Annapolis. Each of these provides for employment and 

econcmlc spin-offs to the study area, but the one which has the greatest 

Impact upon the Imnedlate Route 100 Study Corridor is the BWI Airport, which 

Is located adjacent to Dorsey Road. 

The Port of Baltimore Is located approximately six 

mlles north of the study area. With 45 mlles of Improved waterfront. It is 

the third largest port In terms of cargo value In the United States, and the 

second busiest containerized cargo port on the U.S. Atlantic and Gulf Coasts. 

The port offers modern efficient facilities to handle the unloading and load- 

ing of up to 200 vessels at the same time, and serves 4,500 ships fran 45 

countries annually. 

The Fort Meade military Installation, located Just 

south of the Maryland Route 100 Study Corridor, Is an active U.S. Army Base. 

It, In conjunction with the rapidly expanding National Security Agency also on 

the Fort Meade ml Iitary InstalIat Ion. Is a major center of anployment for the 

area. 

The government ccmplexes located In Annapo11s are the 

centers for State, County, and City governments. Numerous state, county and 

city office buildings are located In and around Annapolis, with direct anploy- 

ment at all three levels estimated at approximately 16,000 people. 
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The Ba11Imore-WashIngton International Airport Is the 

only major airport In Anne Arundel County, and the largest In the state. 

Operated by the Maryland State Aviation Adnlnlstratlon, it provides air ser- 

vice to more than 240 dcmestlc and overseas cities with 48 air carriers (pass- 

engers and freight) and ccmnuter airlines that total 475 flights dally. BWI 

handled 4.5 million passengers In 1982, and also handles more than 60 percent 

of the region's air-cargo through Its 8 cargo facilities. In addition to 

these typical airport operations. It has attracted a substantial amount of 

Industrial development to the study area. Over 20,000 Jobs In and around the 

airport have been generated as a result of this growth. Much of the existing 

and projected economic growth of the corridor, along with its associated 

traffic problems and service needs, can be directly or Indirectly attributed 

to the BWI Airport presence. The 1987 BWI Master Plan calls for expansion of 

the airport runway systan. Master Plan Public Hearings were held In December, 

1986. Each of the runway expansion alternates under consideration would 

require additional use of the airport property south of the existing runways 

to Maryland Route 176. (See State Aviation Adnlnlstratlon letter of December 

30, 1985 In correspondence section). The SAA has reccmnended an expansion 

alternate south of and parallel to exiting runway 10/28. 

There are currently ten industrial parks located within 

the Maryland Route 100 study area; six In Anne Arundel County and four In 

Howard County. A fifth Industrial park Is In the planning stages In the 

Howard County portion, and a seventh Is under development in Anne Arundel 

County. These Industrial parks are listed In Table 111-4 and shown on Figure 

II1-2. 
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Table 111-5 surmarlzes 1980 census employment data for 

the study area, and for Anne Arundel and Hcward Counties as a whole. The data 

shew that the greater part of the labor force in the study area Is enptoyed in 

white collar occupations, although not to the same degree as the region as a 

whole.  Unemployment rates varied significantly between the different census 

tracts, but the overall Anne Arundel County portion of the study area unan- 

Ployment rate of 5.6 percent was slightly greater than that for Anne Arundel 

County as a whole. The 3.6 percent unemployment rate for the Howard County 

Portion of the study area was also greater than the entire Howard County 

Figure. Bnployment In farm operations is very minor throughout the study 

area. Anne Arundel County's single largest private employer, the Westlnghouse 

Electric Corporation, with an employment of 15.000 people,  is located Just 

north of the Study Corridor adjacent to the BWI Airport. 
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STUDY 
TABLE   I 11-4 

AREA   IMXSTRIAL PARKS 

Name 

Friendship Airpark 

BWI Carmerce Park 

Baltimore Cormons 
Business Park 

Airport Industrial Park 

Parkway Industrial 
Center 

Parkway Industrial 
Center 11 

Telegraph Industrial 
Park 

Route 100 Industrial 
Park 

Elkridge Industrial 
Park 

Harwood Industrial Park 

Brookda.le Industrial Park 

Dorsey Business Center 

Approx. Acreage 

27 Acres 

60 Acres 

400 Acres 

65 Acres 

200 Acres 

(being developed) 

40 Acres 

176 Acres 

20 Acres 

35 Acres 

16 Acres 

82 Acres 

Location 

South side of Dorsey 
Road at WB&A Road 

Along Telegraph Road 
between Dorsey & Queens- 
town Roads 

North of Dorsey Road at 
Harmans 

NW Quadrant of BWI at 
Route 170 

NN Quadrant of Dorsey 
Road & B.W. Parkway 

SW Quadrant of Dorsey 
Road & B.W. Parkway 

East side of Telegraph 
at Wieker Road 

East side of U.S. Route 
1 North of Dorsey Road 

East side of U.S. Route 
1 North of Dorsey Road 

East side of U.S. Route 1 
North of Dorsey Road 

East of U.S. Route 1 on 
Brookdale Road 

N.E. Quadrant of U.S. 
Route 1 and Dorsey Road 
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TABLE I I 1-5 

B/PLCiWENT  DATA 
(1980 Census) 

A.A. CO. L 
Census Tota 
Tract No. 

7401.01 6148 
7401.02 1782 
7402.01 3936 
7402.02 1092 
7506 962 
7507 436 

Howard County 
Census Tract 

Labor Force 
Percent 
Unemployed 

7.16 
2.38 
4.97 
4.42 
5.54 
2.98 

6012 2776 

Percent 
White 
Collar 

56.99 
49.45 
63.32 
55.01 
12.17 
55.08 

Occupation 
Percent 
Blue   Percent 
Collar   Farm 

26.50 
38.05 
26.13 
31.60 
81.82 
35.93 

0.52 
0.00 
0.52 
1.16 
0.00 
2.46 

Percent 
Servlce 

16.00 
11.93 
10.02 
12.35 
0.00 
6.61 

3.60 49.51 37.23 0.90 12.36 

A.A.  Co. 
Total     172,785 4.54 60.3 12.08 0.87 26.75 

Howard Co. 
Total     63,279 2.27 72.45 9.27 1.32 16.95 
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5.    Land Use 

»•  Existing Land Use . 

Existing land use In the Maryland Route 100 study area 

Is shewn on Figure 111-3. Residential land uses are generally located south 

of Dorsey Road In scattered carmunItIes described In Section III.A.I.d. Areas 

of ccnrmerclal and light Industrial activity are located throughout the study 

area In Isolated locations or In conjunction with Industrial parks which are 

more fully described In Section 111.A.3. The remainder of the existing study 

area land use Includes parcels of agricultural lands and conservatlonal areas, 

woodlands, and open space, along with the large area covered by the BWI Air- 

port. 

b.  Future Land Use 

. Both Anne Arundel County and Howard County have estab- 

IIshed general development plans which Include proposed land usage within 

their respective regions and serve as offIclal policy for growth and develop- 

ment. The General Plan for Hcward County was adopted In 1982. Because of its 

strategic location within the metropolitan Baltimore-Washington Corridor, 

Increasing development is planned for the eastern portion of the County, and 

the chal lenge addressed by the General Plan was the need to acccrnnodate this 

expected growth whl le maintaining the high qua I Ity of development which has 

characterized Hcward County for the past two decades. The General Development 

Plan for Anne Arundel County, Maryland was adopted In 1978. Its expressed 

purpose Is to establish policies to provide for and take advantage of future 

grewth in a manner that will be beneficial to most people. It seeks to pre- 

pare for the County's future in a careful, positive, and consistent manner. 
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and to provide a pol Icy framework within which decisions can be made to deal 

. with problems facing the County.  Information frcm proposed land use maps In 

these two docunents have been Incorporated onto Figure 111-4 to show proposed 

land use for the Maryland Route 100 study area.  The construction of a new 

Maryland Route 100 roadway connecting U.S. Route 1 with Maryland Route 3 Is 

consistent with each of these development plans. 

The Anne Arundel County General Development Plan pro- 

poses a near continuous band of light Industry and Industrial parks around the 

BWl Airport perimeter, and continued Industrial park development in the Park- 

way industrial Center area. with the exception of open space and recreation 

areas, the ranalnlng portion of the Anne Arundel County study area Is proposed 

for residential land usage. Residential areas east of Telegraph Road and 

between Ridge Road and the Baltimore-Washington Parkway, w.11 be rural (1/2 

unit per acre or .ess), while residential areas west of the Baltimore- 

Washington Parkway and between Ridge Road and Telegraph Road are proposed to 

be lew density residential areas (2 units per acre or less). 

Figure 111-4 shews that the Howard County General Plan 

calls for extensive industrial land use frcm the County line west to 1-95. 

West of l-gs, the proposed land use Is predcmlnantIy residential. although a 

Planned anp.oyment center Is proposed for the S.W. quadrant of the inter- 

change. The Hcward County Office of Planning and Zoning projects that cenv- 

b.ned industrial and cormerclal land use in the Elkrldge Election District 

(which incudes the Hcward County portion of the study areas) w.«. increase 

fran its 1985 area of 539 acres to 948 acres In the year 2005. 

111-22 



^v 

*0 ^  '- -• -:• "-I? 

81     u-   'C&A^1-!//   --•' 

r; K.-_-5biJ?i- 

ia-I-^H"-11    --^^Hls*   X - ' - t*-~-r%-~----u^r---?*"- ' - *>** - 

-Jr-~-~ I SrX' ' '        '• - ' - ' - •' «\ » ' - ' - ' - ' - ^n «»O«B      -t 
V-r; 

,-r4 

0"«'r«, 

I-I-T^S^-.. ------------------:-3^4*£ 

•?/• • ir I • • • *' —"i."^i 

r-_-_-_-_- ^ 
.^ 
^ 

r-r-r-i-z-r- .o* Vj-\» 
\-  '••1 ^^ 

v:;> 
v/ .ti:- 

\   I 

°0-0-0-' 

LEGEND 
PRESIDENTIAL 

COMMERCIAL 
. INDUSTRIAL 
^INSTITUTIONAL 

OPEN AND EXTRACTIVE URBAN LAND 
AGRICULTURAL 

Y.CONSERVATIONAL/ WOODLANDS 
S WATER / WETLANDS / BARREN LAND * Mi'"* 

> • • • <-* • f    *> 

• • • • r < • / •t^'.. i 
! • • • M • J w;*. . , 

» J~T~^ '••1,1 » • | !• 
• • • • rf« • • ^9 »  J 

kJ 

»: * 4 

% •^rLn_"-_j-u^ 

•ib'-^ 

;• . . 

^ • •'•y 

^PM»'"* 
'/-; •*-» ' ' -T-r-1' s^*/-'   -^ ' /       ^S?'#>.. .Sw ~. :•••-•-••• 

;=» ^!J 

2^, 

' ' .   4. 

E^'t'. 

»^: .0' 

>•• 
^  -^ .G^ *o' oo 5 V 

^tiu _fcs^. 

£SU 

MARYLAND    ROUTE    100 
1-95   TO   MARYLAND   ROUTE 3 (1-97) 

EXISTING  LAND'USE 

o MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 

SCALE: I * 2000     I   DATE   MAY , 198 5 FIGURE      HE-3 



MARYLAND    ROUTE    100 
-95   TO   MARYLAND   ROUTE 3  (1-97) 

PROPOSED  LMND   USE 

O      MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
 T 



I'D 4 

B.  Transportation 

T-   Transportation FaclIitles 

The Maryland Route 100 Study Area and Its surrounding region 

are serviced by major air, rail, ship, and highway transportation routes. 

TVo maJor 11nks In the U.S. Interstate HIghway Systan pass 

In a north-south direction through the Corridor.  Interstate 95, as well as 

Mary.and Route 295 (Baltimore-Washington Parkway), provides convenient auto- 

moblle and truck access to Washington, D.C. to the south and to Baltimore and 

the entire U.S. Northeast Corridor to the north. Maryland Route 3 (Proposed 

interstate 97) will provide convenient Interstate access south to AnnapolIs. 

as welI as north to Baltimore. The study area's strategic location and excel- 

lent Interstate highway access alleys overnight truck transport to 30 percent 

of the nation's population and 36 percent of the nation's manufacturing estab- 

lishments throughout the northeast, midwest and southeast.   This consumer 

market within overnight reach of the study area represents: 70 mlMIon 

people, 31.5% of the effective buying inccme in the United states, and 29.3% 

of the retail sales in the U.S.  Over 150 motor carriers are authorized to 

serve Anne Arundel County, and the southeast portion of Howard County is 

served by over 100 motor freight lines.  The other major north-south route 

serving the study area Is U.S. Route 1. rough.y paralleiIng 1-95. whlle the 

major east-west roadvay Is Maryland Route 176 (Dorsey Road). 

Air service, both passenger and cargo. Is provided by 

the Baltimore-Washington international Airport located adjacent to the Study 

Corridor, with 48 carriers it provides service to more than 240 domestic and 

111-24 



/y? 

overseas clt.es. In 1982. BWI handled a total of 4.5 ml.I ion passengers on an 

average of 475 f Nghts per day. it offers 24 hour alr^argo services through 

8 cargo facilities. 

Water transportation for the study area Is provided by 

the nearby Port of Baltimore. Located as much as 200 mlles closer to the 

midwest than any other of the Atlantic seaports, it is the third largest port 

in terms of cargo vaiue In the U.S., and one of the safest and most secure 

ports In the world,  it serves 4,500 ships from 45 countries annually. 

Rail transportation Is provided by the Chess Ie System 

(CSO/BSO/WU) and by AMTRAK, both of which have ra.« iines passing through the 

Study Corridor.  /WRAK has a cormuter station adjacent to the EMI Airport, 

and with nine dally cormuter trains It provides passenger transportation to 

cities throughout the U.S. Northeast Corridor. 

2.  Traffic VoIunes 

1983 traffic volunes and resulting traffic operational 

details in the project vicinity are shown In Figure 1-3. Projected traffic 

vo.unes for the No-Build conditions In the design year 2010 are shown on 

Figure iv-l. These are Average Daily Traffic (ADT) volunes. The projected 

vo.unes Indicate traffic danand associated with planned land use development 

and roadway Improvanents scheduled for implanentat.on. These Improvanents 

include Mary.and Route 176 (Dorsey Road) being upgraded to four lanes fran 

Maryland Route 295 to Hamnonds Ferry Road and Maryland Route 3 being upgraded 

to an interstate highway (1-97). The projected volunes assune that Route 100 

is not built between 1-95 and 1-97. 
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As shewn, projected traffic growth on Maryland Route 

176 (Dorsey Road) Is considerable since It will remain the major east-west 

roadway in the study area. The traffic Increases average approximately 33 

percent and range from 19 percent west of Route 295 to over 40 percent between 

Maryland Routes 713 and 170. 

3.  Traffic Operations 

Level of service describes traffic operating conditions 

during peak hours and varies prlmar I ly with traffic vo I une, nurtoer of lanes 

and gecmetrlcs. It Is a measure of such factors as speed, traffic Interrup- 

tions or restrictions and freedom to maneuver. Six levels of service, desig- 

nated A through F, from best to worst, have been established to Identify 

traffic operations (Highway Capacity Manual. 1965). Level-of-service A repre- 

sents a condition of relatively free flow (low volunes and high speeds). At 

I eve I-of-service E, volunes are at or near the capacity of the highway. For a 

more detaI led description of levels of service for uninterrupted and Inter- 

rupted conditions, see the Glossary of Terms in Appendix A of this docunent. 

A traffic analysis for the recent widening of Maryland 

Route 176 between Maryland Routes 295 and 652 has not been conducted. How- 

ever, this widening is accepted as an Interim re11ef measure and Is not 

expected to significantly Increase the level of service In this area. In the 

design year 2010, Maryland Route 176 wl11 operate at a IeveI-of-service F fran 

U.S. Route 1 to 1-97 even though it would be four lanes wide between Maryland 

Route 295 and 1-97. The resulting level of service and traffic operations are 

not ccmpatible with the 1978 General Develocment Plan for Anne Arundel County 

or the 1982 Hcward County General Plan. 
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c-   Natural Environment 

1.  Study Area Location 

The Maryland Route 100 Study Corridor extends across 

northern Anne Arunde. County Into eastern Hcward County, Mary.and.  Figure i- 

1 is a .ocat.on map of the Route 100 project. The area's phys.ca. geography, 

temperate climate, and association with the Ba.t.more Metropo..tan area has 

provided a setting for a relatively rapid and recent residential grovth trend. 

Much of the area does, however, st... remain rural.  ,ts nearness to Balti- 

more, and relative Cose proximity to Washington, D.C. and the seat of state 

government In AnnapolIs. provides assets which make the area a desirable place 

to live and work.   The Baltimore/Washington International (BWI) Airport, 

located adjacent to the study corridor, has encouraged a rather extens.vl 

expansion of caimarclal and light Industrial activities in the area. 

2.  Cl Imate 

Because of Its latitude and proximity to the moderating 

influences of the Chesapeake Bay, the Maryland Route 100 study area experien- 

ces  a relatively moderate, hun.d, tanperate climate. Weather patterns tend 

to move frcm west to east, resulting ,„ . continental type cl imate with wel. 

defined seasons. Average monthly terwatures at BW. Airport, adjacent to the 

study area, range frcm 33.4 degrees F. ,n January to 76.6 degrees F. ,n July. 

Minima, tenperatures occur at the end of January and beginning of February 

with eariy morning temperatures averaging about 24 degrees F.  Da.ly maxlmun 

terperatures occur ,„ ,ate July, averaging about 88 degrees F. The average 

graving season, or nurfcer of days between the last frost In the spring and the 

first frost In the fall, is 194 days. 
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Average annual precipitation at the BWI Airport is 40.5 

Inches. This is spread rather uniformly throughout the year, although the 

surmertime Is more prone to both heavy rain and drought conditions. Peak 

rainfall Intensities are associated with thunderstorms or hurricanes. Signif- 

icant freezing rain occurs on an average of two or three times per year, 

usually In January and February. The heaviest amount of snow usually falls In 

February. Snov flurries usually occur 25 days per year with snowfalIs exceed- 

ing one Inch occurring on an average of nine days per year. 

3.  Physiography - Topography 

The Maryland Route 100 Study Corridor Iies within two 

physiographic provinces, the Atlantic Coastal Plain and the Plectnont Plateau. 

The greater portion of the study area. Including all of that within Anne 

Arundel County, lies within the Atlantic Coastal Plain province and is charac- 

terized by a level to gently rolling topography with slopes ranging frcm zero 

to ten percent. The western end of the study corridor, lying within Howard 

County, contains portions of both the Atlantic Coastal Plain and the Eastern 

Plednont Plateau physiographic provinces. The Plednont Province is ccmposed 

of metamorphlc rocks that have been uplifted and extensively folded and fault- 

ed, and exhibits a greater surface relief. In this area the relief is also 

level to rolling, but seme slopes range up to fifteen percent. 

Surface elevations In the study area range frcm a low 

of approximately 60 feet mean sea level (MSL), along the Deep Run floodplain 

to a high of approximately 240 feet MSL. at the 1-95 Interchange area. 
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4.  Geology - Sol Is 

a.  Geology 

The Atlantic Coastal Plain Province, in which most 

of the study corridor lies. Is underlain by a series of southeasterly dipping 

layers of unconsolIdated sand and clay with lesser amounts of gravel. These 

sedimentary rocks form a relatively thin veneer over an eastward continuation 

of crystalline rock frcm the Plednont Plateau, which outcrop In the western 

end of the study area. 

The outcropping geological formations In the study 

area range In age fron early Paleozoic In parts of the Howard County portion, 

to early Cretaceous In most of the Anne Arundel County portion, to recent 

along certain floodplains of the area. The specific formations found In the 

corridor are described as follews and as shown on Figure 111-5. 

Potcmac Group - This cemplex group of sand-gravel 

and silt-clay fades, which were formerly divided Into the Arundel and 

Patapsco formations, occupy nearly the entire northern third of Anne Arundel 

County and the great bulk of the study area. Thickness of the group ranges 

frcm 50 to 1,600 feet. 

The Patapsco formation, or sand-gravel fades, 

outcrops in nearly the entire area east of Stony Run In Anne Arundel County 

and In large portions of the area west to Howard County. They are generally 

white, buff, red-brewn to varicolored Interbedded quartz sand, pebbly sand, 

gravei, and subordinate silt clay. 
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The Arundel formation, or s11t-cI ay facIes, outcrops 

extensively In the study area west of Stony Run and Into Howard County. They 

are generally red, tan, gray, buff, or mottled Cay. si It, and subordinate 

fIne to medI un-graIned muddy sand. 

Baltimore Gabbro Cemolex - These are Early Plechiont 

Plutonic rocks outcropping in the U.S. Route 1 - 1-95 portion of the study 

area. The formation is mainly hypersthene gabbro with subordinate amounts of 

oilvine gabbro, norlte, anorthositic gabbro and pyroxenite. 

Relay Quartz Dlorite - This Early Piednont Plutonic 

rock formation outcrops In areas east of U.S. Route 1 In Howard County, it Is 

exposed of intensively foliated, fine grained, light colored quartz diorlte 

to alblte granite. 

A"UV|^T, - ln the study corridor, al luvlun occurs along 

the Stony Run and Deep Run f loodp.alns. it Is corposed of Interbedded sand, 

siIt^lay, and subordinate gravel. Alluvlun ccmpr.ses very heterogeneous 

sediments with poorly-sorted muddy sand and si It the dcmlnant IIthologles. 

Organic matter. Including leaves, branches, and logs, Is a cannon component. 

In places, thin peats occur. 

Terrace Deposits - small areas of terrace deposits 

outcrop in the study corridor. These occur on terraces flanking Stony Run, 

Plney Run, and Deep Run as shewn on Figure 111-5. They are conposed of a 

heterogeneous mixture of interbedded sand, gravel, and siltM=iay, and are 

typically tan, buff, gray or reddish brown. 
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Present and potential geological resources of econcmlc 

value In the study area Include sand, clay and iron ore. Deposits of econom- 

ically valuable sand occur In the sand-gravel fades of the Potcmac Group 

(Patapsco formation) mainly In that portion of the study area east of Stony 

Run. These sand-gravel bodies range from 5 to 60 feet In thickness and con- 

sist of quartz sand, pebbly sand and sand gravel. A significant potential 

source of clay Is in the silt clay facies (Arundel formation) west of Stony 

Run. These clays are lenticular, range in thickness frcm a few feet to 100 

feet or more, and are suitable for bricks and other structural clay products. 

Around the turn of the century, one of the largest clay operations In the 

County was the Washington Hydraulic Pressed Brick Ccmpany, located south of 

Harmans. Several Inactive or abandoned operations are located in this area. 

Fran the early 1700's to the late 1800's. Iron ore was one of Anne 

Arundel County's most important mineral resources. The ore occurs chiefly In 

the I ewer part of the silt clay facies, and several former Iron ore operation 

sites are located on the western end of the study corridor, particularly 

between Deep Run and the Baltimore Washington Parkway. Maryland's largest 

Iron ore operation was the Timber Neck Ore Banks (Great Falls Iron Ccmpany) 

located about one mile northeast of the intersection of the B-W Parkway and 

Maryland Route 176. This area was once termed the "badlands" of Anne Arundel 

County due to the extent of the mining operations. No currently operational 

Iron ore operations exist In the study area however. 

Generally, geologic features of the study area pose no significant difficulty 

to roadway construction, although sane precautions must be considered In 

highway design. Cut banks In thick Potcmac clay bodies tend to be 
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unstable over long periods of time due to Jointing; bank failures during wet 

weather stermilng frcm slippage along Joint planes are ccrmon as Is wedging 

caused by freezing and thawing. Floodplaln alluvlun, as occur at Deep Run and 

Stony Run, generally underlie the floodplalns frcm one valley walI to the 

other, and range In thickness frcm a few feet to as much as 15 feet. Con- 

straints on construction In floodplalns are several; the sediments are gener- 

ally loose and water-saturated due to a perennially high water table and they 

are subject to Inundation during flood events. 

b.  Sol I Associations 

The U.S. Soil Conservation Service along with the 

Maryland Agricultural Experiment Station has conducted sol I surveys of Anne 

Arundel and Hcward Counties. These surveys have classified and mapped the 

soils of the two counties into fifteen separate soil associations, where an 

association consists of at least one major soil series and one minor soil 

series which consistently occur together. The Route 100 Study Corridor encan- 

passes four major soil associations. These soil associations are surmarlzed 

below: 

Evesboro-Rtmford-Sassafras - Covering most of that 

portion of the study area In Anne Arundel County east of Ridge Road, this 

association consists of excessively drained and we11-drained sandy and loamy 

soils, found on gently sloping to moderately steep slopes. The major soils 

have few limitations other than slope for residential and connunlty develop- 

ment. Seme Important, minor soils have limitations for use as building sites or 

for septic systans, because of their unstable substratum, slowly permeable 

sub-so 11s or seasonabIy hIgh water tab Ie. 
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Mulklrk-Evesboro - This association covers the study 

area frcm approximately Ridge Road west to Deep Run in Anne Arundel County. 

It consists of well-drained loamy and clayey sol Is and excessively welI 

drained sandy soils, found on nearly level to steep slopes. These soils are 

underlain by unstable clays, which pose a potential hazard to development. 

BeltsvlIle-Chi11un-Sassafras - Covering most of the 

Route 100 Study Corridor In Howard County, this association consists of deep, 

moderately well drained, gently sloping to strongly sloping sol Is of the 

Coastal Plain. 

Nesham Iny-MonaI to - This soil association covers a 

smalI area between U.S. Route 1 and 1-95 in the Howard County portion of the 

study corridor. It is ccmposed of deep, we11-draIned, moderately slowly 

permeable, gently sloping to steep soils. 

The Soil Conservation Service (SCS) has developed 

mapping for farmlands of statewide Importance In Anne Arundel County. The 

Information shows that there are no Important farmlands in the study area west 

of the AMTRAK rail line. There are scattered areas of Important farmlands 

between MTRAK. and the Baltimore Washington Parkway, but only a very snail 

portion of these areas are classified as "Prime" farmland. No similar mapping 

for Important farmlands has been performed by SCS for the Howard County por- 

tion of the study area. 

An extensive evaluation of zoning maps and sol Is data 

for the MD Route 100 alternates has been performed by the Soil Conservation 

Service specifically for this project to determine if the Farmland Protection 

Pol icy Act (FPPA) applles to this area. The FPPA does not apply to any of the 

111-34 

• 



^ 

alternates in Anne Arundel County due to either the preclusion frcm FPPA by 

current zoning, or to alack of soils qualifying as prime or of statewide 

importance in those areas not precluded by zoning. However, a smalI area of 

statewide Important sol Is was found to be applicable In Howard County. 

5.   Water Resources 

a.  Surface Water 

(1) Drainage Areas - The Maryland Route 100 Study 

Corridor lies entirely within the Patapsco River Watershed. That Is, all 

surface runoff frcm the corridor ultimately finds its way to the Patapsco 

River and thence to the Chesapeake Bay. within this major watershed, the 

study corridor crosses four .tributary streams to the Patapsco River. These 

streams are Deep Run, Plney Run, Stony Run, and Sawn 111 Creek. Figure 111-2 

shews the drainage divides for their respective drainage areas. In addition 

to these streams, there are nunerous natural and man-made ponds In the study 

area. 

The total Patapsco River Watershed has a drainage area 

of 1056 square miles. The drainage area of those tributaries crossing the 

Route 100 Study Corridor totals approximately 41 square mlles, or 3.9 percent 

of the Patapsco Watershed area. Seme basic information on each of these 

tributary drainage areas Is provided below: 

Plney Run - Located entirely within Anne Arundel 

County, this stream is actually a tributary to and part of the total drainage 

area of Deep Run. The existing Dorsey Road crosses this stream approximately 

one-half mile east of the Baltimore/Washington Parkway. Its drainage area Is 

2.8 square miles. 
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Deep Run - This Is the largest of the drainage areas 

overlain by the Maryland Route 100 Corridor, covering all of that portion 

within Hcward County and extending into Anne Arundel County. Just north of 

Dorsey Road, the Hcward/Anne Arundel County boundary leaves the B&0 railroad 

line and follows this stream to the Patapsco River. Excluding the Plney Run 

subdralnage area. Deep Run has a total drainage area of approximately 17.8 

square mlles. 

Stony Run - Generally paralleled on the east by 

the AMTRAK line. Stony Run drains that area of the study corridor which In- 

cludes the ccmnunlty of Harmans and the western portion of BWI Airport. It 

has a total drainage area of approximately 9.9 square miles and flows directly 

to the Patapsco River. 

Sawn 111 Creek - This stream drains the study 

corridor area east of Telegraph Road, Including the ccmnunlty of Queenstown 

and the eastern portion of BWI Airport, as well as a major portion of Glen 

Burnle. With a total drainage area of approximately nine square miles. It is 

a tributary to Furnace Creek and Curtis Creek on their way to the Patapsco 

River. The U.S. Geological Survey did maintain a record gaging station on 

Sawmill Creek near Baltlmore/AnnapolIs Boulevard (1944 to 1952) and recorded 

an average stream flew of 8.26 cubic feet per second (CFS). The peak 100-year 

flew at this location was determined to be 205 cfs. 

(2) Surface Water Quality -Water quality standards 

have been developed by the State of Maryland for four different water use 

classifications, and all of the streams In the Maryland Route 100 corridor 

have been designated as Class 1 waters. Under this classification, the waters 

must be protected for contact recreation, fish and other aquatic life, and for 
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wl Idl Ife. This protection Is sufficiently strlnsent to al lav for Its use as a 

water supply. 

The State does not have speciflc water qua 11ty 

sampling data for the four streams crossing the Route 100 corridor, but the 

West Chesapeake River Bas.n Water Qua, itv M.n.n^ „.„ (ig76) SLinT1ari2es 

existing water qua.Ity for the Patapsco Watershed. Water qua.Ity Is genera.ly 

good with dissolved oxygen, pH, and tarperature consistently meeting state 

standards. Hcwever, localized bacterial problans do occur. The streams are 

generally characterized by high turbidity and slow moving water. There are no 

knavn point source discharges of pollution Into these streams, and the princi- 

ple threat to water quality is frcm non-point source runoff fro* urban 

development. 

(3) Floodplalns - The four major streams of the Route 

100 Study area typify most water courses in that they flow in definite chan- 

nels bordered on both sides by flat areas or va.ley floors referred to as 

floodplalns. The channel can contain within Its banks a discharge of on.y 

moderate size, and during periods of high stage the floodplaln is inundated 

and in effect becomes part of the river channel. These f.oodp.ains therefore 

provide design constraints on highway projects. 

The Federal ^Bnergency Management Agency (FEMA) 

under the National Flood Insurance Program has mapped the Iimlts of the 100- 

year floodplalns for those streams in the Route 100 Corridor, and these f.ood- 

p.ains are shc^n on Figure ...-2. A 100-year flood is a storm that has a one 

percent chance of occurring in any year. 
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Floodplalns contribute to the area's environmental 

quality In a nunber of ways. They contain, retard and absorb flood water, 

provide Important wiIdlIfe habitats and buffer streams. Floodplalns are 

unsuitable for development which can be damaged by flooding or which will 

increase flooding. 

Figure 111-2 shews that Deep Run, Piney Run, Stony 

Run, and Sawmill Creek all have 100 year floodplalns along the study corridor, 

with seme extending up to 600 and more feet In width. 

b. ' Groundwater 

Within the study area there are two major aquifers 

which supply groundwater for Anne Arundel County. These are the Patapsco and 

Patuxent formations, which occur as a series of Irregularly shaped wedges that 

dip gently, generally less than 1 degree, to thevsoutheast. Groundwater is 

stored In the pore spaces of these granular deposits. The Patapsco formation 

outcrops extensively in the study corridor (See Figure 111-5, Section 

11 I.e.4.), and these outcroppings serve as important recharge areas for the 

aquifer. The deeper Patuxent formation In the vicinity of the study area Is a 

confined or artesian aquifer with Its recharge area primarily to the west In 

Hcward County. 

The Patapsco Is a muItI-aquIfer formation consisting of 

Irregularly stratified Interbedded, variegated silt and clay and clayey, 

subgrounded, fine to medlun grained quartrose sand; with minor amounts of 

gravel.. Sand percentages of the total Patapsco thickness generally range 

between 25 and 50 percent. Individual sand beds often exceed 50 feet In 

thickness.  It Is an extremely productive groundwater source. Well yields 
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range frcm 3 to 2,160 gallons per minute (gpm); although yields over 1,000 gpm 

are except IonaI. The Patapsco * s transmIssIvIty genera 11y ranges between 160 

ft2/day and 6,700 ft2/day (Hansen, 1972b) with the highest values occurring in 

Anne Arundel and Baltimore Counties. Storage coefficients for the formation 

tend to range between .005 and .00005. 

The Patapsco Formation Is the most widely used aquifer 

in the Maryland Coastal Plain, with most of this usage concentrated in the up- 

dlp (that is: upwards and parallel to the dip of the formation) counties, 

including Anne Arundel. Generally, In most up-dip areas, the natural quality 

of Patapsco groundwater Is good for potable supplles and most other uses. The 

water tends to contain less than 10 ppm of chlorides west of the Chesapeake 

Bay, and total dissolved solids are also low In the western portions of the 

formation. The up-dlp portions of the formation which occur in the study area 

tend to yield very soft water, which is also acidic (low pH) with high concen- 

trations of dissolved Iron. 

In parts of the Baltimore-Sparrows Point Industrial 

area, apparent over punplng and chemical contamination of the recharge zone In 

the past, seans to have altered the chemical quality of the formation's water. 

Sane Patapsco wells In that Industrial area now produce water that is either 

abnormally acidic, high In hardness, and/or high In chlorides and total dis- 

solved sol Ids. This points out two potential problems with the Patapsco. 

These are: the possibility that over punpIng In areas near to where the 

formation outcrops under brackish water could cause brackish water Intrusion 

i nto the format Ion; and the possIb111ty that IndIscrImInate dunp i ng of wastes 

In the formation's recharge zones could contaminate the formation's 

groundwater. 
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The Patuxent Formation consists of Irregularly strati- 

fled, cross-bedded and lenticular white or light gray to orange-brown, moder- 

ately sorted, angular sands and subgrounded gravels; also gray to ocherous 

silt and clay beds which occur In amounts ranging from less than 25 percent to 

greater than 75 percent of total formation. Like the Patapsco Formation, It 

Is one of the most productive water bearing formations In Maryland. Its 

transmlsslvlty ranges between 130 ft2/day and 10,700 ft2/day with the highest 

values appearing In Anne ArundeI, Baltimore and Harford Counties. Typical 

Patuxent storage coefficients range between .001 and .00001. The best well 

yields range frcm a few hundred to 1,200 gallons per minute. 

The natural water quality of the Patuxent Formation is 

generally good In most up-dlp locations. In these up-dlp areas, the forma- 

tion's water is cannon Iy soft, lew In total dissolved sol Ids (TDS), low In 

chlorides and with moderately lew but acceptable pH levels. High Iron content 

Is, however, often a problem In the up-dlp areas. Further down-dip the water 

tends to becane harder, more a IkaIi ne, I ewer In d i ssoIved Iron content, hIgher 

In chlorides and higher In total dissolved solids until the water Is too 

brackish for normal potable use In seme parts of Maryland's Eastern Shore. 

In the Imnedlate area of the Route 100 Study Corridor, Anne 

ArundeI County maintains a major we 11 field which taps the Patapsco and Patux- 

ent formation aquifers. This thirteen well field Is located along Dorsey Road 

and Hanmonds Ferry Road and serves the Glen Burnie potable water service area. 

Two of the weI Is are observation wells only. Treatment Is provided at the 

Dorsey Road Treatment Plant which provides aeration, chemical treatment, 

fluorldatlon, sedimentation, and filtration for a maxlmun capacity of 6.0 

million gallons per day (mgd). Six of the wells In the Dorsey Road field are 
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drawing water frcm the Patapsco formation and five are drawing frcm the Patux- 

ent formation.  The Patapsco we 11s range In total depth frcm 131 feet to 186 

feet, and the Patuxent weI Is range frcm 474 to 590 feet.  Figure 111-2 shows 

the locations of these weI Is. 

6.   Ecology 

a.  Vegetation 

With the advent of agricultural and urban land uses 

Into the study area, formerly extensive woodlands have been greatly reduced. 

However, significant areas of woodlands do still remain. Brush, et al (1976), 

ln the Vegetation Mao of Maryland have identified large wooded areas in the 

corridor west of the Baltimore-Washington Parkway, along the Stony Run and 

Deep Run stream valleys, and in the southeastern portion of the study area. 

The woodlands along Stony Run and Deep Run have been Identified as belonging 

to the River Birch-Sycamore Association, whi le the renaming woodlands belong 

to either the TulIp Poplar Association or the Chestnut Oak-Post Oak-Blackjack 

Oak Association. These associations are briefly described below: 

River Birch-Sycamore Association - Associated species 

include, red maple, poison Ivy, Virginia creeper, greenbrlers, sweet gum, 

Japanese honeysuckIe, southern arrowwood, tu11p popuIar, sp i cebush, bIack gun, 

grape, Ironwood, Anerican holly, flowering dogwood, black cherry, green ash, 

white oak, brambles, elderberry, slippery elm, and sassafras. 

Chestnut Oak-Post Oak-Blackjack Oak Assoclatlon- 

Assoclated species Include red maple, black gun, white oak, sassafras, green- 

briers, American holly, Virginia pine, black oak, Japanese honeysuckle, beech, 

early lew blueberry, flowering dogwood, sweet gun, scarlet oak, Spanish oak, 
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nxx:kernut hickory, Virginia creeper, black cherry, sweet pignut hickory, 

dwarfhuckleberry, mountain laurel, southern arrowwood, and tall deerberry. 

Tulip Poplar Association - Associated species Include 

red maple, flowering dogwood, Virginia creeper, black gun, white oak, sassa- 

fras, black cherry, grape, mockernut hickory, southern arrowwood, Japanese 

honeysuckle, pignut hickory, black oak, poison ivy, greenbriers, beech, splce- 

bush, northern red oak, mapleleaf vlburnun, early low blueberry, choke cherry, 

and brambles. 

In addition to woodland vegetation, there are agricul- 

tural areas composed of old fields, pasture, hay and grain crops; along with 

residential development with Its associated vegetation of lawns, gardens, and 

ornamental trees and shrubs. Appendix D tabulates representative vegetation 

of the study area. 

Threatened or Endangered Vegetation 

The Maryland Natural Heritage Program maintains records 

of rare, threatened, or endangered plants which occur throughout the State, 

and their data Indicate that no such species occur In the Irrmedlate vicinity 

of this project. Several state rare plants Arundlnarla glgantea (Giant Cane), 

Carex barratt11 (Barratt Sedge) and Helonlas bullata (Swamp Pink) have been 

reported In the f loodplains of Stony Run and Deep Run In the vicinity of 

Alternate 4. TWo of these, C. barratt11 and H. bullata. are federal candidate 

species presently under consideration by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

for listing as threatened or endangered species. 

b.  Wl IdlIfe 

The diverse vegetation and land use patterns In the 

study area provide a variety of habitats for wiIdlIfe with four principal 
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types In abundance. These are forest, old field, wetland, and freshwater 

aquatic cormunltles. Each habitat has Its cwn characteristic wildlife popula- 

tion, and there Is also a considerable amount of edge effect at the interface 

between habitats which enhances the productivity and diversity of wiId Iife. 

Appendix C lists representative species of animals of the study area. Birds, 

mamnals, fish, frogs, salamanders, turtles, and snakes are all well repre- 

sented . 

Seme of the streams in the project area are tributary 

to waters that have been recorded as anadrcmous spawning streams for species 

such as a lewIfe, and white and yellow perch. However, streams that cross the 

study corridor are not knewn to serve as spawning areas. 

Threatened or Endangered WIId IIfe 

Except for occasional transient Individuals, there are 

no knewn federally threatened or endangered species which reside In the study 

area, (refer to letter in correspondence section). 

c.  Wet Iands 

Wetland areas occur throughout the study area, predom- 

inantly along the major steams and tributaries. The U.S. Fish and WIidlIfe 

Service National Wetlands Inventory maps were used to Identify wetlands of the 

study area, and these are shewn on Figure 111-2. Extensive areas of wetlands 

occur along Stony Run, and Saw Mi 11 Creek and Deep Run, and scattered other 

pockets of wetlands occur throughout the corridor. These are all non-tidal 

wetlands of the Pa lustrine ecological system. Wetland areas along the streams 

are dcmlnantly forested, broad leaf deciduous, mapped as having either tanpor- 

arily flooded or seasonally flooded water regimes; with snaller areas of 
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narrow leafed, emergent vegetation of temporarily flooded water regime. The 

remaining wetlands Include many open water. Intermittently exposed ponds. 

These wetlands are essential coriponents of estuarlne 

and freshwater ecosystems, providing valuable habitat and food for nunerous 

species of plants and animals. Physically, the wetlands function as erosion 

control mechanisms and sediment traps. Hydro log lea Ily, vegetated wetlands 

function as buffer systems to flood water. Their unique water holding capa- 

city, estimated to be as much as 300,000 gallons per acre, allows them to 

store-excess water which Is released at times of drought to aquifer recharge 

areas. Vegetated wetlands also provide significant pollution abatement by 

acting as nutrient sinks which decrease water pollution by metabolizing nit- 

rates and phosphates and by absorbing and assimilating gaseous air pollutants. 

A more detailed wetlands analysis has been performed 

for those areas that may be Impacted by the developed alternates. Wetlands 

limits and characteristics were refined by the use of detailed soil series 

mapping from soli surveys of both Howard and Anne Arundel Counties, and by 

field Investigations also. Field investigations were conducted on November 

18, 1986 and March 30, 1987 with representatives of the U.S. Fish & Wildlife 

Service, the h/D DNR wetlands Division, and the U.S. Corps of Engineers. Notes 

of this reconnaissance are Included In the Correspondence Section. These soil 

surveys characterize the suitabiIIty of specific sol Is series for both wetland 

plants and wetland wildlife habitat. Ten separate wetland areas have been 

identified along the path of the selected a Iternate(Alternate 38 Modified). 

Limits of these areas are shown on Figures 11-26 thru 11-35, and Table 111-6 

surmarlzes Information on each. Table 111-6a surmarIzes data on wet Iands 

associated only with the other Build Alternates. 

Ill 



I 

en 

Wetland (a) 
Number  

W-l 

W-2 

W-3 

W-4 

W-5 

W-6 

W-7 

W-8 

W-9 

W-10 

Location 

Along Sawmill Creek, 
East of Friendship Park 

Along Sawmill Creek 
near WB & A Road 

Buckingham Nursery 

Along Stony Run 
South of Koppers Plant 

Stony Run Tributary 
NE of Harmons Park 

Piny Run Tributary 
S.W. of Shipleys 
Corner 

Along Piny Run 
S. of Dorsey Road 

Along Deep Run Trib. 
near Race Road 

Along Deep Run 
North of Dorsey 

Along Deep Run Trib. 
West of U.S. Route 1 

TABLE III - 6 

DESCRIPTION OF WETLANDS 

Classification 

Palustrine forested 
Broad leaf deciduous 
Temporary flooding regime 

Palustrine forested 
Broad leaf deciduous 
Temporary flooding regime 

Palustrine forested and 
Palustrine emergent areas 

Palustrine forested and 
Palustrine emergent areas 

Palustrine forested 
Broad leaf deciduous 

Palustrine forested, 
Broad leaf deciduous. 
Needle leaved evergreen 

Palustrine forested. 
Broad leaf deciduous 

Palustrine forested 
Broad leaf deciduous 

Palustrine forested 
Broad leaf deciduous 

Palustrine forested 
Broad leaf deciduous 

Representative 
Vegetation 

Red Maple, Black Gum 
Winterberry, ferns, 
Chokeberry 

Sweet Gum, Red Maple, 
White Oak, arrowwood 
High brush blueberry 

Black Gum, Maple, 
Willows, River Birch, 
Cattails 

Red Maple, Spagnum Moss, 
Winterberry, Viburnum 

Red Maple, Black Gum 

Red Maple, Black Gum, 
River Birch, Pitch Pine 

Red Maple, Black Gum, 
River Birch 

Sycamore, Red Maple, 
Viburnum 

Sycamore, Black Gum, Red 
Maple, Chokeberry 

Sycamore, Black Gum, Red 
Maple, Arrowwood 

Approximate width 
thru Corridor (b) 

775' 

640' 

675' 

800' 

570' 

180' 

250' 

480' 

1760' 

500' 

(a) See Figures 11-26 thru 11-35 

(b) Widths are approximate as estimated in the field and by soil survey data; may vary to time of year and 
hydrologic support system. Maps indicate approximate maximum extent. 



TABLE III - 6 (a) 

STUDY AREA WETLANDS SUMMARY 

Wetland 
Number 

Affected by 
Alternate No. 

W2-1 2 

W2-2 2 

W2-3 2 

W2-4 2 

W2-5 2 

W2-6 2 

W2B-1 2B 

W-2B-2 2B 

W-2B-3 2B 

W-3A-1 3A 

W-3A-2 3A 

W-3A-3 3A 

W-4-1 4 

W-4-2 4 

W-4-3 4 

W-4-4 4 

W-4-5 4 

Location Classification Area (acres) 

BWI Airport nr. Post 11 PF01A 0.3 

BWI Airport @ Dorsey Rd. PFOIA/PEMIE 1.9 

E. of Wright Rd. along Dorsey Rd. PF0IA/R3UBL 4.5 

Along Dorsey Rd. opposite St. 
Marks Church 

PFOIA 0.3 

Old Dorsey Rd. &  Dorsey Rd. PEMIEX 0.2 

Between Dorsey & Old Dorsey W. 
of MD 170 

PFOIE 2.1 

S. of Friendship Pk. @ BWI PFOIA 0.6 

Between WB & A Rd. & Route 3 PFOIA 1.9 

Along Jones Road PFOIA 1.7 

At Bend in Jones Road PFOIA 2.2 

E. of WBA Rd., S. of Queens- 
town Road 

PFOIA % 2.0 

W. of WB & A Rd. PFOIA/R3UB 1.2 

End of S. Thomas Rd. P0WHx/PEM5Gx/PF0IE 6.2 

Along O'Connor Rd. PFOIA 8.6 

I 295/Race Rd. Int. Area PFOIA 1.0 

E. of I 295 @ Race Rd. PFOIA 2.6 

S.E. Quadrant 1-295 Inter- 
change 

R3UBI/PF0IE 5.5 • 

^ 



TABLE III - 6 (a) (cont.) 

STUDY AREA WETLANDS SUMMARY 

Wetland 
Number 

Affected by 
Alternate No. Location Classification Area (acres) 

W-4-6 4 I 295 interchange E. of 1-295 PFOIA/POWH 3.2 

W-4-7 4 1-295 interchange N. of Rt. 100 PF0IA/R3UB2H 1.6 . 

W-4-8 4 Along Race Rd. E. of 1-295 PFOIA 0.3 

W-4-9 4 E. of Race Road PF0IE/P3UBIA 1.7 

W-4-10 4 E. of Deep Run PF0I6 0.3 

W-4-11 4 Patapsco St. Park PFOIE 0.4 

W-4-12 4 Patapsco St. Park, S. R/W PFOIA 0.1 

W-4-13 4 Patapsco St. Park, W. of Pond PFOIA 1.3 

W-4-14 4 Patapsco St. Park PFOIE 1.0 

W-4-15 4 Between Race Rd. & 1-295 PFOIE 0.4 

W-4-16 4 BWI Airport near Rt. 170 R3UB2 0.6 

W-4-17 4 Patapsco State Park PFOIA 0.8 

W-4-18 4 Patapsco State Park PFOIA 0.7 

W-4-19 4 Patapsco State Park R4 0.1 

W-4-20 4 Amtrack lines near 1-170 PFOIA/POWx/ 
PEM5H/R3UBI 

25.5 

W-4-21 4 W. of Ridge Road PFOIE 0.6 

W-4-22 4 NW of W-4-21 PFOIA 1.0 

W-4-23 4 BW & A Road PFOIE 4.3 

ife 



Wetland 
Number 

Affected by 
Alternate No. 

W-4-24 4 

W-4-25 4 

W-4-26 4 

W-4-27 4 

W-4-28 4 

WC-1 X Over 

WC-2 X Over 

WC-3 X Over 

WC-4 X Over 

TABLE III - 6 (a) (cont.) 

STUDY AREA WETLANDS SUMMARY 

Location 

W. of WB & A Road 

E. of WB ft A Road 

E. of WB & A Road 

Sawmill Creek area 

Along Jones Road 

E. of Ridge Road 

E. of Ridge Road 

W. of Ridge Road 

Piney Run N. of 
Dorsey Road 

Classification 

P35IA/PF0IA 

PEM5A 

POWX 

PFOIA 

PFOIA 

PEMIE 

PEM2A 

R41 

R35BI 

Area (acres) 

3.4 

0.1 

2.0 

1.7 

2.2 

0.5 

0.3 

0.1 

0.8 
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7.      EnvIronmentaI Iy Sens 111ve Areas 

Environmentally sensitive areas along the study corri- 

dor incIude the Troyh11 I Natural Environmental Area and the Maryland Depart- 

ment of Natural Resources' Buckingham Forest Tree Nursery. 

In the eastern quadrant of the 1-95 - Maryland Route 

100 Interchange In Howard County Is the Troyhlll Natural EnvIrormentaI Area. 

The area Is a tract of approximately 57 acres of woodlands and pioneer growth 

which is also a historical site included on the National Register of. historic 

places. Troy, which Includes a house built In 1820, Is the remaining fragnent 

of an original 1100 acre parcel settled In 1695 by John Dorsey. Howard County 

has tentative plans for developing this site Into an arboretun to be run by 

the Elkrldge Heritage Society, which wiI I Include meadows and shrub planting, 

wlIdfIcwer areas, and restoration of the existing buiIdlng. The site will 

thus beccme an area of high scenic and environmental value. Since this area 

lies outside the study area limits, it wi 11 not be Impacted by the project, 

and is not discussed further in this report. 

The Buckingham Forest Tree Nursery is an approximately 

130 acre area located adjacent to the AMTRAK line south of Dorsey Road (see 

Figure 111-2). It Is operated by the Maryland Department of Natural Resources 

to provide seedlings of various species for use throughout the State. Envir- 

onmental concerns that have been Identified for this site regarding Impacts 

frcm a new roadway Include loss of land for seeding beds, disruption or pollu- 

tion of the spring fed system of Irrigation ponds, and potential air pollution 

problems. A separate environmental study has been developed to address the 

concerns for this nursery, (Analysis of Impacts on Buckingham Nursery result- 

ing frcm Proposed MD Route 100 - October, 1986), and is available for review 
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at the Maryland State Highway Adnlnistration Library, 707 North Calvert 

Street, Baltimore, Maryland and at all State Depository Libraries. The 

results are surmarized below and In Section IV.C.5 of this docLment. 

The Buckingham Nursery property is comprised of several 

habitat types based on natural success IonaI stages, past mining practices and 

present nursery practices. Various portions of the property are used by State 

Forest, Park and Wildlife personnel for production of seedlings, seed 

orchards, field production areas, and tree plantation areas. There are also 

fa I lew fields, grass covered areas and newly cleared areas. 

Seed areas are used to grew tree seed IIngs on an annual 

or biannual basis. Seed orchard areas are planted groves of trees used to 

produce seeds. These seeds are then harvested and used to produce seed 11ngs. 

Field production areas are fields used to grew trees beyond the seedling 

stage. These trees are raised to sapling stage before being removed for 

planting elsewhere or are used to grew trees from which cuttings are taken on 

an annual basis. 

There are several areas referred to as tree plantations 

and most of these are In white pines. The areas are used primarily for 

screening and aesthetics. Fallow fields are generally covered with sparse 

herbaceous growth, and these areas will be converted to tree production/propa- 

gation depending on the nursery scheduling. In addition, there are 15.1 acres 

of newly cleared land. A large portion is expected to be used in the near 

future for seed beds. 

There are also wetland areas In the nursery described 

In the National Wetlands Inventory as pa lustrine, forested broad leaf, decid- 

uous, seasonal (PFOIC). This wetland type Is characterized by a thin canopy, 
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a well-defined shrub layer and humiocking. Red maple Is the daninant canopy 

species, with sweet bay scattered throughout (facultative wetland species). 

Wlllew and tupelo are also occasional species. Pines and oaks are found along 

the drier edges and on raised areas which appear to be spoiI piles and aban- 

doned roadbeds. 

Several small ponds are located within the nursery. 

These ponds are mostly excavated, having been created by past mining 

practices. The ponds are classified as PCWFx or TOWZx (palustrine, open 

water, unknown bottcm. semipermanent or Intermittently exposed/permanent, 

excavated). The largest pond Is used as a source for nursery irrigation 

water. 

^ 
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D.  Air Quality 

The Maryland Route 100 project is within the Metropo11 tan Balti- 

more Interstate Air Qua Iity ControI Region. While only a portion of the 

region does not meet the primary standards for carbon monoxide (00), the 

entire region Is subject to transportation control measures such as the Veh- 

icle Bnlsslon Inspection Program. 

A detailed mlcroscale air quality analysis has been performed to 

determine the 00 impact of the proposed project and Is described In further 

detal I. in Section IV.D. 
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E.  Noise 

Existing Noise 

Existing noise conditions In the study corridor are described in 

detail in Section IV.E.2., Anblent Noise Level Measuranents, and in a supple- 

mental report to this EIS (Maryland Route 100 - Noise Analysis Report). Noise 

sensitive areas along the study corridor such as residences, schools, 

hospitals, and parks, are identified In Section IV and ambient noise levels 

are presented. 

In this assessment, noise levels are presented in terms of the A- 

weIghted equivalent sound level, abbreviated here as Leq. It is a single 

number representation of the actual fluctuating sound level that accounts for 

a 11 the sound energy during a given period of time. The units of Leq are A- 

weIghted decibels or dBA. The A-weightlng means that the sound level Is 

measured In a method that approximates the response of the hunan ear with de- 

enphasis of low and very high frequencies, and emphasis on the mid frequency 

range. 

In most residential areas, Leq values generally range between 50 

dBA and 70 dBA. Quiet rural areas can be below 50 dBA, while noisy urban 

areas with either high volunes of street traffic or aircraft overflights can 

be above 70 dBA. Tables In Section IV.E. present the measured existing or 

"ambient" values of Leq along the proposed Maryland Route 100 corridor. In 

general, existing Leq ranges frcm mid-50's dBA to upper 60's dBA. Only within 

approximately 50 feet of Dorsey Road do existing street traffic noise levels 

exceed 70 dBA Leq. 
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It should be noted that throughout the study area, noise frcm 

aircraft operations at Baltimore-Washington International Airport are audible. 

If not dominant. Aircraft noise, however, cannot be considered to completely 

cover up or "mask" street traffic noise. Aircraft noise Is very different 

frcm street traffic noise, being characterized by relatively short duration, 

high level events, with quiet periods in between. Traffic noise, on the other 

hand, tends to be fairly constant in level, varying slowly as rush periods 

begin and end. 

Thus, though aircraft noise exists, and was measured throughout 

the study area. It has been separated frcm the measured ambient Leq values. 

Tables In Section IV.E. showing measured ambient Leq values give both the 

total or "with aircraft" noise levels and the non-aircraft or "without air- 

craft" noise levels. 

Future Noise Impacts 

The effects of noise frcm the proposed Maryland Route 100 are 

Judged In accordance with Federal Highway Adninistration (FHWA) standards and 

Maryland State Highway Adnlnlstratlon (SHA) guidelines. According to FHWA 

regulations as given In 23CFR772 or In FHPM 7-7-3, traffic noise Impacts occur 

when: 

"...the predicted traffic noise levels approach or exceed 
the noise abatanent criteria (see Table 111-7), or when 
the predicted traffic noise levels substantially exceed 
the existing noise levels." 

FHNA regulations further state that noise Impact should be 

assessed for the noisiest hour of the day In the design year (this Is usually 

the peak hour). Maryland State Highway Adninlstratlon also considers an 

Increase of 10 dBA or more above existing ambient levels to represent a signi- 

ficant Impact. 
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TABLE I I 1-7 

NOISE ABATEMENT CRITERIA AND 
LAM)  USE RELATIONSHIPS 
SPECIFIED IN FHPM 7-7-3 

ACTIVITY 
CATEGORY Leq(h) 

57 
(Exterior) 

B 

D 

E 

67 
(Exterior) 

72 
(Exterior) 

52 
(Interior) 

DESCRIPTION OF ACTIVITY PROGRAM 

Lands on which serenity and quiet are of 
extraordinary sIgnificance and serve an 
important pub IIc need and where the pre- 
servatIon of those qua Ii 11es is essentI a I 
if the area is to continue to serve its 
intended purpose. 

Picnic areas, recreation areas, play- 
grounds, active sports areas, parks, resi- 
dences, motels, hotels, schools, churches, 
libraries, and hospitals. 

Developed lands, properties, or activities 
not Included in Categories A or B above. 

Undeveloped lands. 

Residences, motels, hotels, pub Iic meeting 
rooms, schools, churches, libraries, 
hospitals, and auditor Iuns. 
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Throughout the study corridor, all noise sensitive land uses are 

considered to fall in Activity Category B of Table 111-7. Thus noise impacts 

occur when computed design year Maryland Route 100 traffic Leq values exceed 

67 dBA, or when these computed levels exceed the measured "without aircraft" 

levels by 10 dBA or more. 
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F.  Cultural Resources 

1.   Historic Sites 

The Maryland Historical Trust, in conjunction with the State 

Highway Adnlnlstratlon, has identified seventeen sites of historical signifi- 

cance in the study area. Two sites, the Smith farm located near Telegraph 

Road at Queenstcwn Road and the Shipley House located on Ridge Road south of 

Shipley Corner, are considered eligible for the National Register by the State 

Historic Preservation Officer. The renalning 15 sites have been designated as 

being of Maryland Inventory Quality only, and not thought to meet the criteria 

for inclusion In the National Register. These historical sites are described 

In Table 111-8 with their historical significance, and are located on Figure 

111-2. 

The Bill Shipley House, (AA 125) is a frame house, built in 

the mid-nineteenth century, located on a hill overlooking the intersection of 

Dorsey and Ridge Roads. Consisting of two parts, the south section is two 

stories high and three bays long, with a long two story wing attached to the 

east on the rear side. Attached to the north side is another two story, 3 bay 

structure which served as a store until 1913. The house Is ccmplemented by a 

board and batten barn, nunerous sheds and a frame corner lb which are located 

east of It. The building and Its setting retain considerable integrity and Is 

a visual reminder of the rural character of the area In the nineteenth and 

early twentieth century. It Is also significant for Its association with the 

Shipley family, prominent In the area, who built the house and occupied It 

untiI the sale to the current owner. 

111-57 



fcT V 

The Smith Farm is visually dcmlnated by the large, two 

story, four bay frame house which sits on a hill overlooking the surrounding 

cropland. This large, rambling, frame structure, probabIy bu111 In the third 

quarter of the nineteenth century by the Smith family. Is conplenented by 

nunerous farm buildings of later vintage, and a family cemetery located next 

to the house. The farm is significant as a palpable link to the agrarian and 

rural character of this section of Anne Arundel County in the nineteenth and 

early twentieth century and for the architectural character of the house and 

Its traditional setting. 

2.   Archeologlcal Sites 

A Phase I Archeologlcal Investigation of the project area 

identified 24 archeologlcal sites that would be Impacted by alternatives being 

considered. Of these, five prehistoric sites (18AN579, 18AN582, 18AN29A, 

18AN352, 18AN580) and one historic site (18AN596) were Identified as having 

potential National Register significance. One site, 18AN352, will not be 

Impacted by alternates now being considered. 

With the selection of Alternate 3B (Modified), Phase II 

archeologlcal work will be undertaken at sites 18AN596, 18AN580, and either 

18AN579 or 18AN582 to determine site boundaries, degree of impact, and 

National Register el I gib 11Ity. If Alternate 4/3B had been chosen, Phase II 

archaeological work would have been undertaken at site 18AN29A. 

Additional Phase I archeologlcal reconnaissance would also 

have been undertaken In archeologlcal test tract 12, along Alternate 4/3B 

which was not previously surveyed. This tract will not be Impacted by Alter- 

nate 3B (Modified). 
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TABLE I I 1-8 

STLDY AREA HISTORICAL SITES 

I* 

a. 
b. 
c. 
d. 

e. 
f. 

J. 
k. 

1. 

m. 

n. 

o. 
P. 
q. 

Description* 

Frame dwelIing 
Frame dwelIIng 
Smith Farm 
Frame dwe111ng and out 
buildings 
Hawkins house (AA 231) 
Farm on Harmans Road 
Alpha Assembly of God Church 
Dwelling (within park property) 
Plney Run (AA 124) 
Shipley House (AA 125) 
Frame dwel I ings., 
7114 Wright Road 
Frame dwelIIng, Dorsey Road 
east of BaI to./Wash. Parkway 
Frame dwelIing, Dorsey Road 
east of BaI to./wash. Parkway 
Frame dwelIIng, 
1576 Dorsey Road 
Frame dwelIing on Abraham Road 
Frame dwelIing on Abraham Road 
Frame dwelIIng on Dorsey Road 
west of BaI to./Wash. Parkway 

Significance 

Maryland Inventory Quality only 
Maryland Inventory Qua IIty only 
National Register eligible 
Maryland Inventory Qua IIty only 

Mary Iand Inventory Qua 11ty on Iy 
Maryland Inventory Quality only 
Maryland Inventory Qua IIty only 
Maryland Inventory Qua IIty only 
Maryland Inventory Quality only 
National Register eligible 
Maryland Inventory Qua IIty only 

Maryland Inventory Qua Iity only 

Maryland Inventory Qua Iity only 

Maryland Inventory Qua Iity only 

Maryland Inventory Qua Iity only 
Maryland Inventory Qua Iity only 
Maryland Inventory Quality only 

See Figure I I 1-2 for location of site 
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IV- EWIROtWEMTAL OSNSgg mj-Fg 

A'      Social  and Eeononlff 

t.       Social    Imparl-^ 

a-      Besldentlal Dlsplacamn.- .^ Relooatlon ^II.K,,,^. 

Residential dlsolaoanent    ., based on ore, ,m,nary relocation 

studies ocnd^ted by tne   state   H,g^y   ministration. The pre, ,mlnary 

relocation report    Isavalla.le    ,or examination   at the 

H,9^ay Actnmistrat.cn. 707 North Ca,vert Street, Baltl^re. ^ry.a^. Re- 

•ocatlcno, any^Mles and Individuals displaced by the proposed project 

wou.dbeac^pusnedln aocorda^e wltn th. th,*•, Relocation Ass,sta^e 

« Real Property Ac^lsltlon Ponces Act of ,970- <P.L. 9,^6) « ,, 

—— in ,937. A s^ry of tne re.^atlcn assisted pro,^ of tne state 

of Maryland is given In Appendix B. 

No-Build Alternate 

Theto-aulld   Alternate TOu,d    result  In    no residential  re- 

•—t'en. or dlsp,ace«nts.    This alternate would ^t    serve the   planned res- 

'd«t..l    and   cc^erca,    develop^nt    tnrou3tout    the   study area and  ,. TOt 

consistent with proposed  land use for both Anne Arunde, and ^ward Counties. 

Maryland Route 100 Altgrnafoo 

A.ternate 2 -option A would require the relocation of 38 

residences of wMc, 34 are a*ner-occUpled and 4 are tenant-occupied, affecting 

approximately 152 persons. 

Under Alternate 2 - Option B. 39 residences would be re.oca- 

ted involving 35 o,ner-occup,ed and 4 tenant-occup,ed res,dences. Approxi- 

mately 156 persons would be affected by this alternate. 
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The relocation of 39 residences wouldt_be..required for Alter- 

nate 3 - Option A. These relocations Include 31 owner-occupIed and 8 tenant- 

occupied residences affecting approximately 156 persons. 

Alternate 3 - Option B would require 29 residences to be 

relocated, of which 19 are owner-occup I ed and 10 are tenant-occupied. Ap- 

proximately 116 persons would be affected. 

The Alternate 3 Interchange option at Maryland Route 295 

would require 3 additional owner-occupied relocations; the Interchange option 

at Maryland Route 713 would require no additional relocations; and the Inter- 

change option at Maryland Route 170 would require 1 additional owner-occupied 

relocatlpn. 

Alternate 38 (Modified), the selected alternate, would 

require 22 residences to be relocated of which 12 are owner-occupied and 10 

are tenant-occupied. Approximately 88 persons would be affected. 

For Alternate 4, 33 residences would be relocated of which 

32 are ovner-occupIed and 1 Is tenant-occupied. Approximately 132 persons 

would be affected by this alternate. 

Alternate 4 with a connection to Alternate 3 - Option B near 

W.B.& A. Road would require 25 residences to be relocated of which 24 are 

cwner-occup I ed and 1 is tenant-occupied. Approximately 100 persons would be 

affected. 

The Alternate 3-Crossover-Alternate 4 a11gnment wouId re- 

quire the relocation of 40 residences of which 37 are owner-occupIed and 3 are 

tenant-occupied. This alternate would affect approximately 160 persons. 

All the required relocations are expected to be ccmpleted in 

a timely, orderly and hunane manner and without any undue hardship to those 
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affected. A reasonab.e leaa time of 24 months fro, the date of the inmatioh 

Of hegot^ohs «u,a „ necessary to acccnpNsh the retired re,ocatiohs. 

•fusing of Last Resort- ^d be at, nzed. if necessary, to provide caw- 

able decent, safe and sanitary housing. 

A survey   of the local rea! estate market reveals that there 

I. sufficient comparable rep.ace^nt   fusing  ,n    the area    for the d,s,ccat« 

fan* I les.      The survey    for the   H^ard C^nty area of the project was n^de In 

.January.  ,9ae and the survey for the Anne Arunde, ccnty   area of   the project 

was made    ,„ March.    ,987.   of the 25 ^ foM to ^ for „,. ,„ ^ ^ 

O^nty area of the project.  3   ^ ln    the ask,n3   ^ ^   ^ ^^ ^ 

ieo.oooand   aawere   greater than   ,60.^,.      Four ,„« were found to be for 

rent with the montmy rent greater than $3».    A,, of the    ,„ ha«s    found to 

"» 'or   sale ,„ the Anne Arunde, County area of the project were  In the asking 

Price range greater than sao.c^o.     NInety-one rental    units .twenty-fcr one- 

bedrco, apar^ts.    36 two^edr^m   aparb^ts. eleven   tw^bedroo, ^m.  „ 

three^edrc• h^es and a f^r-bedroc ^ wltft ^^    rents gr^ ^ 

.300 were found to be aval,»,..    ^^   ,t s^,a be ^ ^ ^ ^^ 

rep.ac^t housing for those ,„,„. dlsp^ed fron the Queensta«n ca^nlty 

-l- «»    m the   G.en eurme/Per^.e or the Pt. ^de area .,„ there Is no 

sufficient h^sm, aval,able wlthm   the   o^nlty.       There   are   no adverse 

^cts expected to the cc•,t,es to which the dlsplacees ray TOVe and there 

are no Kn^n outside projects which «„,«, affect the ava, lab,, ,ty   of replace- 

ment housing.      * significant change ,„ population density or distribution  is 
expected. 

in addition to   the   required   displacements,    an additional 

-ount of   nght-of^ay would be required frOT other properties to acc^te 
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the new a IIgnment required under each alternate. Whlle much of the land Is 

vacant, seme parcels have been proposed for future development.  Table S-1 In 

the sunnary shews the acreages affected by type under each alternate. 

b.   Effects on Minorities, Handicapped, Elderly Persons 

The Build Alternates would have the following effects on 

minority residences: 

Alternate 2 - Option A would displace 20 minority owner- 

occupied and 3 minority tenant-occupied residences. Approximately 80 persons 

would be Involved. There would be 2 minority owner-occupied relocations frcm 

the Dorsey carmunlty located In the northwest quadrant of the existing Dorsey 

Road/Race Road intersection. Frcm the lirmedlate area east of the existing 

Dorsey Road/Maryland Route 295 Interchange, 2 minority owner-occupied and 1 

minority-tenant occupied residences would be displaced. The ccnrnxinlty of 

Shipley Corner would experience 4 minority owner-occupied, 1 minority tenant- 

occupied and 1 minority church displacement. One minority owner-occupied 

residence would be relocated frcm the southeast quadrant of the existing 

Dorsey Road/Maryland Route 170 interchange and 9 minority owner-occupied 

residences would be relocated frcm the Queenstown cam unity. 

Under Alternate 2 - Option B, 21 minority owner-occupied and 

3 minority tenant-occupied residences would be relocated. This alignment has 

the same impacts as those for Alternate 2 - Option A, except that 10 minority 

cwner-occupled residences would be displaced frcm the carmunlty of Queenstown. 

The alignment for Alternate 3 - Option A would displace 24 

minority owner-occupied and 1 minority tenant-occupied residences. There 

would be 5 minority cwner-occupIed relocations frcm the Dorsey ccmmunlty 
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'ccata*  ,„ the nort^, ^^ of the ^^^ Rca./Race Roa.  ,„ter- 

-ti-.   rrOT the ,«,«. area   ^ of   the ^^   ^ ^^ 

"cut..*.    ,nterchange,    3   -.-cr.ty «««.,„„«,„,.,„„. „ , 

tenant^cup.e. res,^   «,«,   .e   dl,1^.   0ne   m|nor|ty ^^^^ 

res.^e aM    , Blnorlty   church ^^   ^ ^^^    ^ ^ ^^^ ^^ 

«—..*.    There ^)dbe   4   mlTOr|ty   ^^^   ^^    ^ ^ 

Bur^o.n sect.on of ^tam „hleh  „. a,ong ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

C-rt „ the ^nst• .^^ near ^ ^ ^^ ^^^ 8 ^^ 

.mmer-ooajpled relocations. 

Alternate 3 - option B would d.solac. 9 m,nor,ty o^er- 

«»,- ana , mnarny tenant^upieo res.e.es. This a„3mBnt has the 

« -npacts   as those   for .Iternete   3- 

-ute ,7o ,nter=hange.    East o, ^lana ^ ,70. ^ „ ^^ ^^^ 

enx arouM   the aueenst«n o^n,ty hefor. tleln, into «,«,„ Route ,ro .t 

•-07.    One minor,ty tenant^ed resides «la .e displaced frOT the area 

"here Option B crosses under Queenstown Road. 

Tie Alternate 3 mterchange optlon at Maryland Route 295 

«u- reou.re 3 additional B,„lty owner^ocupled re,«at,ons. 

The Alternate 3 mterc^e options at Maryland Route 7,3 

and tery,and Route ,TO ^Id not retire any addition, m,„orlty relocations. 

AUernate 38 (Madlf.ed,. the se.ected alternate. wu 

«"--. minority ^r^^ „ 3   ^^ ^^^ ^ 

-ere would   he three m,ncr,ty o.er^upie, r.I<10rtIan. ,„, ^ 

^nlty  located  In the nort^t ^dranfo, the eX,st,ng torsey Road/Race Road 

-tersectlcn.     PrOT the l^ed.ate area east of the ex,st,n3 Corsey Road^ary. 

-ndRoute^lnterchan^.  three m|TOr,ty   Wner^cup,ed resides   and one 

ft 
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minority tenant-occupied residence would be displaced. One minority owner- 

occupied residence and one minority tenant-occupied residence would be 

displaced frcm the Shipley Corner ccmmunity. There would be one minority 

tenant-occupied relocation frcm the Queenstown carmunlty In the vicinity of 

the Smith Farm. 

For Alternate 4, 12 minority cwner-occupIed residences would 

be relocated. Along Weeping Willow Road Just east of Maryland Route 295, two 

minority cwner-occupled residences would be displaced. One minority owner- 

occupied residence would be relocated frcm the area north of Calvary Church 

along Ridge Road and 9 minority cwner-occupIed residences would be displaced 

frcm the Queenstown carmunlty. 

Under the Alternate 3 - Crossover-Alternate 4 a IIgnment, 25 

minority cwner-occupIed residences and one minority tenant-occupied residence 

would be relocated. There would be 5 minority owner-occupied relocations frcm 

the Dorsey ccnrmunlty located in the northwest quadrant of the existing Dorsey 

Road/Race Road Intersection. Frcm the area Imnedlately east of the existing 

Dorsey Road/Maryland Route 295 Interchange, 10 minority owner-occupied resi- 

dences and one minority tenant-occupied residence would be displaced. One 

minority cwner-occupied residence would be relocated frcm the area south of 

Calvary Church along Ridge Road and 9 minority owner-occupIed residences would 

be displaced frcm the Queenstown ccmnunlty. 

Alternate 4/3B would require three minority owner-occupied 

residences to be displaced. TVo of these relocations are along Weeping WlI low 

Road and one Is In the area north of Calvary Church along Ridge Road. 

Because of close carmunlty relationships, the State Highway 

Adnlnlstratlon will consider every reasonable measure to maintain neighborhood 
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continuity. Relocation Assistance personnel wl11 meet with each person to 

ascertain their replacanent housing needs prior to dIspIacanent. Every effort 

will be made to mitigate ccmnunIty disruption and serve the Individual needs 

by conducting relocation assistance Informational meetings. These meet Ings 

will be designed to solIclt cormunity Input and ideas regarding comparable 

replacement housing. Whlle ccmparable replacanent housing is available In 

nearby areas, special efforts wl11 be examined including the use of Last 

Resort Housing to maintain, where possible, carmunlty ties. Close liaison 

with connunlty leaders wl11 be maintained to Insure that Individual needs are 

met through advisory services. 

The needs of the elderly and handicapped wl11 be considered 

as well as those of minority Individuals. 

The.construct Ion of Alternates 3 or 4 would renove through 

traffic fran the local road network and would thus have a positive impact on 

access and travel patterns for any elderly who may walk and drive along those 

roads. 

C-  f•^ *    Equal Opportunity Program of Maryland st»*A 
Highway Adnlnlstratlon y c 

11 Is the po11cy of the MaryIand State HIghway Adn InIstra- 

tion to ensure canpllance with the provisions of Title VI of the Civil Rights 

Act of 1964, and related clvlI rights laws and regulations which prohibit 

discrimination on the grounds of race, color, sex. national origin, age, 

religion, physical or mental handicap In alI State Highway Ad*inistratIon 

program projects funded In whole or In part by the Federal Highway Adninlstra- 

tion. The State Highway AcininIstratIon wjj I not discriminate In highway plan- 
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nlng, highway design, highway construction, the acquisition of right-of-way, 

or the provision of relocation advisory assistance. 

This polIcy has been incorporated Into alI levels of the 

highway planning process In order that proper consideration may be given to 

the social, econcmlc, and environmental effects of alI highway projects. 

Alleged discriminatory actions should be addressed to the Equal Opportunity 

Section of the Maryland State Highway Adnlnistratlon for Investigation. 

d-  Access  to  Neighborhoods,  Carmunltles,  and Carmunlty 

Facilities 

For the most part, the Build Alternates would Improve ac- 

cessibility, travel time, and safety by separating local and through traffic. 

Access and travel time would Improve for travel both within and outside the 

study corridor for intercounty ccnmuters, local residents, and businesses In 

developing Industrial areas. Maryland Route 100 would acccnrmodate a majority 

of through and business truck traffic allowing less congested local business 

and residential use of Maryland Route 176 and intersecting streets. Inter- 

changes would facilitate quicker and easier access, especially during peak 

volune periods. 

No-BulId Alternate - under this alternate, deteriorating 

traffic conditions will continue to worsen In the project area as congestion 

increases; posing hazards to children, bicyclists, pedestrians, and nearby 

residents. The Increase In traffic and related congestion would lead to more 

disruptions to the residential and carmerclal development along existing 

Maryland Route 176 than would any of the buiId a Iternates. The No-Bui Id 

Alternate would also lead to disruptions to ccmnunitles along adjacent roads 
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<nctab,y ^sw ^a>  M traff,0 „,„ (noreasing|y ^ ^ ^ ^ 

avola the congestion along Route 176. 

-'ternat9 2-   -Frcm '-95 «t to Maryland Route 295, this 
alternate «Ia d,sturb „, ^^^ ^^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^^ ^ ^ 

the Mariano Route ,7s/Raoe Road  ,„ters«t,on „here the^e »ou,d .e   6 residen- 

ts,    dlsplace^nts   and   disruptions   to patterns of Interaction »u,d ooour 

-.". -a allg^t wmch ,s on   „    loaitlon   ^   a|v,de   the oamun|t; 

-ess across   ». R^te ,00 Is prov,d«, via the Interssotlon with Race Road 

Thlsa.ternate^ld^e   the th^gn    tragic o,   ^y,and Route    ,7e frOT 

Race Road   west to   U s    Rmi+-«    i   • 
U.S.  Route    1   .ncreas.ng safety and access to the deve.op- 

merits  In this area. 

^rthls   alternate   the    ,nterse=t,on   of   dryland Route 
ne/u.s. R^te , „,„ ^ relocated wa,lmt.ly ,/4 miie ^  to ocBosite 
—ridge Read, due to Interchange constr.tlon. The 

-'-. te•,nate with a cu,-de-sac.  This re,ccat,on would TOt result In any 

yf .cant changes In access or driving t,re for those using Mary.and ^ 

•.      interchange oonstr^tlon at U.S. Route , ^id also result ,„ the relo- ' 

cation of a residential area access road to opposite the relocated entrance to 

the Maryland Route 100 Business Park  -n•.  . 
smess Park. These relocations would not have signi- 

ficant adverse effects In terms of accessibility. 

Alternate 2 would continue east across the Chess,e System 

«» Ra, iread, and O-Connor Read on bridge, tying Into eating ^ryla^ Route 

-6 at Race Road. Parkway Dr,ve South wl I, te „nnected by service roads to 

t-existing Mary.and Route ,76 and 

center access, wllialso be connected by service roads to the Alternate a 

Z) 
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alignment.  Accessibility and travel time should not be significantly affec- 

ted. 

Alternate 2 then Interchanges with Maryland Route 295, 

running parallel, and Just south of, Maryland Route 176. Access fran Wright 

Road would be relocated east of Its present Intersection. Existing Dorsey 

Road, east of Maryland Route 295, would beccme a service road accessed by 

Alternate 2 at the Intersection with the relocated Wright Road. This causes 

the travel distance to St. Marks United Methodist Church frcm the east to 

Increase by approximately one (1) mile and no other significant Impacts on 

accesslblIIty are anticipated. 

Frcm Maryland Route 295 east to Maryland Route 713 (Ridge 

Road), Alternate 2 would cause 4 residential relocations frcm the area of the 

existing Wright Road/Dorsey Road Intersection and at the Ridge Road/Dorsey 

Road Intersection, displacements of 7 residences, 6 businesses, a church and 

cemetery would cause disruptions to the carmunlty of Shipley Corner. 

The Alternate 2 ailgrment shifts slightly north of Maryland 

Route 176 East of the Ridge Road Intersection to minimize Impacts to the 

Sandalwood and Ridge View developments. There would, however, be an Increase 

In traffic on seme roads within the developments since access to the a IIgnment 

In this area frcm the developments Is I Imited to Leeds Road and Harmans Road. 

The Anne Arundel County Fire Department, located Just east of Ridge Road, 

would be provided with emergency-only access to both eastbound and westbound 

Route 100. The Sandalwood development would have access frcm and to eastbound 

Route 100 at Leeds Road. There would be no direct access to Route 100 frcm 
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Sandalwood Court. At the existing entrance to the Ba.tlmore Canons Industri- 

al Park, there would be an at-grade Intersection allowing access to the Indus- 

trial park to the north and Old Dorsey Road to the south. Access fran Harmans 

Road to westbound Route 100 would be at this Intersection wh..e access frOT 

Harmans Road to eastbound Route 100 wou.d be at the existing Dorsey Road/Har- 

mans Road Intersection. There wou.d be access to and fro* westbound Route 100 

at Sh.p.ey Avenue. Access to eastbound Route 100 fran Sh.p.ey Avenue wou.d be 

via U-turns at the Ba.t.more Cannons Industr.a. Park Intersection and access 

to Sh.p.ey Avenue frcm eastbound Route 100 wou.d be v.a U-turns at the Mary- 

land Route 170 interchange.  Near Sandalwood, there would be access to and 

frcm westbound Route 100 for those residences along the north side of Dorsey 

Road and these residences would have access to eastbound Route 100 via U-turns 

at the Route 713 Intersect.on and access fran eastbound Route 100 v.a U-turns 

at the Ba.t.more Cannons .ndustr.a. Park .ntersect.on.  Trave. to the Wes.ey 

Grove Un.ted Method.st Church frcm the east wou.d be Increased by approx.mate- 

ly three-fourths of a mlie and trave. fran the church to the west wou.d be 

increased by approximately two-thirds of a mile. 

The Alternate 2 allgrment then bridges over the fiMTRAK 

raiiroad and Interchanges with Maryland Route 170 (Camp Meade Road). Access 

to the road leading to the Buckingham Tree Nursery Is maintained. 

East of Maryland Route 170, Alternate 2 Is north of existing 

Dorsey Road and does not directly impact the Timber Ridge deve.opnent.  There 

is an at-grade intersection with Maryland Route 652 (Te.egraph Road) which 

maintains access to the development. 

The Alternate 2- Option A alIgrment then turns south of 

Mary.and Route 176. intersecting at-grade with W.B.& A. Road, and continues 
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onto the l-97/Route 100 Interchange. Access to the northern section of 

Queenstcwn would be maintained by bridging over a relocated Jones Road. 

Alternate 2 - Option B continues to run para I lei to Maryland Route 176 east of 

the Intersection with Maryland Route 652, turning south along the edge of 

Friendship Park and tying Into the I-97/MaryIand Route 100 Interchange which 

Is identical to Option A. The VFW Post 160 building would be relocated under 

Option A whlle Option B would maintain access to the buiIding since existing 

Dorsey Road would serve as a frontage road. 

Under either option, there wl11 be no significant Increases 

In travel time or clrculty of travel for the residents of Queenstown to use 

the existing road network. Hcwever, both options cross through the residen- 

tial area of Queenstcwn near the existing Maryland Route 100 terminus at 

Maryland Route 3 with Option A requiring 9 relocations and Option B requiring 

10 relocations at Maryland Route 3. Even though both options would bridge 

over a relocated Jones Road, the roadway would be a physical barrier that 

would essentially divide the cormunlty Into north and south sections. Both 

options also would require the acquisition of the northern corner of the 

Metropolitan United Methodist Church property. Neither option would disturb 

Queenstown Park. 

Alternate 3 - This alternate follows the alIgrment of Alter- 

nate 2 frcm U.S. Route 1 east to Maryland Route 295. Where relocated Dorsey 

Road ties into Race Road, there would be an Interchange Instead of the Alter- 

nate 2 at-grade Intersection. This alternate would basically have the same 

effects as Alternate 2, except that 10 residential relocations would be re- 

quired frcm the Maryland Route 176/Race Road Intersection. Access across the 

freeway Is provided via an overpass on the relocated Race Road. 
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AUernate 3 Begl„s to   a,verge scth   of ^ry.and   ^ ,76 

easto,   Marwan, Route   2S5.   „r,gnt noa, „,„ „ relocateo „ ^ 

^te ,00 to t,e,„to «,«,„, oo^noaa.    _s   to Route   ,00^*,^ 

*-   «.-   -   at   the   ..ocateo N. R,a3e Roa. .te^e,  ,•„g the 

raVe,dl3tarafranWrlght   ^ to   Kest^ ^   ^ ^   ^ 

-f ,00   to wr,aht   Roao by aCprox,rate,y one an* tnree-ouarter m,...    Four 

vocations «u,d „. rewlrea ^ ^ _ ^ ^ ^^^ ^^ ^^ 

— .nte.aeotron.       Tne  ^   Pl,grlm   eapt.at Curon ^.o ,« relccatea 

— •J,dber„a(sturBancetost. ^ ^.^ ^^   ^^ 

-n House, «. fclB1<y ^se> ^^ ^ ^ ^ ^^ ^ ^ ^^ 

P- .nteronange   at the   rerouted ^   Rlage ^ (Mary,arel 

-cute 7,3,   mcuaes an at-graoe intersection of Ne» R,*. P^H     . 
"e* R'a9e Roaa aw Dorsey Road 

which orovldes   convenient access    tar *„. « 
0r tne Anne Arunael County Fire Deoartment 

«h east^no and westbound Route   ,«.      Th.s ,nteronange   «u,d a,so re- 

-rethe   relocate of   Watts .ven.   and Rldge Chaoe,  Road.  resultlng  In an 

at-grade Intersection on Route 713      Evi*ti«« n    * 
3'    EX,St,n9 Route   ^lawou.d    terminate with 

cul-de-sacs at the freeway. 

The relocated   ^ R,a3e   ^ ^   Be ^ ^^ 

similar access to the exlstlng roads   would be   -i^., _ 
would be   maintained and    no signlfleant 

would be    , ^ Alternate   3 " l9'Tnent    ^ ^^   *— *- -"* «.- - Closed at the fre^y.    ^ ,rm ^ ^ ^ ^ 

^y   Route ,7s   „,. te vl. Rlage ^ ^ ^ ^^ ^ 

y •    -ess to ^s^tary-schooled be one   m„e ,onger   and rore 
-c-cusfor    those frcm 

-d and ,noreas,ng traffic wou,d resu,t ,n front of the schco,. „.„,„ 
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along Ridge Chapel Road Is expected to Increase due to the closing of Harmans 

Road and the provision of the Interchange on MD Route 100 with the Relocated 

Ridge Road. No relocations are required from the Matthewstcwn cannunlty. 

Maryland Route 652 (Telegraph Road) would be closed with 

cul-de-sacs Just north of the Alternate 3 Interchange with Maryland Route 170. 

This road closure would have no significant effect on access I b 111 ty to the 

area. Including the Munson Heights Development. 

The Alternate 3 - Option A alignment would then continue 

eastward frcm Maryland Route 170 and across W.B.&A. Road 1,300 feet south of 

Queenstcwn Road. W.B. & A. Road would be closed with cul-de-sacs on each side 

of the freeway and thus residences along W.B. & A. Road south of the freeway 

would have to travel to Dorsey Road via Maryland Route 174 and 170 and to 

Queenstcwn via Route 174 and Queenstown Road. The freeway crosses under 

Queenstcwn Road, and Queenstcwn Road wl11 remain at-grade. A swim club and 4 

residences would be relocated and W.B.&A. Road would terminate at the freeway 

thus separating those residences along W.B.&A. Road south of the freeway frcm 

the Burleytcwn section of the Queenstown carmunity at the intersection of 

W.B.& A. Road and Queenstown Road. 

The Alternate 3 - Option A connection to I-97 would be 

similar to Alternate 2 except that the ramp alignment would not cross Jones 

Road. The aIIgrment would cross through the Queenstown carmunity and require 

the relocation of 8 residences. Even though Queenstown Road would bridge over 

the freeway, the alignment In this area would act as a physical barrier that 

would essentially divide the Queenstown carmunity into 'north* and 'south' 

sect Ions. 
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Fran the Maryland Route 170 Interchange, the Alternate 3- 

Optlon B alIgnment would curve northeasterly and cross under Queenstown Road 

and continue north of the Burleytavn & Alberta Heights sections of the Queen- 

stown Cannun I ty. Queenstcwn Road would bridge over the freeway at approxi- 

mately Its current grade.  T*o residences would be displaced frcm the area 

where the alignment crosses under Queenstovn Road. Options would then curve 

easterly and cross W.B.&A. Road and go through the Landco Business Park and 

Friendship Park before tying Into existing Maryland Route 100 at 1-97. 

W.B.&A. Road would be terminated at the freeway with cul-de-sacs but no signi- 

ficant circuitous travel would result since access to Dorsey Road would be via 

Telegraph Road. 

The nearest access to either option of Alternate 3 for 

residents of Burleytcwn and Queenstcwn would be at either Maryland Route 170 

or 1-97.  Hcxvever, access and travel on the local road network would improve 

due to the removal of through traffic. 

Alternate 3B (Modified) (Selected Alternate - The selected 

alternate basically follews the alIgnment of Alternate 3 - Option B and would 

have many of the same effects on nelghtorhoods, connunltles. and local access. 

Alternate 38 (Modified) includes several provisions for minimizing access 

problem with the buiIdlng of this freeway. These Include: a bridge over 

Maryland Route 295 which would connect Race Road and Wright Road (See Figure 

I 1-30), bridging Harmans Road over Maryland Route 100 (See Figure 11-32) and 

bridging w.B.&A. Road over Maryland Route 100 (See Figure 11-34). Traffic on 

Ridge Chapel Road wi11 stl11 increase due to the Interchange of M). Route 100 

and Relocated Ridge Road (Figure 11-31), but bridging Harmans Road over m. 
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Route 100 wl11 decrease this traffic by providing direct access to Dorsey 

Road. 

Provisions for minimizing ccnmunlty disruptions include 

using a standard diamond configuration for the Race Road Interchange (See 

Figure II-28) resulting In the relocation of 4 residences instead of 10 and 

shifting the alignment of the relocated Ridge Road (Figure 11-31) to avoid the 

Mt. Pilgrim Baptist Church and cemetery. Bridging Harmans Road (Figure 11-32) 

and W.B.& A. Road (Fig. 11-34) over the freeway and providing a bridge over 

Maryland Route 295 to connect Race Road and Wright Road (Fig. 11-30) also 

minimizes ccnmunlty disruptions by allowing access between neighborhoods 

without making the local residences utilize the freeway or causing clrculty of 

travel. 

For residents of Race Road, north of Maryland Route 176, and 

for residents of Wright Road (Fig. 11-29,30), seme clrculty of travel will 

result frcm Alternate 3B (Modified). Even though the travel distances may 

increase, the travel times may be reduced due to the relief of traffic conges- 

tion on Maryland Route 176 and access to Maryland Route 100. 

The res I dents of Queenstcwn will experIence very little 

clrculty of travel. The only existing road in Queenstown to be cul-de-saced 

Is Telegraph Road (Fig. 11-33) but W.B.&A. Road to Donaldson Avenue can serve 

this movanent. Donaldson Avenue Intersects W.B.&A. Road approximately 1.25 

mlles south of the Queenstown Road/W.B.&A. 

The follcwlng table shews the distance and travel times for 

travel frcm Wright Road, Race Road and Queenstown Road to either end of the 

project (Maryland Route 176 Intersection with U.S. Route 1 on the west end and 

Maryland Route 176 Intersection with Hannmonds Ferry Road on the east end). 
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Travel times were based on peak hour levels-of-service for Alternate 3B (Modi- 

fied) for the year 2010 and the No-Bulld Alternate for 1987 And 2010. 

Response time from the Waterloo State Pol ice Barracks locat- 

ed at the intersection of U.S. Route 1 and Maryland Route 175 to nearly all of 

the locations along the project would be less than the 1987 No-Bulld response 

time and would be less than the 2010 No-BulId response time to every location 

In the study corridor (See the following Table). 

TRAVEL TIMES AM3 DISTANCES 

ALTERNATE 3B (MDDIFIED) VS. THE N3-BUILD ALTERNATE 

No-Bu 
Alter 

201 
Alignment 

Alternate 3B 
(Modified) 

2010 

No-Bulld 
Alternate 

1987 

lild 
nate 
0 

iravei 
Distance 
(Miles) 

Travel 
Time 

(Minutes) 

Travel 
Distance 
(Miles) 

Travel 
Time 

(Minutes) 

Travel 
Distance 
(Mi les) 

Travel 
Time 

(Minutes) 

Race Road to 
^~ 

U.S. Rte. 1 
Race Road to 

2.1 4.1 1.6 4.4 1.6 6.4 
Hamnonds Ferry 
Road 7.8 13.3 5.6 16.3 5.6 21.9 

Wright Road to 
U.S. Rte. 1 

Wright Road to 
4.6 7.6 2.2 6.5 2.2 9.4 

Hamnonds Ferry 
Road 5.0 9.50 5.0 14.3 5.0 19.2 

Queenstown Road 
to U.S. Rte. 1 

Queenstcwn Road 
7.3 13.3 7.0 18.8 7.0 23.9 

to Hamnonds 
Ferry Road 2.7 4.6 2.7 5.7 2.7 7.0 
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AIternate 4 - This alternate Is on an alignment Identical with the^ 

other build alternates until Just before It crosses Into Anne Arundel County where it 

swings northerly around Dorsey and the Industrial parks fronting on Maryland Route 

176. The alignment would not disturb any ccmnunltles although 3 residential reloca- 

tions are required frcm the area of Race Road north of the Parkway Industrial Center 

I. East of the Route 295 interchange, this alternate would require 8 residential 

relocations frcm Weeping Willow Road and Bentwoods Road. By crossing under Ridge 

Road, this alternate would not disturb the Calvary Chapel Church but would require 4 

residential relocations along Ridge Road north of Cemetery Road. Ridge Road would 

bridge over MD. Route 295 to provide access across the freeway. 

The proposed connection of Stoney Run Road to New Ridge Road 

would improve accessibility and travel time between Maryland Route 176 and the resi- 

dential area near Stoney Run Road. 

Alternate 4 bridges over but does not Interchange with Mary Iand\ 

Route 170 and thus access to Route 100 would be at the New Ridge Road Interchange 

(via Stoney Run Road) for Route 170 traffic traveling frcm the north or at the Mary- 

land Route 176 Interchange for Route 170 traffic traveling frcm the south. 

South of Maryland Route 176, the new alignment under Alternate 4 

would bisect W.B.&A. Road. The proposed bisection and closure of W.B.&A. Road by the 

new alIgnment would not significantly affect fire and polIce response time due to the 

proximity of alternative roads. 

East of the Metropolitan United Methodist Church, the a IIgnment 

would bridge over a relocated Jones Road which would maintain access to the northern 

section of Queenstcwn, and would then continue onto the I-97/Mary I and Route 100 

Interchange. 
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Al I other roads crossed by the ne» al lg•ent in the study area 

win be bridged a„a»,ng continued, uninterrupted access and travel for area res I- 

dents. 

Alternate 4 fol KMS the same al Igrment as Alternate 2. option A 

through the Queenstcn ccmnunlty and would have the same Impacts. 

The Crossover Ontlon (Alter^t, , to A|ternata „    - This alter 

nate a.so separates thrcogh and l^a, traffic, reduces congestion, and proves 

trave, t,me on Mary.and Route ,00. ^ever. just ^st of Maryland Route 29s. Mary,. 

andR<x,te ,76 weld deadend at Wright *oad due to Interchange constructs. AM 

'=ca, traffic bend fron or to Maryland Rete ,76 wou,d have to utlMzet^ne, 

•htercange at N. Ridge Road.  This Crease ,„ trave, d.sta^e of up to 4 m, ,* 

— r«,t ,„ inconvenience,  less accessibility of services and facilities, clr- 

cu.tyof travel, and Increase trave, t,TO for residents along Mary.and Route ,76 

Trave, to the west of Maryland Route 2S5 for the Anne Arunde, county F,re Oepar^t 

«.«.- iccated at Shipley Corner »u,a be greased by approx,rate,y 2 m, les. Rldge 

Road would bridge over the al Igmient. 

West of Maryland Route 295. this alternate would have the same 

impacts as Alternate 3 and east of the Me. Rldge Road extension this alternate would 

have the same Impacts as Alternate A. 

Between Route 295 and the N« R,dge Road extension, this alter- 

nate „,,, display „ residences fro, the area near the exlst.ng Wright Road/Dorsey 

-ad intersection and 3 residences frOT Rldge Road south of the Calvary Chape, 

O-ch. R.dge Road wou.d br,dge over the fre^ay and the Ca.vary Cape, Church ^u.d 

not be disturbed. 
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Alternate 4/3B - Frcm 1-95 to Just west of W.B.& A. Road, 

this alternate would have the same Impacts as Alternate 4. Frcm Just west of W.B.& 

A. Road to Maryland Route 3 (1-97), this alternate would have the same Impacts as 

Alternate 3-Optlon B although one residential relocation Is required where the free- 

way crosses W.B.& A. Road. 

e.  Parks and Pub IIc Recreation Areas 

The No-8ulId alternate would not directly Impact any of the parks 

or public recreation areas In the study area. However, the congestion and low 

levels of service would make accesslblUty to these areas difficult and dangerous, 

especially for pedestrians and bicyclists. 

Patapsco Valley State Park would be Impacted by Alternate 4 and 

Alternate. 4/3B. Friendship Park would be Impacted by Alternates 2A, 23, 3B, 4, 4/3& 

and the Crossover Option. These impacts, possible avoidances and mitigation measures 

are discussed In Section IV.J. 

Severn Danza Park, Harmans Park and Jessup and Dorsey Park would 

not be directly Impacted by any of the bulId alternates and access to a 11 parks and 

public recreation areas would be maintained and improved by any of the build 

alternates since through traffic would by removed frcm the local roads which access 

the parks. 

2.  Econcmlc Impacts 

a. " Business Displacement and Relocation 

No-BulId - The No-BulId Alternate would have no business 

dIspIacements. 

Alternate 2 - Option A - This alternate would displace 12 busi- 

nesses of which two are minority owned and occupied and one Is minority tenant occu- 

IV-20 



Pled. Of the re^nm, Besses. 6 are c^ner-cccup^ an. 3 are tenant «..- 

One of tnese .usmese rx^a.  ,. a fa• operate cons,st,n3 of approxlrate,y 
«.« acres of active ,„,„. ^ Buslnesses mloy , ^ ^   ^^ ^ 

employees, five of when, are meters of a minority group. 

A.ternat.2 -Option R . A total of ,2 Businesses waild be dis- 

placed under this aiternate, two of which are m,TOr,ty «„ed and occupied and one Is 

minority tenant .xcupie,.  0f the rM|nlng ^^^^ a ^ ^ ^^ ^ ^ 

^ tenant copied, one of these Business re,«at,cns is a fa• operation consist- 

ing cf approximateiy «.. acres of active fa•,and. These Businesses e^ioy a tota, 

=f aporox,rate,y 5, ^pioyees. five of who, are „«*ers of a minority grcup. 

Alternate 3 -OptIon A - Elght Busir^sses would Be reiocated 

under this aiternate Including one minority Mner occupied Business, 

finesses involve three Wner occupied Businesses and « tenant occupied Business 

IV- Of these Business relocations are fa• operations consisting of approxl^tely 

.2.5 and 7.o acres of active fa•,and. A tota, of approxlately 63 e^ioyees wou,d 

be affected, of which 20 Belong to a minority group. 

Alternate 3 - option R - Seven Businesses W.X,Id Be relocated 

under this aiternate. The Businesses invoive three owner occupied Businesses and « 

tenant occupied Businesses.  One of these Businesses Is a fa• operation consisting 

of approximately ,2.s acres of active fa•,and. A total of approxi^tely 

ees would Be affected, of which 20 Belong to a minority group. 

The Alternate 3 Interchange options at Maryland Route 295, Mary- 

land Route 7,3. and Maryiand Route ,TO w«„d require ,» additional Business reloca- 
tlons 

A.ternate 3B (Mnrt.f,^ . The selected alternate ^ ^ ^ 

business relocations as Alternate 3 - Option B. 
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Alternate 4 - This alternate would displace 7 businesses, of 

which 2 are minority owned and occupied. The remaining relocations Involve 4 tenant 

occupied businesses and one owner occupied business. One of these business reloca- 

tions Is a farm operation consisting of approximately 12.5 acres of active farmland. 

A total of approximately 56 employees would be affected of which 2 are members of a 

minority group. One of the businesses employs an estimated 30 Individuals. 

Crossover (Alternate 3 to Alternate 4) - A total of 7 businesses 

would be relocated under this alternate, of which 2 are minority owned and occupied 

businesses. One of these business relocations Is a farm operation consisting of 

approximately 12.5 acres of active farmland. A total of approximately 58 employees 

of which 4 are members of a minority group would be affected. 

Alternate 4/3B - This alternate would displace 6 businesses, of- 

whlch 1 is minority owned and occupied. The remaining relocations involve 3 tenant 

occupied businesses and two cwner occupied businesses. One of these business reloca- 

tions Is a farm operation consisting of approximately 12.5 acres of active farmland. 

A total of approximately 56 employees would be affected of which 2 are members of a 

minority group. One of the businesses employs an estimated 30 Individuals. 

A survey of the local real estate market reveals that there Is a 

sufficient nunber of available replacement sites for sale or lease In both counties 

to accctrmodate the affected businesses. 

AlI businesses would be assisted In finding suitable relocation 

sites in accordance with the requirements of the "Uniform Relocation Assistance and 

Land Acquisition Policies Act of 1970" (see Appendix B) and as amended In 1987. All 

relocations are expected to be ccmpleted In a timely, orderly and hunane manner and 

with minimal economic Impact to those affected. A lead time of 18 to 30 months would 
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b. nece^r, to effect the r^,,^    rel<Xzilans.        Buslness   alSDlac_nts   _ ^ 

H.tf.y A^mstrat.on.  707 ^rth CaWert street, Ba.t^re. Mary.anc. 

"•  "feet on Regional Business Actlvlti^ 

^ Mary.and Route    ,00   Corner    ,.   surrctJnded   by   ^^ of 

-non.c actlv.tv.      Tnese    ,nlal. ^   ctty ^   ^ „    ^^^ ^^ 

wanton ,nternat,ona, A,rBort. the Port ^r3e 0. Mea^e   BllIt^ m^al lat.on and 

^^nt off.c.   co^exes locate.    ,n Anna^ll, 

Arun.e, an, ^ ^^ „ to e_rage ^^ ^ ^^^ ^^ ^ ^^ 

-* ree.oentla, gra„h. o,^,,, Anne Arunael ^^ ^ ^ ^^^^ ^^^ 

^r. cent, nas four mcustrla, parKa .ocateo w.tnm tne teryland Route ,00 Oor- 
rldor study area. 

The prooosed project «»„„ acco^ate the expansion of the 
'naustrla, an. .uslness sector .lthln ^ ^ _ by |TOrov|n9 ^^ ^ ^^ 

-ncyo, travel.  The lmprove«nts a.so ^la 

Ho.ever.the restnctlons to the p,anne. expanse „ the ew, 

2 — ,n «,,. area ,. centered upon airport activity.  .e state .vlat.on 

-mistratlon ano the Pederal .vlat.on ^imstratlon are opposed to .ternatea 2 

and 4 (see letters, dated Decartoer 26  1985  ,„* ,w . 
26,  1985, and October 2,     1986, respectively 

Section VI). 

Under the build alternates. Interchange construction would facil- 
itate more direct and quicker access fo anw * 

access to and from major highways and Industrial/an- 
Ployment areas in the study corridor. 
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The residential ccmnunltles would gain new employment oppor-^^ 

tun I ties within the corridor and Improved transportation movement for the carmutlng 

res i dents. 

The Qrcwth Management Program of Anne Arundel County and the 

Howard County General Plan address the short, medlun and long range trends for future 

development. Highway improvements are an Integral part of these plans. Both coun- 

ties' plans shew the approximate corridor of the Alternate 3 - Option A a IIgrment and 

Include Maryland Route 100 as a needed transportation fad IIty to acccmnodate ex I st- 

ing and planned development. The construction of Maryland Route 100 and the planned 

Improvements to existing Maryland Route 176 would enable the planned development of 

housing and employment centers to take place. 

c.  Effect on Local Business Activity 

Except for Alternate 2, the build alternates would move a large 

portion of the through traffic away frcm the Maryland Route 176 corridor onto a new^ 

alignment. This may result In seme loss of business and less visibility for carmer- 

clal enterprises along Maryland Route 176 that depend on drive-by traffic (I.e., 

restaurants, motels, etc.). Hcwever, a new alignment would reduce congestion along 

Maryland Route 176 and faciIItate access to these establIshments, especially during 

the peak traffic hours. 

The Interchange at U.S. Route 1 would permit quicker access to 

and frcm the Route 100 Business Park. The entrance to this Industrial park would be 

moved frcm Anberton Drive to Ml I Is Drive. 

The proposed Improvements would generally better accormodate 

existing and proposed Industrial development occurring throughout the Maryland Route 

176 corridor. 
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Unaer the Crossover Alternate, teryiand Route 176 woola 

tem^ate .ust    east of the ^.an. n.te 295  lnteroha„ge.    Th,s ray oause so. .oss 

- .-,— to ocn.ro., .eve.op.nts alOTg p^te ,W    slnCe trave, ,„g    ,„. ^t „ 

"cut. 2S5 to ^est of poute 296 vl. R_lage ^ ana the .__ ^^^ ^ 

to approx^.y 4 -„.  ,o„ger than traveHng ^rect.y on route ,76. 

A.ternates 2. 3 ana tne Crossover «„„, a.so cause Eruptions to 

^s.ness aeve.o^t    near tne   ex.st.n, ^ry.an. Routes ,7a,2SS  ,nteronange.     ,„ter- 
=hange reconstructs   ^ mi   on.y bl^   terylana ^    ,„ ^ 

-..-t. .ut a.so ae.e.ate ao.ss to tn. _,„,„, puslnesses vl. ^^ ^^ 

-essroaas.    me a^.Cntea arran^t   a,so ^.a   cause a    .oss of    Pus,ness for 

c-rc.a, aeve^t    at tn.s   po.nt. 

rjz'^3"overw>-Rajte2$5 to—'»'«- -— - pr.a.e „,„».„. traff,0 OT the |ra| _ ^^ ^ ^^ ^^^ ^ 

dences access to businesses In the area. 

d-   Effect on Tax Basa 

Thls project mM  acccn^oaate tne e^.Cent expansion of pro- 

^aeve^nt , tne stuay corr.aor .,. , turn wl „ nave a pos^e effect on 
the counties' tax bases. 

Since the Anne Arunae, County Genera, Deve.o^nt P,an 
Hravard County General Plan - ,9ap »nH o , 
Plan  ,s86 '«««"*'«. P.-n.nBo=«M-. Genera, Deve,o^t 
ns86 support ..th ,n the area, ana Operate the approx^te a„g_t of 

t  ,     0Bt,0n A '" ^^ "^ —— - reslaent,, ana 
-stria, lana uses Is planned to fol,. the c^letl. of the proJe=t. As the area 

-ops. It ,s „ke,y tnat the property va.ues ana tax assess se anaZ 

~« -.,, experience a rural to urPan cnange ,n character.  ,_ts to t 
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transportation network and the planned expansion of the BWI Airport would support 

this planned transition frcm a rural and agricultural ccnrmunlty to a more urbanized 

cctmnun I ty. 

Improved accessibility after construction of a buI Id alternate 

will encourage light Industrial and ccmnerclal development within the study area. 

There are currently ten industrial parks located in the Corridor, six In Anne Arundel 

County and four In Howard County. Anne Arundel County has a seventh industrial park 

under development and Hcward County has a fifth Industrial park In the planning 

stages. Additional employment resulting frcm this Industrial and ccmnercial develop- 

ment wl11 have a secondary effect of more service oriented employment in the study 

area. 

The selected alternate of Maryland Route 100 and p.lanned Improve- 

ments to Maryland Route 176 are consistent with the planning goals of Anne Arundel 

and Howard Counties and would encourage continued development which is expected to 

expand the tax base for both counties. The current land use plans and zoning provide 

for the residential and cctrmercial development that would minimize the cost of pro- 

viding public services and facilities. 

3.  Land Use and Land Use Planning 

The growth in the Maryland Route 100 study area is consistent 

with the Anne Arundel County General Developnent Plan - 1978, the Howard County 

General Plan - 1982 and the Regional PIannIng CouncI I's Genera I Devlopment Plan- 

1986 as we 11 as with the comprehensive zoning of the counties. Anne Arundel and 

Howard Counties support and encourage growth in the Maryland Route 100 Corridor where 

accessibility of employment and adequate highways exist or are planned to be Im- 

proved. The study area enjoys good accessibility frcm the Baltimore and Washington 
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^n^^, theclty ofCo^ ln^racountyanaAmaDaUs^state 

cap,.,. ,„ *„ v«., a^. The »,««, alternate for tery|andRoute ^^ 

P -n- lmBroVOTent3 to ^^ Route 176 are ^.^ ^^ the ^^^^ ^^ 

<* Anne   Arunde, a„a H•ara counties an. tne Reglona,  PlOTllne c^,,. 

The future grarth that  „ env|slonea ^ ^ ^^ ^ ^ 11 

s .meant    ^ on   toth the    |nTCalate  ^^  _ ^^ ^ the ^^ 

3^  ,„„,„,„„  lnterstate 95 to ^ ^   ^^^ ^ ^^ ^^ 

o t e   east an. ,nte.tate ess to «. TOrth of the BroJeot _     ^ 

,       -^ntsa.ne.e. to acetate   «.    future   3r«th   an.    to    re, .eve tne 
-t^conses^   ^ the transoortation ^     Thecount|es 

0   " ^        raff,OCOrr'd0rt0bett -   •"- 
-t an. tne associate, tru* tr.,„e  ,„ the BV, ATport area. 

B-      Transportation 

The transportat.on   30a, of tnis project  ,. to  Lentlfy an a, lgn- 

- tnat ,equately an.   safely aerates   tne trafflc   nee.s of   the stu.y arl 

:,;: *~~ "" " ' • '- « - --. - ,0,0 forecasts for n Z 

laA1ternate.A,ternates2, 3 an., an. tne crossover Opt,on are Sta,n , FISures 

'-««* •«. oes.n.ear ,0,0^ forecasts, n^er of .anes an. ,eve oT 
service for the NO-RMII* »,*        ^ 'eveis of 

or me No-Bul Id Alternate, Alternates 2    3   and. 
are sho»n    ,„ F,9ures    lv „ th        „ ^ the   CrOSSOVe'- «*"«" 

Hgures    iv-e throu9h  ,v-,o.  The higher vol^s of the tu.id alternates 

carpare. to the No-au,,. Alternate can be attribute, to the    . h^,, a^^riouted to the greater capacity of a 

M-    speed   controne.   access    faculty   versus the constrains, capacity of the „ 

^•o„e. access roa.ay of the _„.   A,ternate.    The h,gher    vo,_ Z 

i, r::,    (A'ternates 3'4 and the ~~>—-«-—. 
-    Ity Alternate „ can Pe attributed to the urban arterial  hav.ng at-grade Inter- 

-.,„ an.    the accpanym. s.gnal ,2at,on,   ,_ .eslgn spee. an. subseouent  lamr 

IV-27 



T ^ 

posted speed (60 mph design and 50 mph posted for the urban arterial versus 70 mph 

design and 55 mph posted for the freeway), and a higher accident rate (358 accidents 

per 100 ml I I ion vehicles mlles versus 68 accidents per 100 mi I I ion vehicle mlles). 

Up to 17% more east/west traffic would be carried within the study area in the design 

year (2010) by the freeway alternates compared to the urban arterial alternate since 

the freeway alternates would open a new corridor and allow existing Dorsey Road to 

handle local traffic. Also, the Introduction of an urban arterial facility linking 

two major freeways (1-97 and 1-95) would create a bottleneck effect, produce con- 

fusion and conflicts between through and local traffic, and otherwise impede the 

continuous flew of traffic throughout the study area and surrounding region. The 

urban arterial does not provide for future lane expansion since it traverses between 

established developments (see Typical Sections, Figure 11-46) and It experiences a 

level-of service D along a stretch of Its alignment in the design year (2010) Indi- 

cating that It is approaching capacity. 

Traffic operations associated with each alternate are discussed 

be I cw. 

No-Bui Id Alternate - As shewn In Figure IV-1, traffic volume 

increases along Dorsey Road between 1990 and 2010 are considerable (up to 25%). 

These Increases result In a level-of service F along Maryland Route 176 (Dorsey Road) 

frcm U.S. Route 1 to Maryland Route 3 (1-97) as shown In Figure IV-6 even though the 

volune of traffic moving through the study corridor is significantly lower than the 

voIunes of the bulId alternates. 

The low levels of service on roads intersecting Dorsey Road 

(notably Maryland Route 295, Maryland Route 713 and Hanmonds Ferry Road) contribute 

to the overall congestion and constrained capacity of this alternate. 

IV-28 



tf* 

Alternate 2 - As shcn in Figure lv-2, between 1990 ana 2010 

traffic voiune Increases aiong this ai,g•e„t range up tc 28*. Figure ,v-7 shows 

that a level^f-servlce c or better is attained aicng this alternate frOT Interstate 

S5 to Maryiana R^te 3, except for that part of the a„gTOnt fro, Maryiano Route 652 

to the Cfcrsey Roa* t,e-,n where there Is a ievei-of service 0. These ievels of 

service are higher than the No-eu, ,„ Alternate even though the volu^s are up to ,26* 

greater. 

*":ernate 3 " Fl9ure lv-3 ="»« tnat traffic volumes along this 

a, ig^ent increase up to 2S* fr• ,990 to 20,0. it also shows that the tota, vol^ 

of traffic moving thr^gh the study corridor ,. ,« greater than Alternate 2 at the 

western end and ,e* greater at the eastern end. This greater capacity is achieved by 

ooening a n« hlg^y corridor and a, i^ing oorsey Road to serve loca, needs As 

-»n in Figure iV-s, the aiternate furnishes a ,eve,^-service C aiong ,ts aiign- 

ment as wel, as a I eve I ^f-service c aicng Dcrsey Road. 

Alternate 4 -This alternate achieves the same traffic volumes as 

Alternate 3 as sh• In Figure IV-,. Aiternate 4 also furnishes a ,eve,^f-service C 

along Its a, Ign.ent as sh^n on Figure ,V-9. As with Alternate 3, Aiternate 4 a, iows 

oorsey Road to serve local needs with a level.f-servlce c cr better except for that 

part of Dorsey Road fron Maryland Route 170 *« +K« rv, 
y.ana Houte 170 to the Dorsey Road Intersect Ion with 

Alternate 4 where there Is a level-of-servlce E. 

Crossover Opt,on -By us.ng the al.annent of Alternate 3 from 

interstate 95 to dryland Route 295 and then oross.ng over to the Alternate 4 a,,gn- 

-t frOT ^ R.dge Road to ,-S7. the Crossover Opt|on ^.^ ^ _ ^ ^ 

•eve.s of service as those sevens of Alternate 3 and 4 as shcn ,n P,gures ,V-5 and 
IV-10 
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Alternate 4/3B - This a Iignment would have the same voI Lines and' 

levels of service as Alternate 4 from 1-95 to W.B.& A. Road (Figures IV - 4 and IV- 

9) and the same volunes and levels of service as Alternate 3 - Option B frcm W.B.&A. 

Road to 1-97. 

Under conditions similar to those in the study area. It has been 

found that control Iing access to the main traffic routes wi11 reduce the rate of 

accidents even though traffic volunes and speeds along the routes increase. The 

freeway build alternates would therefore reduce the high accident rate currently In 

the study area (see page 1-5). Alternates 3, 4, 4/3B and the Crossover would reduce 

the accident rate more than Alternate 2 would because of the greater control of 

access and absence of at-grade Intersections (68 accidents per 100 MM for the free- 

way alternates versus 358 accidents per 100 MVM for the urban arterial). 

An existing 100 space park and ride lot located at the intersec- 

tion of Dorsey Road and Wright Road would be required as part of the selected alter-! 

nate's right-of-way. Because Route 100 wl11 be a major East-West Iink connecting 

several important North-South freeways (1-95, MD Route 295 and ND Route 3/1-97) that 

serve a growing nunber of cormuters between Baltimore and Washington, efforts will be 

made to replace it with a lot containing up to 150 spaces. Potential relocation 

sites Include, but are not limited to, the following vacant tracts: the Intersection 

of Dorsey Road and Faulkner Road, along Dorsey Road between existing Wright Road and 

relocated Wright Road, the Intersection of Dorsey Road and relocated Ridge Road, and 

the Intersection of relocated Ridge Road and relocated Watts Avenue. The terminus 

of existing eastbound Route 100 west of U.S. Route 1 is also used as an Informal park 

and ride lot and efforts wiI I be made to replace It with a lot containing approxi- 

mately 75 spaces. Potential sites for this lot Include along Dorsey Road east of 

U.S. Route 1 and the Intersection of U.S. Route 1 and Meadowrldge Road. 
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C.  Natural EnvIrorment 

^  Effects on Topography, Geology and Sol Is 

a.  Topography 

Topograph i c mod If i cat i ons wI I I be requIred to accarmodate road- 

ways, interchanges and grade separations and to provide ccmpatibiIity with existing 

land usage. The crossing of natural drainage courses by the roadway will result in 

alterations In order to maintain existing flov patterns. Additionally, drainage 

modifications will be required along the length of each a Iternate for renoval of 

runoff frcm the roadway and rerouting of overland flow. 

Grade wise, Alternate 2 would provide the least impact due to its 

close proximity to existing Maryland Route 176 which requires the matching of exist- 

ing grade. Alternates 3 and 4 would have a greater impact due primarily to the depth 

of excavation and heights of fill presently proposed. These alternates would have 

fiI I heights of nearly 50 feet and cut depths of nearly 30 feet. Of the two. Alter- 

nate 3 would have a lesser impact due to the more moderate terrain along its length, 

whereas Alternate 4 traverses more severe terrain.   In Alternate 4, between the 

county  line and the Baltimore-Washington Parkway, topography is more severe than 

along the other alternate routes and will result in greater topographic modifications 

such as deeper cuts and side h.I I cuts and fI.,s. The crossover alternate would be 

above and be I coexisting grade throughout  its length with fills up to 40 feet in " 

height and cuts up to 35 feet. 

in surmary. Alternate 4 and the Crossover Alternate would have 

the greatest impact upon topography, with Alternate 3 having a lesser Impact, and 

Alternate 2 having the least of the build alternates, 

b.  Geology and Sol Is 

The majority of all  the proposed a Iigrment alternates west of 

/ 
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Stony Run near Harmans are situated over si It-clay deposits, and the alternates east 

of Stony Run, with the exception of Alternate 4, are located entirely over sand- 

gravel deposits. Alternate 4 traverses an area of additional siIt-cI ay deposIts 

Just west of Baltimore-V/ashington International Airport. 

The surface soils In the study area are mapped by the U.S.D.A. 

Soil Conservation Service as loamy and clayey land of the MuirkIrk-Evesboro Associa- 

tion over the western half of the project (corresponding to the slit-clay deposits of 

the Potomac Group) and sandy, gravelly soils of the Evesboro-Ramford-Sassafras 

Association in the eastern half (corresponding to the sand-gravel deposits). 

Generally, geologic and soil features of the study area pose no 

significant difficulty to roadway design. Cut banks in thick Pbtcmac clay deposits 

tend to be unstable over long periods of time due to jointing; bank failures during" 

wet weather stemnlng from slippage along Joint planes are ccmnon as is wedging caused 

by freezing and thawing. Floodplaln alluvlun, as occur at Deep Run and Stony Run, 

generally underlie the floodplalns from one valley walI to the other, and range in 

thickness from a few feet to as much as 15 feet. Constraints on construction in 

floodplalns are several - the sediments are generally loose and water-saturated due 

to a perennially high water table and they are subject to Inundation during flood 

events. The sands and gravels wiI I provide better subgrade than clay sand si Its for 

paving operations. The extent of encroachment, if any, on floodplalns will be stu- 

died In detail during the engineering design phase. The soils of the MuIrk irk Asso- 

ciation (predominant Iy silt and clay) are listed as unstable for roadways by the Soli 

Conservation Service, but the occurrence is very minor and upon compaction and/or 

capping by granular materials, these soils should provide acceptable subgrade. For 

the design phase of this project, detalled SCS Sol I Surveys wlI I be utlIized. 
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No significant impact on the mineral resources of the study area 

are anticipated with any of the build alternates. 

The U.S. Soil Conservation Service (SCS) In coordination on this 

project has performed an extensive evaluation of zoning maps and sol Is data to deter- 

mine Information regarding the acquisition of farmland. They have determined that 

the Farmland Protection Pol Icy Act (FPPA) does not apply to any of the Alternatives 

In Anne Arundel County. However, a smalI area of statewide important soiIs was found 

to be impacted by Alternate 4 in Howard County. Tabulated below is a sunrary of 

their findings on the quantities of Farmland required for each alternate. 

Aifm.*-   Prlme ^""'arKl            Statewide Important Farmland 
A'te^ate      (Acres)  (Acres)  

2B 0 0 
3A 0  •        • 0. 
3B o 0 

3B (Modified) o JJ 
4 0 4 

3/4 Crossover o n 

4/3B o 4 

ccmoleted for thi^ nr^T^ Fa7!anC? <ronversion lmPact Rating Form AD-1006 has been 
ccmpleted for this project and is included in the Coordination section of this re- 

2-   Effects on Water Resources 

a.  Surface Water 

As discussed in Chapter III, there are four streams which drain., 

the study area; Piny Run, Deep Run, Stony Run, and Sawmill Creek.  Each of these 

would be crossed by any of the build alternates and would I ikeIy be affected both 

during and after construction. 

Highway Improvements and other changes due to increased urbani- 

zation of areas may have adverse effects on water resources Including less infiltra- 

tion and stream base f lav, increased surface runoff and stream peak fio*. and a 

reduction in lag time. The potentlal Impacts on water qua Iity in receIvIng streams 
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from alteration of drainage patterns and stream characteristics could result In 

changes including; sedimentation and erosion, thermal and water contamination. 

Highway use results in the accunuI ation of potential water 

pollutants frcm roadway runoff, Including vehicular oil, grease, gasoline and sol- 

vents, wear particles frcm clutches, brake linings and tires, and exhaust emissions 

which will collect on the road surface and nearby vegetation. Another source of 

contamination would be the use of chemicals such as de-Icing conpounds, abrasives 

applied to roadway surfaces, fertilizers, defoliants, and pesticides used In con- 

trolling natural areas. 

The project will be designed in accordance with the Maryland 

Stomwater Management Act which limits Increase in downstream discharges. By limit- 

ing the discharges Into streams, the quantity of pollutants can also be limited, but 

the impact of these pollutants can be greatly reduced by controlling the amount of 

chemicals used for de-icing and maintenance, using grassed drainage ditches, storm- 

water management ponds, and other means for retarding the flow of stormwater runoff. 

The close proximity of the build alternatives to the streams 

make stonmater management critical to maintaining water quality In the study area. 

Stormwater management features will be Incorporated into the design of a selected 

alternative In the following order of preferences: 

(1) On-site InfiItratlon 

(2) Flew attenuation by open swales and natural depressions 

(3) Stonmater retention structures 

(4) Stonmater detention structures 

it has been proven that these measures can significantly filter 

out roadway pollutants as well as control the rate of runoff. Future runoff should 

not exceed present rates for existing land uses. 
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Many of the soils In the study area are highly erodible. 

SI I tat Ion and sedimentation, especially during construction, could cause physical 

damage such as clogging of ditches and conduits and alteration of stream channels. 

9mI I waterways, such as the upper reaches of streams in this area, are more suscep- 

tible to impacts associated with erosion and si I ting because of their shallow cross- 

sections and variable flows. 

A sediment and erosion control program was adopted by the State 

Highway Adninlstratlon in 1970. It incorporates the standards and specifications of 

the Soil Conservation Service and specifies procedures and controls to be used in 

highway construction projects. These procedures and controls wlI I be stringently 

applied to limit the generation and transport of slit. Since the alternates will 

pass through areas of varying slope, soil erodibllity, stream size, and vegetation 

associations, specific control measures could best be defined after design features 

have been considered, but wiI I include: 

(1) Staging of construct ion activities to permanently stab 11- 

Ize d itches at the top of cuts and at the foot of fill 

slopes prior to excavation and formation of enbankment. 

(2) Seeding, sodding, or otherwise stabilizing slopes as soon 

as practicable, to minimize the area exposed at any time. 

(3) Appropriate placement and maintenance of sediment traps, ' 

temporary slope drains, and other control measures. 

(4) Placement of diversion dikes, energy dissipaters, mulches, 

and netting on slopes too steep to support vegetation. 

Impoundnents such as sediment ponds will be sized and located 

so as to maintain as much flew as possible, generally by allowing the drainage frcm 

undisturbed areas to bypass the  construction site and go to Its natural drainage 
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pattern.   The construction will be closely monitored to minimize the debris and] 

control waste areas. With the appI Icat Ion of aval I able erosion control technology, 

significant impact to surface water quality will be minimal. 

Final design for the proposed improvements wiI I include plans 

for grading, erosion and sediment control, and stormwater management in accordance 

with state and federal laws and regulations. They will require review and approval 

by the Maryland Department of Natural Resources - Water Resources Adninistratlon 

(WRA) and the Maryland Department of Health and Mental Hygiene - Office of Environ- 

mental Protection (OEP). 

b.  Groundwater 

Potential groundwater effects could result frcm cut and fill 

operations causing changes in groundwater level and flow. Deep cuts could expose 

springs resulting In the reduction of the total amount of water available to the 

aquifer. Since the groundwater recharge area wl11 be changed by construction of the 

roadway, improved drainage, and reduced vegetation, groundwater levels could be 

altered In certain areas. 

Groundwater quality could be affected by leaching frcm exposed 

cuts and contamination frcm de-icing ccmpounds, solvents, trace metals, herbicides, 

etc., associated with highways. 

If It is determined to be required, the State Highway Adninis- 

tratlon will conduct a hydrogeologlc study of the area to determine any Impacts of 

the project to groundwater. This study could include pre-constructlon and post- 

construction surveys of wells in the area. If significant changes to either the 

qua IIty or quantity of we I I water occur as a result of the roadway construction, the 

State Highway ActnlnistratIon wiI I either provide a replacement we I I for the affected 

property or ccmpensate the property owner. 
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3.  Floodplalns and Stream Modifications 

AI I of the proposed buiId alternates will cross at least one or 

more of the streams and their floodplalns. During final design, a detailed hydrolo- 

gic and hydraulIc study will be prepared to identify the existing and proposed dis- 

charges and floodplalns for various storm frequencies. Using these studies, the most 

appropriate structure for each floodplaln and stream crossing wiI I be determined. 

Preliminary hydraulic studies performed by the Bridge Development Section of the 

State Highway Achilnlstratlon Indicate the following nimbers and sizes of structures 

will be required for each alternate: 

Alternates 

Stream 

Deep Run 

Piny Run 

Stony Run 

Trib. to 
Stony Run 

Sawmi I I 
Creek 

2A 

3-10'xlO'BC 

3-10'x9'5'BC 

2§ 3A 

3-10'x10'BC 3-10'x 10'BC 

3-10'x9.5'BC 3-9'x9'BC 

3-10'x10.5'BC  3-10'x10.5'BC 3-8'x8'BC 

— 1-10'x9'BC 

3-9*x8.5'BC    3-10'x9'BC 2-9'x9'BC 

3B 4 

3-10'x10'BC 4-12'Xll'BC 

3-9'x9'BC        — 

3-8'x8'BC 4-10'X9'BC 

1-10'x9'BC       — 

3-9'x8'BC 9'x8.5'BC 

(Note: BC indicates Box Culvert) 

These structural sizes are preliminary only and may change when the final 

hydro Iogle and hydraulic studies are performed in the design phase of the 

project. 

Any floodplaln encroachment will be reviewed and coordina- 

ted with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to determine the need for a section 

404 Permit. One major impact of encroachments could be a reduction in the 

efficiency of the natural stream floodplaln systen to convey water, which can 
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Increase flood stages upstream. However, through Incorporating standard 

hydraulic design techniques, any alternate should have a minimal impact on the 

ability of the floodplain to convey floodwater. 

In accordance with the requlrenents of FHPM 6-7-3-2, the 

impacts of each encroachment were evaluated to determine its significance. A 

significant encroachment would involve one of the following: 

(1) High probabI Iity of Ioss of hunan life. 

(2) Likely future damage that could be substantial in cost or 

extent. 

(3) Disruption of an etTergency or evacuation route". 

(4) Notable adverse Impact on "natural and beneficial floodplain 

values". 

The use of standard hydraulic design techniques for all 

waterway openings would incorporate structures to limit upstream flood level 

increases, and approximate existing downstream flow rates. Culverts wlI I be 

set one foot be lew the existing culvert. 

All four streams are designated Class I - Water Contact 

for Recreation and Aquatic Life by the Maryland Department of Health and 

Mental Hygiene. As such, all In-stream construction shall be prohibited frcm 

March 1 through June 15, Inclusive, and stream areas must be stabilized. Rip 

Rap will be Installed at the Inlet and outlet of alI culverts. 

Use of the most advanced sediment and erosion control 

techniques and stonrwater management controls available will ensure that none 

of the encroachments wl11 result in risks or Impacts to the beneficial flood- 

plain values or provide direct or indirect support to further development 

within the floodplain.   PrelIminary analysis. In accordance with Executive 
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Order 11988, Indicates that no significant floodpla.n Impacts are expected to 

occur as a result of any proposed build alternates under consideration. 

4-     Effect on Wetlands 

Pursuant to Executive Order 11990, Protection of 

Wetlands, wetland areas potantlal.y affected by the proposed project were 

Identified, based on The National Wet lands Inventory (U.S.F.W.S.), and are 

shavnonF,gure,.,-2. Subsequent to this prelIm.nary ana.ys.s, 

talled delineatlon of wetlands was conducted using sol. survey data and field 

investigations as discussed and sunmrized in Section . M-C:6C. AM of the 

Proposed build alternatives affect pa lustrine forested. 

Approximate amounts of wet.ands that may be affected are I isted below. These 

areas are significantly higher than those presented In the DEIS because of the 

more recent deta11ed i nvestI gat Ions. 

Location Wetland AcreaaerAnnrnvimate) 

Alternate 2A 48 8 
Alternate 2B 41 *6 
Alternate 3A 53'- 
Alternate 3B 54'3 
Alternate 3B(Modifled) se'o /•c(=i~~i.aH A.*   . * 
Alternate 4       , ^'*  (Selecteci Alternate) 
Alternate 76'5 
Crossover/4 

Alternate 4/3B -7-7 3 

Ten separate wetland areas have been ident IfIed 

along the selected a.ternate corridor (Alternate 3B Mod,f.ed). These are 

shewn on F.gures ..-26 through ,,-35 and described In Table .,,-6. Complete 

avoidance of these wet.ands ,s not possible since they are ,,near features 

running continuously along streams running perpendicular to the path of the 

roadway.  Selection of an aiternat.ve with lesser total wetland impacts is 
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precluded due to other considerations such as impacts to minority carmunIties, 

4(f) properties and BWI Airport. 

Only Alternates 2A and 2B have significantly 

smaller wetland Impacts than the Selected Alternate, and these do not provide 

a facility which satisfies the transportation objectives of the project. 

Alternates 3A and 3B, resulting in slightly smaller Impacts on wetlands, would 

result In severe Impacts on the coheslveness of the ccnrmunlty of Queenstown. 

Wetland W-1 (Figure 11-35) borders two streams of 

Sawmill Creek east of Friendship Park. Shifting this alignment to the south 

to reduce the affected area could not be acccmplished without severely impact- 

ing upon the Queenstcwn carmunity, while shifting to the east is not possible 

because of engineering-design constraints. Alternate 3B (Modified) would 

Impact approximately 7.0 acres of this wetland. 

Wetland W-2 (Figure 11-34) borders Sawni11 Creek 

in the vicinity of W.B.&A. Road, and shifting of the Alternate 3B (Modified) 

alignment in this vicinity to either the North or South would not significant- 

ly reduce the quantity of area impacted. Approximately 4.9 acres of wetlands 

would be affected at this location. 

Wetland W-3 (Figure 11-33) Is located within the Depart- 

ment of Natural Resources Buckingham Forest Tree Nursery, and the Alternate 3B 

(Modified) alignment through this area has been coordinated with the DNR to 

minimize Impacts on the operation of the facility. Approximately 7.2 acres of 

wetlands would be affected. 

Wetland W-4 (Figure 11-32) borders Stony Run East 

of Harmans Road. Reducing the acreage affected at this location could only be 

acccmpIished by shifting the alignment South to cut through a large reslden- 
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tlal subdivision along with several existing homes along Harmans Road. Ap- 

proximately 5.7 acres would be affected in this wetlands area. 

Wetland W-5 (Figure 11-31) borders along an un- 

avoidable narrow strip of a Stony Run tributary west of Matthewstown Road. 

Approximately 4.9 acres would be affected In this area. 

Wetland W-6 (Figure 11-31) borders a tributary to 

Plney Run West of Shipley Corner. Shifting the Alternate 3B (Modified) align- 

ment to the South at this location would not significantly reduce the area 

affected, while shifting to the north would result In more severe wetlands 

Impacts. Approximately 1.5 acres would be impacted. 

Wetland W-7 (Figure 11-29) borders Piny Run East 

of the Baltimore Washington Parkway. Corments to wetland W-6 apply also to 

this area. Approximately 1.8 acres would be Impacted at this location. 

Wetland W-8 (Figures 11-28 and 11-29) borders 

along tributary to Deep Run West of the Baltimore Washington Parkway in the 

vicinity of Race Road.. Approximately 5.8 acres of wetlands would be impacted 

in this area. 

Wetland W-9 (Figure 11-28) borders along Deep Run 

in Anne Arundel and Howard Counties and extends over a large area to the West 

of Deep Run In Howard County. Approximately 17.6 acres of wetlands would be 

impacted In this area. This is a reduction In the acreage affected by the 

original interchange configurat ion shown In Alternate 3B (Fig. 11-13). 

Wetland W-10 (Figure 11-26) follows along a Deep 

Run tributary west of U.S. Route 1. Approximately 0.5 acres of wetlands would 

be Impacted in this area from associated Improvements to U.S. Route 1. This 

Is a reduction fran the original configuration of the service road shown In 

IV-51 



? M 

Alternate 3B (Fig. 11-12).. 

Functions of these impacted wetlands are wiId IIfe 

habitat, food chain support, flood desynchronIzation; and In the cases of 

wetlands (W's) 1,7,9 and 10 the opportunity for passive recreation. These 

same functions were Identified for those wetland areas associated with the 

other build alternates; with Alternate 4 (passing through Patapsco State Park) 

having a greater area of Impact on the passive recreation wetlands function. 

Mitigation measures for wetlands Impacts wiI I be 

coordinated with the Department of Natural Resources, the Environmental Pro- 

tection Agency, and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. All unavoidable 

wetlands losses wi11 be enhanced, reconstructed or replaced. All reasonable 

efforts will be made to locally replace wetlands In-kind in small areas as 

opposed to large tracts. Seme forms of mitigation could be Included with 

stomv/ater management ponds, diversion ditches, and check dams. The type of 

mitigation that will be Implemented at each site will be determined in the- 

design phase in coordination with the agencies mentioned above. Stringent 

sediment control measures wi11 be applled and monitored to avoid significant 

sedimentation from highway construction. All improvements involving wetland 

encroachment will require a Section 404 Permit frcm the U.S. Corps of Engi- 

neers. 

Based on the above considerations. It is determ- 

ined that there is no practicable alternative to the proposed new construction 

in wetlands and that the proposed action includes all practicable measures to 

minimize harm to wetlands which may result frcm such use. 
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5-  Effects on Terrestrial and Aquatic Habitats 

Both terrestrial habitats, and to a lesser degree, aquatic 

habitats would be affected by this project. Of the total highway right-of-way 

required by the alternatives under consideration, the following amounts have 

been identified as being of woodlands and old fields: 

No BuiId Alternate    0  acres 
Alternate 2A  106.6 acres 
Alternate 2B   86.5 acres 
Alternate 3A   140.2 acres 
Alternate 3B   -,37.8 acres 
Alternate 38 (Modified)  125.7 acres 
Alternate 4  ;  ^g.s acres 
Crossover   -,5! >2 acres 
Alternate 4/3B  92.5 acres 

The loss of habitat would be acccmpanled by a proportional 

loss in animal populations inhabiting these areas. Of the build alternates. 

Alternate 2 would have the least impact on terrestrial habitats as It follows 

the existing Dorsey Road alignment throughout much of Its length. Alternates 

3 and 4 would have a greater impact; however. It should be noted that proposed 

land use plans (see Figure 111-4) calI for essentially alI of the land 

through which these alternates pass to be developed as either residential or 

industrial land uses. 

Potential  Impacts   do  include  sedimentation  during 

construction and pollution by roadway runoff.  Sediment and erosion control 

plans wl11 help minimize the adverse effects of construction activities, and 

proper stonmater management wl11 reduce the amount of roadway pollutants 

which reach the stream. The control measures should reduce these potential 

adverse Impacts to aquatic life to negligible levels. 

The selected Alternate, with Its urban diamond interchange, will 

impact upon the Buckingham Forest Tree Nursery, by requiring the acquisition 
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of 17.4 acres of the property. This would affect approximately 1.8 acres of 

the mature Brlgham Pine seed orchard, 0.9 acres of the mature Loblolly Pine 

seed orchard and 0.9 acres of the mature White Pine seed orchard. The rest of 

the right-of-way would affect fallow fields, storage areas and uncultivated 

forests. The right-of-way in the vicinity of MD Route 170 is currently being 

cleared for seedling beds. 

Potential Impacts upon both aquatic and terrestrial habitats in 

the Buckingham Nursery by Selected Alternate 3B modified could be minimized by 

bridging of the sensitive area. A special study of the effects of Selected 

Alternate 3B Modified on the nursery has been coordinated with the Department 

of Natural Resources and Is available for review at the Maryland State Highway 

Adninlstratlon Library, 707 North Calvert Street, Baltimore, Maryland and at 

a 11 State Depository Libraries. The Study Concludes that sol Is of the Nursery 

should not be significantly impacted from heavy metals beyond a 35 to 50 meter 

distance frcm the edge of pavenent, and that S02 emissions wl 11 not be high 

enough to damage vegetation of the sight. 

The projected quality of runoff frcm the highway, however, 

especially the bridge structure does exceed the background levels of the 

stream and exceeds the EPA chronic and acute criteria for the heavy metals 

lead, zinc, copper, cactnlun and mercury. Cadnlun, chraniun, lead, and mercury 

also exceed EPA's dcmestlc water supply criteria. Nutrients, solids, BOD, 

000, and TOD are also significantly higher than the background levels of the 

stream. This potential Impact could be alleviated by the construction of a 

closed drainage system to carry all stomv/ater runoff to an off site 

percoI at Ion pond. In add 111on, a water qua I Ity monI tor Ing program couId be 

conducted during construction and for a period of 2 years of roadway operation 

* IV-54 



jd 
to monitor water quality levels. 

Consideration is also being given to relocating the entire 

Nursery operations. Discussions are currentiy ongoing with the Maryland 

Department of Natural Resources to determine If this Is a reasonable or 

feasible solution. In the event it is determined that relocation of the 

Nursery is not feasible or reasonable, then ail reasonab.e mitigation measures 

for the nursery will be incorporated into the project design. 

Secondary impacts wl11 occur as the improved highway a I lows 

the planned deveiopment to take place. This development wliI further Impact 

the existing vegetation through the construction of residential subdivisions 

and commercial and Industrial enterprises. The development resuiting frcm 

this project, however, has been Integrated into or will be restricted by the 

General Development Plans of both Anne Arundel and Howard Counties. 

6-  Effects on Threatened or Endangered Species 

Correspondence with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and 

Maryland Department of Natural Resources - Wildlife Adninlstratlon, Indicates 

there are no kncwn populations of federally listed threatened or endangered 

species along the study corridor to be impacted by the selected alternate. 

Three state rare plants Arundlnarla aiaar*^  (G,ant Canm)t ^^ barrattn 

(Barratt Sedge) and Helonlas bu.lata (Swamp Pink) have been reported In the 

floodplalns of Stony Run and Deep Run in the vicinity of Alternate 4. Two of 

these, c. barratt., and H. bu.lata, are federa. candidate species presently 

under consideration by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service for listing as 

threatened or endangered species. 
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7.  VIsuaI/Seen Ic Resource Impacts 

a. Short-Term Effects 

Construction related short-term impacts to vIsuaI/aesthetic 

resources would be ccrrmon to a 11 the bui id alternates. These Include storage 

of construction materials and machinery, cut and fill operations, regrading 

required for the new facilities, and loss of vegetation. 

b. Long-term Effects 

Long-term visual/aesthetic Impacts resulting frcm construction 

vary for each alternate. In general, because Alternate 2 more closely follows 

an existing roadway alignment and has fewer grade separated Interchanges, Its 

potential for long term adverse effects to visual scenic resources would be 

less that for Alternates 3 and 4. 

Alternate 2: This alternate proposes a new Interchange at U.S. 

Route 1, and an expanded Interchange at the B.W. Parkway, both of which would 

have visual Impacts upon nearby areas. The new Intersection at the Race Road 

area would also Impact visually on surrounding residences and the expanded 

roadway would also Impact more severely on nearby residents of the Sandalwood 

Subdivision. 

The Alternate 2A alignment would be visible frcm seme 

residences in the Burleytown area, and would also result In major visual 

impacts to the northeastern portions of the Queenstown ccrrmunlty. 

The Alternate 2B alignment would result In visual Impacts 

to the McPherson residential development and Friendship Park, as well as hav- 

ing major visual Impacts on the northeastern portion of Queenstown. 

Alternate 3: Alternate 3 proposes four grade separated 

Interchanges which would be visible to nearby residences.  The Interchanges 
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require substantial amount of land and would be dcmlnant visual elements where 

they occur. These are located at U.S. Route 1, the Race Road area, the B-W 

Parkway, and the relocated Ridge Road. The new Ridge Road Interchange would 

have adverse visual Impacts to the Shipley House Historic Site and to Harmans 

Park, as we11 as to many residents of the Shipley Corner area. The Alternate 

3 roadway would also result in visual Impacts to the catmunity of Matthewstown 

and to the Buckingham Forest Tree Nursery. 

The Alternate 3A a IIgrment calIs for a new grade separated 

Interchange at Camp Meade Road which would result In adverse visual Impacts to 

the Munson Heights Subdivision and to the Smith Farm Historical Site. The 

alignment would also significantly effect the visual envIrorment through 

Queenstown. 

The alignment of the selected alternate. Alternate 3B (Modified), 

with Its grade separated Interchange at Camp Meade Road, would have adverse 

visual impacts on Munson Heights and the Snlth Farm, as we 11 as to sane 

residents of the Bur leytown area and to Friendship Park. 

Alternate 4: This alternate a Iigrment calIs for four new grade 

separated interchanges which would be visible to nearby residences. These are 

located at U.S. Route 1, the B-W Parkway, Nav Ridge Road, and at Dorsey Road. 

The new Interchange at the Baltimore-Washington Parkway Infringes upon prop- 

erty of the Patapsco Valley State Park, and this along with Its associated 

bridges over Piny Run and Deep Run, would severely Impact upon the visual 

aesthetic qualities of the area. The alignment would also result in visual 

impacts to both the Queenstcwn Park and Friendship Park recreation areas, as 

we I I as to the Queenstown ccmnunIty. 
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c.  Mitigation Measures 

Certain measures can be incorporated Into the design of the 

proposed roadway to reduce the potential for visual resource conflicts. These 

mitigation measures fall Into several categories. 

I. Vegetation 

Existing vegetation, particularly mature trees, will be 

preserved and protected whenever possible. In addition, the right-of-way and 

medians could be planted with Indigenous deciduous and evergreen trees, 

shrubs, native grasses and groundcover. These would be planted In cltmps and 

masses of varying configurations to provide variety and Interest. Preservation 

and Introduction of plant material will provide screening of the road fran 

surrounding areas and of unattractive views frcm the road. 

II. GradIng 

Final design of the roadways will correspond to existing 

grades and topography, thus minimizing the amount of cut and fill and regrad- 

Ing required, and disruption to existing landforms. Finished grading will 

blend In with the general character of the surrounding physical environment. 

ill. Screen Ing 

Visual screening through landscaping and privacy fencing 

will be Incorporated Into the final design of the project where feasible in 

the vicinity of residential areas. 

8.  Coordination 

In addition to correspondence with appropriate resource 

agencies (Section VI), this project has been coordinated with representatives 

of the U.S. Fish and WlIdlIfe Service, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the 

Environmental Protection Agency, the Maryland Department of Natural Resources 
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Water Resources Adnlnlstratlon (DNR - WRA), Forest Park and WlIdlIfe Service, 

at the quarterly Interagency review sessions of the State Highway Actninlstra- 

tlon. 

D.  Air Qua IIty Impacts 

1-  Analysis Objectives, Methodology and Results 

The objective of the air qua Iity analysis Is to compare the 

carbon monoxide (00) concentrations estimated to result fran traffic con- 

figurations and volunes of each alternate with the State and National Anblent 

Air Quality Standards (S/NAAQS). The NAAQS and SAAQS are Identical for CO: 

35 PPM (parts per mi 11 Ion) for the maxlmun one-hour period and 9 PPM for the 

maxlmun consecutive eight-hour period. 

A mlcroscale 00 pollutlon diffusion analysis was conducted 

using the third generation California Line Source Dispersion Model, CALINE 3. 

This mlcroscale analysis consisted of projections of one-hour and eight-hour 

00 concentrations at sensitive receptor sites under the worst case meteoro- 

logical conditions- for the No-Bu I Id and the Bui Id Alternates for the design 

year (2010) and the estimated year of ccmpletlon (1990). 

a.  Analysis Inputs 

A sumiary of analysis Inputs Is given below. More detailed 

Information concerning these Inputs Is contained In the Maryland Route 100 

Air QualIty Analysis which is avallable for review at the Maryland State High- 

way Adnlnistratlon, 707 North Calvert Street, Baltimore, Maryland 21202. 

Background 00 Concentrations - in order . to calculate the 

total concentration of 00, which occurs at a particular receptor site during 

worst case meterologlcal conditions, the background 00 concentrations are 

considered in addition to the levels directly attributable to the fac11ity 
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under consideration. The background CD concentrations were derived from the 

application of rollback methodology to on-slte monitoring conducted at Fort 

George G. Meade during the period February, 1977.  The resulting background 

concentrations are as follows: 

CD, PPM 
1 hour 8 hour 

1990    3.3   1.7 
2010    2.6   1.3 

Traffic Data, Bnlsslon Factors, and Speeds - The appropriate 

traffic data was utilized as supplied by the Bureau of Highway Statistics 

(June 1984, and September and October 1985) of the Maryland State Highway 

Adnlnlstratlon. 

The ccmposlte emission factors used In the analysis were 

calculated using the.Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) MOBILE 3 (Mobile 

Source Emissions Model) computer program. An ambient air temperature of 20 

degrees Fahrenheit was assuned In calculating the emission factors for both 

the 1 hour and 8 hour analysis In order to approximate worst case results for 

each analysis case. Credit for a vehicle Inspection maintenance (l/M) emis- 

sion control program beginning In 1984 was Included In the emission factor 

calculations. 

Average vehicle operating speeds used in calculating emis- 

sion factors were based on the capacity of each roadway link frcm Imnedlately 

adjacent I Inks.  Average operating speed ranged frcm 20 mph to 55 mph for the 

No-Build and Build Alternates depending upon the roadways under consideration. 

MeteroIogIcaI Data - Worse-case meterologlcal conditions of 

1 meter/second for wind speed and atmospheric stability class F were assured 

for both the 1 hour and 8 hour calculations.  In addition, as stated above, a 
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worst-case temperature of 20 degrees Fahrenheit was assirred. 

The wind directions utllized as part of the analysis were 

rotated to .ax.mize oo concentrations at each receptor location, wind direc- 

tions varied for each receptor and were selected through a systaltic scan of 

00 concentrations associated with different wind angles, 

b. Sensitive Receptors 

Site aelectlon of sensitive receptors was mace on the basis 

of Prox,mlty to the roa*»ay. type of acjaoent lana use. ano =hanges ,„ traff,o 

Patterns on the roaC.ay network Thirty oo, receptor sites »ere o^sen for 

this analysis oonslstlng of twenty-three <23, reslde^es, four ,4, churoMs 

*» (2) Par,s an. B^,nghOT Forest Tree ^rsery. The receptor site locations 

were verlf leo ^ st^y area visits by the anaiysls te•. A genera, recep- 

tor site iccatlon.ap ,. sh• on P,gure ,v-„ ano specific sites are s^wn 

on Figures Il-i through 11-34. 
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Site No. DescrIptIon/LocatIon 

1 Residence, NW US 1/MD 100 Interchange 

2 Residence, Race Road near Dorsey Road 

3 Residence, Race Road near Patapsco Valley State Park 

4 Patapsco Valley State Park 

5 Residence, NE WD  295/MD 100 Interchange 

5A Residence, I^E MD 295/MD 100 Interchange 

6 Residence, Bentwoods Road 

7 St. Marks Church 

8 Residence, SW Dorsey Road/Ridge Road Intersection 

9 Shipley House (Historic) 

10 Harmans Park 

11 Residence, Valley Road 

12 Residence, Sandalwood 

13 Residence, Matthews Town Road 

14 Residence, SE WD  170/IVD 100 Interchange 

15 Residence, Hawkins Road 

16 Buckingham Forest Tree Nursery (air quality only) 

17 Residence, Locust Drive 

18 Residence, Otis Drive 

19 Smith Farm (Historic) 

20 Farmhouse, South of Queenstown Road/East of W.B. & A. Road 

21 Residence, W.B. & A. Road/Dorsey Road Intersection 

22 Residence, W. B. & A. Road/Queenstown Road 

23 Residence, W.B. & A. Road/Dorol Court 

24 Queenstown Park (Tennis Courts) 

25 Metropo11 tan Church 

26 Residence, Queenstown Road 

27 Residence, Jones Road 

28 Apartments, Old Stage Road 

29 Eftmanuel Church (not used) 

30 Residence, Glenbrook 

31 Calvary Chapel Church, Old Ridge Road 
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c  Results of Mlcroscale Analysis 

The results of the calculations of 00 concentrations at each of 

the sensitive receptor sites for the No-BulId and Bui Id Alternates are shown 

on Tables iv-1 and IV-2. The values shewn consist of predicted 00 concentra- 

tions attributable to traffic on various roadway I Inks plus projected back- 

ground levels. TheNo-Bulld Alternate assunes only the Improvements as des- 

cribed in Section II are made to Maryland Route 176 and there Is no extension 

of Maryland Route 100.  In addition, the concentrations shown for Alternates 

2A. 2B, 3B, 4 and 3 Crossover 4 assune a six (6) lane Improvement which Is the 

worst case alternate f reman air qua 11 ty viewpoint.  The results of an an- 

alysis for the selected alternate. Alternate 38 (Modified), would be the same 

as those presented for Alternate 3-Option B. The results of an analysis for 

Alternate 4/3B would be the same as those presented for Alternate 4 for sites 

1 to 23 and the same as those presented for Alternate 3-0ptlon B for sites 24 

to 31.  A ccmparlson of the values In Tables IV-1 and IV-2 with the S/NAAQS 

shews that no violations wl11 occur for the No-Bui Id or with any of the bulId 

alternates In 1990 or 2010 for the one-hour or eight-hour concentrations of 

00. 

The projected 00 concentrations vary between alternates 

depending on receptor locations as a function of the roadway locations and 

traffic patterns associated with each alternate. The maxlmun one-hour concen- 

trations associated with any of the alternates Is only twenty percent (20%) of 

the one-hour S/NAAQS whlle the maxlmun eight-hour concentration Is fifty per- 

cent (50%) of the eight-hour S/NAAQS. 
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2.  Construction Impacts 

The construction phase of the proposed project has the 

potential of Impacting the ambient air quality through such means as fugitive 

dust fran grading operations and mater I a Is hand 11ng. The State Highway Ad- 

ministration has addressed this possibility by establishing Specifications for 

Materials, Highways. Bridges and Incidental Structures whIch spec IfIes proced- 

ures to be followed by contractors involved in state work. 

The Maryland Bureau of Air Qua Iity Control was consulted 

to determine the adequacy of the Specifications in terms of satisfying the 

requirements of the Regulations Governing the Control of Air PollutIon In the 

State of Maryland. The Maryland Bureau of Air QuaIIty Control found that the 

specifications are consistent with the requirements for these regulations. 

Therefore, during the construction period, a 11 appropriate measures (Code of 

Maryland Regulations 10.18.06.03D) will be taken to minimize the impact on the 

air qualIty of the area. 

3-  Conformity with Regional Air QualIty Planning 

The project is In an air quality nonattainment area which 

has transportation control measures in the State Implgnentatlon Plan (SIP). 

This project conforms with the SIP since It originates from a conforming 

transportation Improvement program. 

4.  Agency Coordination 

Copies of the Maryland Route 100 Air QualIty Analysis have 

been circulated to the U.S. Environmental Protection agency and the Maryland 

Department of Health and Mental Hygiene - Air Management AdnInIstratIon and 

have been approved. The U.S. EPA approved the approach out IIned for analyzing 

the air qualIty Impacts of the project and offered no objections to carp let Ing 
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this portion of the environment study (letter dated August 19, 1986). The 

Maryland Air Management Adnlnlstratlon found that the Air Quality Analysis for 

this project Is not Inconsistent with the AdnlnistratIon's plans and objec- 

tives (letter dated August 13, 1986). Both of these letters are contained in 

Section VI. 
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TABLE    IV -1 
CO CONCENTRATION^AT EACH RECEPTOR  SITE,  PPM 

1990 
NO-BUILD ALTERNATE 2-A ALTERNATE 2-B ALTERNATE 3-A ALTERNATE 3-B ALTERNATE    4 ALT.3/ALT.4 

CROSSOVER 
1 HR. 8 HR. 1 HR. 8 HR. 1 HR. 8 HR. 1 HR. 8 HR. 1 HR. 8 HR. 1  HR. 8 HR. 1 HR. 8 HR. 

1 3.9 2.1 1.2 2.1 1.2 2.1 1.1 2.1 1.1 2.1 1.2 2.1 1.1 2.1 
2 4.1 1.9 1.0 2.2 1.0 2.2 3.7 2.0 3.7 2.0 3.3 1.7 3.3 1.7 
3 3.3 1.7 3.3 1.7 3.3 1.7 3.3 1.7 3.3 1.7 3.5 1.7 3.3 1.7 
4 3.6 2.0 3.6 2.0 3.6 2.0 3.6 2.0 3.6 2.0 1.1 2.3 3.6 2.0 

5 

6 

1.9 2.2 1.3 2.1 1.3 2.1 1.6 2.1 1.6 2.1 3.1 1.8 1.5* 
t 

2.1 
3.3 1.7 3.3 1.7 3.3 1.7 3.3 1.7 3.3 1.7 1.0 2.1 3.3 1.7 

7 5.7 2.1 1.8 2.8 1.8 2.8 3.9 2.0 3.9 2.0 3.8 1.9 3.8 1.9 
8 5.1 2.2 1.1 2.5 1.1 2.5 3.8 1.9 3.8 1.9 3.8 1.9 3.8 1.9 
9 5.1 2.2 1.1 2.5 1.1 2.5 3.8 1.9 3.8 1.9 3.8 1.9 3.8 1.9 

10 3.5 1.8 3.5 1.8 3.5 1.8 3.8 1.9 3.8 1.9 3.5 1.8 3.5 1.8 

II 3.3 1.7 3.3 1.7 3.3 1.7 3.3 1.7 3.3 1.7 1.1 2.0 1.1 2.2 
12 6.0 2.6 5.0 2.9 5.0 2.9 3.9 2.0 3.9 2.0 3.8 1.9 3.8 1.9 

13 

14 

15 

3.3 1.7 3.3 1.7 3.3 1.7 1.1 2.1 1.1 2.1 3.3 1.7 3.3 1.7 

5.0 3.0 1.5 2.6 1.5 2.6 3.8 1.9 3.8 1.9 3.8 1.9 3.8 1.9 

1.6 2.1 3.8 2.2 3.6 2.2 3.9 2.3 3.9 2.3 3.9 2.3 3.9 2.3 

16 1.2 2.0 3.8 2.2 3.8 2.2 3.9 2.3 3.9 2.3 3.9 2.3 3.9 2.3 

^INCLUDING    BACKGROUND   CONCENTRATIONS 
I HOUR = 3 .3 
«HOIIR= 17 t SITE  5A 

THE  S/NAAQS   FOR CO:   I HOUR MAX.= 35 PPM 
8 HOUR MAX.=   9 PPM 



TABLE     IV - I (conti 
CO CONCENTRATION*AT EACH RECEPTOR  SITE,  PPM 

1990 

NO-BUILD 
i 

ALTERNATE 2-A ALTERNATE 2-B ALTERNATE 3-A ALTERNATE 3-B ALTERNATE    4 
ALT.3/ALT.4 
CROSSOVER 

1  HR. 8 HR. 1 HR. 8 HR. 1 HR. 8 HR. 1  HR. 8 HR. 1 HR. 8 HR. 1 HR. 8 HR. 1 HR. 8 HR. 

17 6.8 3.6 4.5 2.6 4.5 2.6 3.8 1.9 3.8 1.9 3.8 1.9 3.8 1.9 

16 4.4 2.1 3.8 2.2 3.8 2.2 3.9 2.3 3.9 2.3 3.9 2.3 3.9 2.3 

19 3.3 1.7 3.3 1.7 3.3 1.7 3.7 2.0 3.8 2.1 3.3 1.7 3.3 1.7 

20 3.3 1.7 3.3 1.7 3.3 1.7 3.8 2.1 3.7 2.0 3.3 1.7 3.3 1.7 

21 6.1 3.5 4.3 2.4 5.6 3.4 3.8 1.9 3.8 1.9 3.8 1.9 3.8 1.9 

22 3.3 1.7 4.6 2.5 3.3 1.7 3.3 1.7 3.8 2.1 4.6 2.5 4.6 2.5 

23 3.3 1.7 3.3 1.7 3.3 1.7 3.7 2.0 3.3 1.7 3.3 1.7 3.3 1.7 

24 3.3 1.7 4.7 2.8 3.3 1.7 3.3 1.7 3.3 1.7 4.7 2.8 4.7 2.8 

25 

26 

3.3 1.7 4.7 2.8 4.4 2.6 3.6 1.9 3.3 1.7 4.7 2.8 4.7 2.8 

3.3 1.7 4.3 2.4 4.3 2.4 4.5 2.5 3.3 1.7 4.3 2.4 4.3 2.4 

27 3.3 1.7 5.1 2.9 5.1 2.9 3.7 2.0 4.0 2.3 5.1 2.9 5.1 2.9 

28 4.5 2.6 4.7 2.9 4.7 2.9 4.8 3.0 4.8 3.0 4.8 3.0 4.6 3.0 

30 7.0 3.7 4.1 2.2 4.1 2.2 3.8 1.9 3.8 1.9 3.8 1.9 3.8 1.9 

31 3.3 1.7 3.3 1.7 3.3 1.7  - 3.3 1.7 3.3 1.7 4.0 2.0 3.9 1.9 

^INCLUDING    BACKGROUND   CONCENTRATIONS 
Jl HOUR= 3.3 
"B HOUR =1.7 

THE   S/NAAQS   FOR CO:   | HOUR MAX.= 35 PPM 
8 HOUR MAX.-   f^M     c£^ 
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CO 

8 

10 

II 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

I  MR. 

3.3 

3.8 

2.6 

3.0 

5.0 

2.6 

6.3 

5.1 

5.2 

3.0 

2.6 

5.8 

2.6 

5.2 

4.6 

4.0 

TABLE    IV-II 
CO CONCENTRATION*AT EACH RECEPTOR  SITE.  PPM 

20IO 

NO-BUILD      ALTERNATE 2-A 

8 HR. 

1.8 

1.7 

1.3 

1.6 

2.0 

1.3 

2.4 

2.1 

2.1 

1.5 

1.3 

2.5 

1.3 

2.9 

1.9 

1.7 

I  HR. 

4.0 

3.7 

2.6 

3.0 

1.2 

2.6 

5.1 

1.4 

4.3 

3.0 

2.6 

5.4 

2.6 

4.8 

3.4 

3.4 

8 HR. 

2.3 

2.1 

1.3 

1.6 

2.5 

1.3 

3.2 

2.6 

2.6 

1.5 

1.3 

3.4 

1.3 

2.9 

2.0 

2.0 

ALTERNATE 2-B 

I  HR. 

4.0 

3.7 

2.6 

3.0 

4.2 

2.6 

5.1 

4.4 

4.3 

3.0 

2.6 

5.4 

2.6 

4.8 

3.4 

3.4 

8 HR. 

2.3 

2.1 

ALTERNATE 3-A 

1.3 

1.6 

2.5 

1.3 

3.2 

2.6 

2.6 

1.5 

1.3 

3.4 

1.3 

2.9 

2.0 

2.0 

I  HR. 

3.7 

3.4 

2.6 

3.0 

4.5 

2.6 

4.2 

3.3 

3.3 

3.3 

2.6 

4.2 

4.0 

3.1 

3.5 

3.5 

8 HR. 

2.1 

1.9 

1.3 

ALTERNATE 3-B 

1.6 

2.4 

1.3 

2.1 

1.7 

1.7 

1.7 

1.3 

2.1 

2.0 

1.6 

2.1 

2.1 

I  HR. 

3.7 

3.4 

2.6 

3.0 

4.5 

2.6 

4.2 

3.3 

3.3 

3.3 

2.6 

4.2 

4.0 

3.1 

3.5 

3.5 

8 HR. 

2.1 

1.9 

1.3 

1.6 

2.4 

1.3 

2.1 

1.7 

1.7 

1.7 

1.3 

2.1 

2.0 

1.6 

2.1 

2.1 

ALTERNATE   4 

I  HR. 

4.0 

2.6 

2.9 

4.4 

2.7 

3.8 

3.1 

3.1 

3.1 

3.0 

3.8 

3.1 

2.6 

3.1 

3.5 

3.5 

8 HR. 

2.3 

1.3 

1.5 

2.1 

1.4 

1.9 

1.6 

1.6 

1.6 

1.5 

1.9 

1.6 

1.3 

1.6 

2.1 

ALT.3/ALT.4 
CROSSOVER 

I HR. 

3.7 

2.6 

2.6 

3.0 

4.4 

2.6 

3.1 

3.1 

3.1 

3.0 

4.3 

3.1 

2.6 

3.1 

3.5 

2.1 3.5 

8 HR. 

2.1 

1.3 

1.3 

1.6 

2.4 

1.3 

1.6 

1.6 

1.6 

1.5 

2.1 

1.6 

1.3 

1.6 

2.1 

^HSUR. 1A
6
CK6R0UND  CONCENTRAT.ONS THE.S/NAAQS  FOR CO:   , HOUR MAX.- 35 PPM 

8 HOUR =|.3 i SITE   5A 8 HOUR MAX. =   9 PPM 

2.1 
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TABLE    IV-ll(conO 
CO CONCENTRATION*AT EACH RECEPTOR  SITE,  PPM 

2010 

NO-BUILD ALTERNATE 2-A ALTERNATE 2-B ALTERNATE 3-A ALTERNATE 3-B ALTERNATE    4 
ALT.3/ALT.4 
CROSSOVER 

1  HR. 8 HR. 1 HR. 8 HR. 1 HR. 8 HR. 1 HR. 8 HR. 1  HR. 8 HR. 1  HR. 8 HR. 1  HR. 8 HR. 

17 7.7 4.5 4.5 2.7 4.5 2.7 3.1 1.6 3.1 16 3.1 1.6 3.1 1.6 

18 4.3 1.8 3.4 2.0 3.4 2.0 3.5 2.1 3.5 2.1 3.5 2.1 3.5 2.1 

19 2.6 1.3 2.6 1.3 2.6 1.3 3.2 1.8 3.1 1.7 2.6 1.3 2.6 1.3 

20 2.6 1.3 2.6 1.3 2.6 1.3 3.1 1.7 3.2 1.8 2.6 1.3 2.6 1.3 

21 6.9 3.9 4.3 2.5 6.3 4.0 3.1 1.6 3.1 1.6 3.1 1.6 3.1 1.6 

22 2.6 1.3 4.5 2.8 2.6 1.3 2.6 1.3 3.1 1.7 4.5 2.8 4.5 2.8 

23 2.6 1.3 2.6 1.3 2.6 1.3 3.2 1.7 2.6 1.3 2.6 1.3 2.6 1.3 

24 2.6 1.3 4.9 3.0 2.6 1.3 2.6 1.3 2.6 1.3 4.9 3.0 4.9 3.0 

25 2.6 1.3 5.0 3.0 4.5 2.6 3.0 1.6 2.6 1.3 5.0 3.0 5.0 3.0 

26 

27 

2.6 1.3 4.3 2.5 4.3 2.5 4.3 2.5 2.6 1.3 4.3 2.5 4.3 2.5 

2.6 1.3 5.3 3.3 5.3 3.3 3.3 1.7 3.6 2.0 5.3 3.3 5.3 3.3 

28 5.0 3.1 5.2 3.4 5.2 3.4 5.3 3.5 5.3 3.5 5.3 3.5 5.3 3.5 

30 8.1 4.8 4.1 2.2 4.1 2.2 3.1 1.6 3.1 1.6 3.1 1.6 3.1 1.6 

31 2.6 1.3 2.6 1.3 2.6 1.3 2.6 1-3 2.6 1.3 3.8 1.7 3.6 1.7 

* INCLUDING   BACKGROUND   CONCENTRATIONS 
1 HOUR»2.6 

A^OUR '1.3 

THE  S/NAAQS  FOR CO: I HOUR MAX.* 35 PPM 
8 HOUR MAX.*   9 PP <9i m    ^ 



E. Noise Impact Analysis 

1. Introduction 

As discussed In Section MI.E., traffic noise Impacts 

occur when predicted Maryland Route 100 design year traffic noise levels 

exceed 67 dBA Leq or exceed the measured ambient "without aircraft" levels by 

10 dBA or more. Where noise Impacts occur, noise abatement methods are 

examined. This section Identifies areas of noise Impact for the various de- 

sign alternatives, and then looks at the feasibility of using noise barriers 

to minimize or eliminate Impacts. The following paragraphs first present the 
« 

measured levels for the noise sensitive areas, then discuss noise prediction 

methods. Identify areas of noise Impact, and finally present an analysis of 

noise barrier feasibility. 

2. Ambient Noise Level Measurements 

TVventy-nlne noise sensitive areas (MSA's) were Identified 

and analyzed In the study area (see Figure IV-11). All are categorized as 

Activity Category B In accordance with the FhV/A noise abatement criteria and 

land use relationship shewn on Table I I 1-7. These are shown on Table IV-3 In 

section IV.D. Noise measurements were conducted at a11 of the noise sensitive 

areas (note that there are 30 nunbered areas, but site nunber 16 Is an air 

qualIty location only). A noise monitor was used for 20 to 30 minutes at each 

NSA. At most locations, printouts of Leq values permitted separation of non- 

aircraft noise level. The following table describes each NSA and gives the 

measured results In terms of dBA Leq. 

P 6 
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TABLE IV-3 - NOISE SENSITIVE AREAS AMD AMBIENT NOISE LEVELS 

Noise       Measured Leg 
Sensitive   With   Without 
Area    Aircraft  Aircraft Description 

1 66       63   One (1) 2 story frame single family residence 
north side of U.S. Route 1 with direct access 
to U.S. Route 1. 

2 70       61    One (1) 3 story frame single family residence 
with direct access to Race Road. 

3 70       43   One (1) 2 story frame single family residence 
with direct access to Race Road. 

4 68      42   Patapsco State Valley Park. 

5 71       68   One (1) 2 story frame single family residence 
with direct access to Maryland Route 176. 

6 68       43    One (1) 2 story frame single family residence 
with direct access to Bentwoods Road. 

7 69       68   St. Marks United Methodist Church Is a one 
(1) story brIck bu11dIng wIth dIrect access 
to Maryland Route 176. The church Is air 
conditioned and has no day school. 

8 70       58   One (1) 1 story sIngIe f am 11y res Idence wIth 
direct access to Maryland Route 713. 

9 60       57   One (1) 3 story frame single family residence 
with direct access to Ridge Road (Shipley 
House Historic Site). 

10 62       61    Harmans Park - Receptor site Is at the back- 
stop of the basebaII field. 

11 76       44   One (1) 1 story stone single family residence 
with direct access to Valley Road off of Old 
Stony Run Road. 

12 67       65   One (1) 2 story frame single family residence 
located on Sandalwood Lane with access to 
Maryland Route 176. 

13 52       52    One (1)  1 story brick rancher single family 
residence with direct access to Matthews Town 
Road. 
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TABLE IV-3 NOISE SENSITIVE AREAS AND /WBIENT NOISE LEVELS (CONT'D) 

Noise        Measured Leq 
Sensitive      With    Without 
Area       Aircraft  Aircraft Description 

14 62       59   One (1) 3 story frame single family residence 
with direct access to Maryland Route 176. 

15 61       56   One (1) 1 story brick rancher with carport, a 
sIngIe  fam 11y  res i dence wIth access to 
Hawkins Road. 

16 (Air Quality only)    Buckingham Forest Tree Nursery 

17 70       70   One (1) 2 story frame and brick single family 
residence with direct access to Maryland 
Route 176. 

18 58       58   One (1) 1 story frame single family residence 
with direct access to Otis Drive. 

19 54       49   One (1) 3 story frame single family residence 
with direct access to Maryland Route 652 
(Smith Farm - Historic Site). 

20 54       49   One (1) 3 story frame single family residence 
with direct access to Maryland Route 652. 

21 71       70   One (1) 2 story frame single family residence 
with direct access to Maryland Route 176. 

22 53       49   One (1) 2 story frame single family residence 
with direct access to W.B.A. Road. 

23 66       54   One (1) story ranch single famIly residence 
on Dorol Court. 

24 57       52   Queenstcwn Park - Receptor site is the center 
of Tennis/Basketball Court with direct access 
to Queenstcwn Road. 

25 59       54   MetropoIitan United Methodist Church Is a 1 
story brick bulIdlng with direct access to 
Queenstcwn Road. This church Is air condi- 
tioned and has no day school. 

26 61       55   One (1) 1 story ranch single family residence 
with direct access to Queenstown Road. 

27 68       51    One (1) story frame single family residence 
with direct access to Jones Road. 
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TABLE IV-3 ^DISE SENSITIVE AREAS AND /HVBIENT NOISE LEVELS (CONT'D) 

Noise        Measured Leq 
Sensitive     With    Without 
Area       Aircraft  Aircraft Description 

28 63       63    Apartments 3 story brick building with access 
to Old Stage Road. 

30 70       70   One (1) 1 story frame single family residence 
with direct access to Elkridge Landing Road. 

31 72       52   Calvary Chapel Church Is a 1 story frame 
church on Old Ridge Road. This Church Is air 
conditioned and does have a day school. 

3. Predicted Noise Levels 

a.  Prediction Methodology 

The method used to predict the future noise levels for the 

proposed extension of Maryland Route 100 was developed by the Federal Highway 

Actnlnlstration of the U.S. Department of Transportation.  The FHWA Highway 

Traffic Noise Prediction Model  (FHWA Model)  Incorporates data pertaining to 

normal traffic volime Increases over time, utilizes an exper I mentally and 

statistically determined reference sound level for three classes of vehicles 

(autos, medlun duty trucks, and heavy duty trucks) and applies a series of 

adjustments to each reference level to arrive at the predicted sound level. 

The adjustments Include:  1) traffic flow corrections taking Into account 

nunber of vehicles, average vehicle speed, and specifies a time period of 

consideration; 2) distance adjustment comparing a reference distance and 

actual distance between receiver and roadway; and 3) adjustment for various 

types of physical barriers that would reduce noise transmission frcm source 

(roadway) to receiver. 
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a 
Pursuant to the procedures pub 11 shed In the FHWA FHPM 7-7- 

3, prediction calculations and no.se barrier calculations were performed util- 

izing a ccmputer program version of the FWA Model described in report FHWA- 

RD-77-108. The calculations do not predict future noise levels 'with aircraft 

since alrp.ane no.se Is not generated by this project and cannot be mitigated 

by noise barriers. 

b-  Simrnry of Traffic Parameters 

Traffic Information for this analysis was prepared by the 

dryland State Highway Ac*,nI stration<s Bureau of Traffic Engineering and 

Bureau of Highway Statistics for the Design Year (2010). 

in predicting noise levels and assessing noise Impacts, the 

traff.ccharacter.st.es y.e.d.ng the worst hourly traffic noise Impact on a 

regular basis for the design year for each alternate were used. 

c  Prediction Results 

Noise levels projected for the design year (2010) for the 

"Bui Id" and "No-Bui id" alternatives are shown in Tables IV-4 and IV-5. 

4- Noise Impact Assessment 

a-  .""Pact Analysis and Feaslbl11tv of Noise Control 

The determination of environmental noise impact is based 

on the re.at.onsh.p between the predicted noise levels, the estab..shed no.se 

abatement cr.ter.a, and ^he amb.entno.se ieve.s in the project area. The 

applicable standard „ the Federal Highway Adn,n.stration's Noise Abatenent 

Criteria/Activity Re.atlonshlp (see Tab.e II,-7) pub..shed in FHm 7-7-3. 

When design year Leq no.se .eve.s are projected to exceed the abatement cr.- 

ter.a or .ncrease amb.ent conditions by 10 dBA or more, no.se abatenent mea- 

sures (,n genera., noise barriers) are considered to minimize Impact.  Con- 
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si deration Is based on the size of the Impacted area (nimber of structures, 

spaclal distribution of structures, etc.)^ the predominant activities carried 

on within the area, public Input, the visual Impact of the control measure, 

practicality of construction, and econcmlc feasibility. 
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PROJECT     NOISE    LEVELS 
TABLE IV-4 

MARYLAND ROITTE 100 ALTERNATES   2A.2B, 3A,3B,4a3 CROSSOVER 4 

USA DESCRIPTION 
jAMBIENT   Leq |                            DESIGN YEAR   2010   Leq                            | 

with 
oireroft 

without 
oireroft 2A 28 3A 38 4 3 X-OVER 4 

I RESIDENTIAL 66 63 67 67 68* 68* 68* 68* 

2 RESIDENTIAL 70 61 67 67 69* 69* - 6? 

3 RESIDENTIAL 70 43 - - - - 59* - 

4 RESIDENTIAL 68 42 - - -' - 67* - 

5 RESIDENTIAL 71 68 65 65 67 67 - - 

6 RESIDENTIAL 68 43 — - - - 67» — 

7 CHURCH 69 68 66 66 67 67 - - 

8 CHURCH 70 58     . — 66 66 68* 68* - • - 

9 RESIDENTIAL 60 57 65 65 68* 68* - - 

10 PARK 62 61 - - 58 58 - - 

II RESIDENTIAL 76 44 - - - - 66* 65* 

12 RESIDENTIAL 67 65 71* 71* - - - 

13 RESIDENTIAL 52 52 - - 68* 68* - - 

14 RESIDENTIAL 62 59 68* 68* - - -. 

IS RESIDENTIAL 61 56 62 62 - - — 

16 RESIDENTIAL 
Air   Q 

On 
uality 
y 

— - - - — - 

17 RESIDENTIAL 70 70 63 63 - - — - 

16 RESIDENTIAL 58 58 - - 70* 70* - - 

19 RESIDENTIAL 5* 49 - - 58 57 - - 

20 RESIDENTIAL 54 49 - - 71* - - - 
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PROJECT     NOISE    LEVELS 
TABLE IV-4  (CONT.) 

MARYLAND ROUTE 100 ALTERNATES 2A, 2B, 3A, 3B,4 & CROSSOVER 4      M 

NSA DESCRIPTION 
AMBIENT   Leq DESIGN YEAR   2010   Leq 

with 
oircroft 

without 
aircraft 2A 28 3A 38 4 3X-0VER4 

21 RESIDENTIAL 71 70 72* - - - - 

22 RESIDENTIAL .53 w 61* - - 65* 61* 61* 

23 SWIM CLUB 66 54 - - 63 - - - 

24 PARK 57 52 56 - - - 56 56 

25 CHURCH 59 54 62 62 - - 62 62 

26 RESIDENTIAL 61 ,   55 60 57 70* — — ..    - 

27 RESIDENTIAL 68 51 65* 65* 61* 62* 65* 65* 

28 RESIDENTIAL 63 63 66 66 69* 69* 69* 69* 

| 

30 RESIDENTIAL 70 70 76* 76* 75* 75* - 

31 CHURCH 72 52 — — - - 61 64 

» 

NOTE:    ASTERISK (*)   INDICATES THAT THE SITE 

WILL BE EXPOSED TO TRAFFIC NOISE 

LEVELS THAT EITHER WILL EXCEED FHWA 
DESIGN CRITERIA OR WILL  INCREASE BY 

10 dBA OR MORE ABOVE CURRENT AMBIENT      A 

NOISE EXCLUDING AIRCRAFT.                             ^ 

• 
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PROJECT     NOISE    LEVELS 
TABLE IV-5 

MARYLAND ROUTE  100-NO BUILD ALTERNATE 

NSA DESCRIPTION 
AMBIENT   Leq 1 DESIGN YEAR    2010 Ldq 

with 
aircraft 

without 
aircraft 

1 RESIDENTIAL 66 63 67 

2 RESIDENTIAL 70 61 62 

5 RESIDENTIAL 71 68 76 

7 CHURCH 69 68 70 

a CHURCH 70 58 62 

9 RESIDENTIAL 60 57 6* 

12 RESIDENTIAL 67 65 66 

14 RESIDENTIAL 62 59 • 65 

17 RESIDENTIAL 70 70 76 

21 RESIDENTIAL 71 70 76 

30 RESIDENTIAL 70 70 76     • 

• 

• 

> 
A1 
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Economic assessment Is based on the foI lowing assimptlons 

^ 

An effective barrier should, In general, extend In both directions to four (4) 

times the distance between receiver and . roadway (source). In addition, an 

effective barrier should provide a 7 to 10 dBA reduction of the noise level, 

as a preliminary design goal. For the purpose of ccmparison, a total cost of 

$27 per square foot Is assumed to estimate total barrier cost. This cost 

figure is based on current costs experienced by the Maryland State Highway 

Actnlnlstration and Includes the costs of panels, footings, drainage, land- 

scaping, and overhead. In addition, the upset limit to determine how reason- 

able a barrier may be is $40,000 per residence. This Is an average cost 

figure based on current and projected barrier costs by the Maryland State 

Highway Actnlnistratlon. 

Nd-Bulld Alternate - For the No-Build Alternate, eleven 

(11) noise sensitive areas were analyzed. Table IV-5 shows design year (2010) 

Leq noise levels would Increase 1-8 dBA over present levels (without aircraft) 

and NSA's 5, 7, 17, 21 and 30 would exceed the noise abatement criteria of 67 

dBA. These Increases are due solely to Increased traffic volimes on Dorsey 

Road and noise abatement measures are not reccrrmended for this alternate. 

Alternate 2A - Under this alternate, NSA's 12,14, 22, 27 

and 30 would be exposed to traffic noise levels that In the design year (2010) 

either exceed FHWA noise abatement criteria or Increase by 10 dBA or more 

above current ambient noise levels excluding aircraft (see Table IV-4). Table 

IV-6 surmarlzes the basic physical dimensions, estimated effectiveness, cost, 

nunber of residential units benefiting and the nominal cost per residence of 

barriers for each NSA. 

• 

• 
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At NSA 12, a barrier 14 feet high and 1450 feet In length 

would provide a maxlmun of 9 dBA benefit to 19 residences at a total cost of 

$548,000 or a cost per residence of $29,000. The construction of a barrier at 

this location would be considered during final design If Alternate 2A Is se- 

lected. This NSA Is not located within the airport's noise zone. 

At NSA 14, a barrier 20 feet high and 1000 feet In length 

would provide a maxlmun 5 dBA benefit to one residence at a cost of $540,000. 

This barrier would be neither feasible nor reasonable because of cost and 

insufficient benefit and Is not recarmended. 

At NSA 22 a barrier 20 feet high and 2800 feet In length 

would provide a maxlmun 7 dBA benefit to 3 residences at a total cost of 

$1,512,000 or a cost per residence of $504,000. This barrier would be feas- 

ible but not reasonable because of cost and Is not recamrended. 

At NSA 27, a barrier 20 feet high and 800 feet In length 

would provide a maximum of 8 dBA benefit to one residence at a cost of 

$432,000. This barrier would be feasible but not reasonable because of cost 

and Is not reccnmended. 

The Impact to NSA 30 is due solely to increased traffic 

along Dorsey Road and barrier construction Is not feasible since the barrier 

would have to be segnented to provide access to cross roads. 
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Table IV-6 - Barrier Effectiveness 
Alternate 2A 

No. of     Cost 
Barrier Dimensions (Ft) Residences     Per 

NSA   HeIght   Length Benefit (dBA)   Cost Benef111ng Res Idence 
12      14      1450 9 $ 548,000 19 $ 29,000 
14      20      1000 5 $ 540,000 1 $ 540,000 
22      20      2800 7 $1,512,000 3 $ 504,000 
27      20       800 8 $ 432,000 1 $ 432,000 
30     (see text) 

Alternate 2B - Under this alternate, NSA's 12,14, 21, 27 

and 30 would be exposed to traffic noise levels that In the design year (2010) 

either exceed the FHWA noise abatement criteria or Increase by 10 dBA or more 

above current ambient noise levels excluding aircraft (see Table IV-4). Table 

IV-7 surmarlzes the basic physical dimensions, estimated effectiveness, cost, 

nunber of res I dent I a I unIts benefItt i ng and the ncm i naI cost per res Idence of 

barriers for each NSA. 

The barriers associated with NSA's 12 and 14 would be the 

same as under Alternate 2A. 

At NSA 27, a barrier 20 feet high and 3350 feet In length 

would provide a maxlmunn 4 dBA benefit to one residence at a cost of $1,809,00. 

This barrier is not reasonable or feasible and Is not reccrrmended. 

For NSA's 21 and 30, vehicles on local, unlimited access 

roads are responsible for noise Impact, and barrier construction is not feasi- 

ble. 
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Table IV-7 - Barrier Effectiveness u 

Alternate 2B 
No. of     Cost 

Barrier Dimensions (Ft) Residences     Per 
NSA   Height   Length    Benefit (dBA)   Cost     Benefiting Res Idence 
12      14      1450 9     $ 548,000 19      $  29,000 
14      20      1000 5     $ 540,000       1      $ 540,000 
21      (see text) 

27      20      3350 4     $1,809,000       1      $1,809,000 
30     (see text) 

Alternate 3A - Under this alternate, NSA's 

1,2,8,9,13,18,20,26,28 and 30 would be exposed to traffic noise levels that In 

the design year (2010) would exceed the FHVA noise levels excluding aircraft 

(see Table IV-4). A Leq of 61 dBA would occur at NSA 27 and is considered to 

impact on that location because of the relatively low ambient levels that 

exist when aircraft are not overflying the area. Table IV-8 surmarlzes the 

basic physical dimensions, estimated effectiveness, cost, nunber of residen- 

tial units benefIttlng and the nominal cost per residence of barriers for each 

NSA. 

At NSA 1, a barrier-varying In height frcm 20-28 feet and 

900 feet In length would provide a maxlmim of 7 dBA benefit to 3 residences at 

a total cost of $519,000 or a cost per residence of $173,000. This barrier Is 

feasible but not reasonable because of cost and is not reccmnended. 

At NSA 2, a barrier 15 feet In height and 950 feet In 

length would provided residences a maxlmun of 7 dBA benefit at a total cost 

of $385,000 or a cost per residence of $192,000. This barrier Is feasible but 

not reasonable because of cost and Is not recarmended. 

At NSA 8, a barrier 20 feet high and 3,200 feet long would 

provide 5 residences a maxlmim of 5 dBA benefit at a total cost of $1,728,000 

or a cost per residence of $346,000. This barrier is neither reasonable nor 

feasible and Is not reccrrmended. 
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At NSA 9, a barrier€l-20 feet high and 3,200 feet long 

would provide six residences a maxlmun 8 dBA benefit at a total cost of 

$1,728,000 or a cost per residence of $288,000. This barrier is feasible but 

not reasonable because of cost and is not reccmnended. 

At NSA 13, a barrier 18 feet high and 900 feet In length 

would provide 2 residences a maximum of 8 dBA benefit at a total cost of 

$437,000 or a cost per residence of $219,000. This barrier is feasible but 

not reasonable because of cost and Is not reccmnended. 

At NSA 18, a barrier 18 feet high and 1200 feet In length would 

provide 4 residences a maximun of 9 dBA benefit at a total cost of $583,000 or 

a cost per residence of $146,000. This barrier Is feasible but not reasonable 

because of cost and Is not recarmended. 

At NSA 20, a barrier 12 feet high and 400 feet long would 

provide one residence a maxlmun of 8 dBA benefit at a cost of $130,000. This 

barrier is feasible but not reasonable because of cost and is not recarmended. 

At NSA 26, a barrier 9 feet high and 1000 feet long would 

provide 6 residences a maxlmun of 8 dBA benefit at a total cost of $243,000 or 

a cost per residence of $41,000. This barrier would be feasible but not 

reasonable because of cost and is not reccmnended. 

At NSA 27, a barrier 20 feet high and 3,360 feet long 

would provide one residence a maximun of 4 dBA benefit at a cost of 

$1,814,000. This barrier Is not reasonable or feasible and Is not reccmnend- 

ed. 

At NSA 28, a barrier 20 feet high and 800 feet long would 

provide 12 residential units a maxlmun of 7 dBA benefit at a total cost of 

$432,000 or a cost per residence of $36,000. This barrier would be reasonable 
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and feasible and is being considered under the construction of 1-97. 

As for the other alternates, NSA 30 Is impacted by noise 

frcm traffic on Dorsey Road and barrier construction is not feasible. 

Table IV-8 - Barrier Effectiveness 
Alternate 3A 

NO . of Cost 
Barrier Dimensions (Ft) Res i dences Per 

NSA Height Length Benefit (dBA) Cost Benef1t1ng Res 1dence 
1 20-28 900 7 $ 519,000 3 $ 173,000 
2 15 950 7 $ 385,000 2 $ 192,000 
8 20 3200 5 $1,728,000 5 $ 346,000 
9 20 3200 8 $1,728,000 6 $ 288,000 
13 18 900 8 $ 437,000 2 $ 219,000 
18 18 1200 9 $ 583,000 4 $ 146,000 
20 12 400 8 $  130,000 1 $ 130,000 
26 9 1000 8 $ 243,000 6 $ 41,000 
27 20 3360 4 $1,814,000 1 $1 ,814,000 
28 20 800 7 $ 432,000 12* $ 36,000 
30 (see text) 

•Estimated No. of Apartment Units 

Alternate 3B - As shown in Table IV-4, NSA's, 

1,2,8,9,13,18,22,27,28 and 30 would be exposed to traffic noise levels that. 

In the design year (2010), would exceed the FHWA noise abatement criteria or 

Increase by 10 dBA or more above current ambient noise levels (excluding air- 

craft). Table IV-9 sunmarlzes the basic physical dimensions, estimated effec- 

tiveness, cost, nunber of residential units benefiting and the ncmlnal cost 

per residence of barriers for each NSA. 

At NSA's 1,2,8,9,13,18,28 and 30, the barriers and associ- 

ated effectiveness would be the same as those described In Alternate 3A. 

At NSA 22, a barrier 20 feet high and 2800 feet long would 

provide 3 residences approximately 8 dBA benefit at a total cost of $1,512,000 

or a cost per residence of $504,000. This barrier would be feasible but not 
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reasonable because of cost and is not reccmmended. 

At NSA 27, a barrier 20 feet high and 2,250 feet long 

would provide one residence approximately 6 dBA benefit at a cost of 

$1,215,000. This barrier Is feasible but not reasonable and Is not reconnen- 

ded. 

Table IV-9 - Barrier Effectiveness 
Alternate 3B 

Barrier Dimensions (Ft) 
NSA  Height   Length   Benefit (dBA)   Cost 

No. of     Cost 
Res i dences    Per 

1 20-28 900 7 $ 519,000 3 $ 173,000 
2 15 950 7 $ 385,000 2 $ 192,000 
8 20 3200 5 $1,728,000 5 $ 346,000 
9 20 3200 8 $1,728,000 6 $ 288,000 
13 18 900 8 $ 437,000 2 $ 219,000 
18 18 1200 9 $ 583,000 4 $ 146,000 
22 20 2800 8 $1,512,000 3 $ 504,000 
27 20 2250 6 $1,215,000 . 1 $1 ,215,000 
28 20 800 7 $ 432,000 12* $ 36,000 
30 (see text) 

•Estimated No. of Apartment Units 

Alternate 3B (Modified) - The selected alternate would 

have the same noise Impacts as those described for Alternate 3B. 

Alternate 4 - Under this alternate, NSA's 1,3,4,6,11,22, 

27, and 28 would be exposed to traffic noise levels that, In the design year 

(2010), would exceed the FHWA noise abatement criteria or increase by 10 dBA 

or more above current ambient noise levels excluding aircraft (see Table IV- 

4). Table IV-10 sinmarlzes the barriers for each of the Impacted NSA's. 

At NSA's 1 and 28, the barriers would be the same as those 

described In Alternate 3A and the barriers associated with NSA's 22 and 27 

would be the same as under Alternate 2A. 
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At NSA 3, a barrier 12 feet high and 7000 feet long would 

provide- 8 residences between a 5 to 10 dBA benefit of a total cost of 

$2,268,000 or a cost per residence of $284,000. This barrier would be feas- 

ible but not reasonable and is not recarmended. 

At NSA 4, a barrier 12 feet high and 2,000 feet long would 

provide between 7 and 10 dBA benefit In the park at a total cost of $648,000. 

This barrier Is feasible and will be considered during final design if Alter- 

nate 4 Is selected. 

At NSA 6, a barrier 12 feet high and 1,000 feet in length 

would provide 5 residences a benefit of between 5 and 10 dBA at a total cost 

of $324,000 or a cost of $65,000 per residence. This barrier Is feasible but 

not reasonable and is not recarmended. 

At NSA 11, a barrier 12 feet high and 4,000 feet long 

would provide 3 residences and one church between a 5 to 10 dBA benefit at a 

total cost of $1,296,000 or a cost per residence of $185,000. This barrier Is 

feasible but not reasonable because of cost and Is not recannended. 

Table IV-10 - Barrier Effectiveness 
Alternate 4 

No. of     Cost 
Barrier Dimensions (Ft) Residences     Per 

NSA   Height   Length    Benefit (dBA)   Cost     Benef111ng Res Idence 

1 20-28 900 7 $ 519,000 
3 12 7000 5-10 $2,268,000 
4 12 2000 7-10 $ 648,000 
6 12 1000 5-10 $ 324,000 

11 12 4000 5-10 $1,296,000 

3 
8 

5 
3 

$ 173,000 
$ 284,000 

$ 65,000 
$ 185,000 
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Alternate 3/Crossover/Alternate 4 - Under this alternate, 

NSA's 1, 2, 11, 22, 27, 28, and 31 would be exposed to traffic noise levels 

that. In the design year (2010), would exceed the FHVA noise abatement cri- 

teria or Increase by 10 dBA or more above current ambient noise levels exclud- 

ing aircraft (see Table IV-4). 

The barriers for NSA's 1,2, and 28 are the same as for 

Alternate 3A and the barriers for 2, 22, and 27 are the same as for Alternate 

2A. 

At NSA 11 and 31, a barrier 12 feet high and 4,700 feet 

long would provide 5 residences and one church between 5 and 10 dBA benefit at 

a total cost of $1,523,000 or a cost per residence of $169,000. This barrier 

Is feasible but not reasonable due to cost and is not reccrrmended. 

Table IV-11 - Barrier Effectiveness 
Alternate 3/Crossover/Alternate 4 

No. of     Cost 
Barrier Dimensions (Ft) Residences    Per 

NSA   He Ight   Length   Benefit (dBA)   Cost     Benef111ng Residence 

1 20-28      900 7       $ 519,000       3     $  173,000 
2 15 950 7 $ 385,000 2 $ 194,000 
11&31 12 4700 5-10 $1,523,000 5 $ 169,000 
22       20     2800 7       $1,512,000       3     $ 504,000 
27 20      800 8       $ 432,000       1     $ 432,000 
28 20      800 7       $ 432,000       12    $  36,000 

Alternate 4/3B - Under this alternate, NSA's 1, 3, 4, 6, 

11, 22, 27, and 28 would be exposed to traffic noise levels that. In the 

design year (2010), would exceed the FHWA noise abatement criteria or Increase 

by 10 dBA or more above current ambient noise levels excluding aircraft. The 

noise levels for NSA's 1,3,4,6,11 and 22 are shown In Table IV-4 under 

Alternate 4 and for NSA's 27 and 28 under Alternate 3B. 
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The barriers for NSA's 1,3,4,6,11 and 22 are the same as 

described for Alternate 4 and the barriers for NSA's 27 and 28 are the same as 

described for Alternate 3B. 

Table IV-12 - Barrier Effectiveness 
Alternate 4/3B 

MSA 
Barrier 
Height 

Dimensions 
Length 

(Ft) 
Benefit (dBA) Cost 

No. Of 
Res i dences 
Benef1t1ng 

Cost 
Per 

Residence 

1 20-28 900 7 $ 519,000 3 $ 173,000 

3 12 7000 5-10 $2,268,000 8 $ 284,000 

4 12 2000 7-10 $ 648,000 - - 

6 12 1000 5-10 $ 324,000 5 $ 65,000 

11 12 4000 5-10 $1,296,000 3 $ 185,000 

27 20 2250 6 $1,215,000 1 $1 ,215,000 

28 20 800 7 $ 432,000 12* $ 36,000 

* Estimated No. of Apartment Units 

b. Construction Impacts 

As with any major construction project, areas around the construc- 

tion site are likely to experience varied periods and degrees of noise Impact. 

This type of project would probably employ the following pieces of equipment 

which would likely be sources of construction noise: 

Bui Idozers and Earth Movers 
Graders 
Front End Loaders 
Durp and other Diesel Trucks 
Ccmpressors 
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Generally, construction activity would occur during normal working 

hours on weekdays.  Therefore, noise intrusion frcm construction activities 

probably would not occur during critical sleep or outdoor recreation periods 

F.   Impact on Historic or Archeological Sites 

1. Historic Sites - Consequences 

• Seventeen historical sites are located within the study area; two 

sites are eligible for the National Register of Historic Places and the re- 

maining 15 sites are not elIglble, but are of Maryland Inventory Qua 11ty. 

Refer to Table 111-8 for level of significance. 

The two sites eligible for the National Register are the Smith Farm 

(c.) and the Shipley House (J.). The Shipley House would not be directly 

Impacted by any of the alternates, hcwever, under Alternates 2 and 3, the site 

would be impacted by the close proximity of the alignments. Alternate 3- 

Optlon B would require the acquisition of some of the Smith Farm property but 

would not directly Impact any buildings or the cemetery on the property. 

Alternate 3-Optlon A would be approximately 300 feet south of the Smith Farm 

and would therefore Impact the property, but not adversely, due to the use of 

landscaping to provide a buffer zone. 

The Maryland Historical Trust - State Historic Preservation Officer 

has determined that Alternate 3-Optlon B would have no adverse effect on the 

Shipley House or the Smith Farm conditional on landscaping plans which are 

reviewed and approved by the Maryland Historical Trust (see letter dated March 

26, 1987 In section VI). 

2. Archeolog lea I Sites 

Five sites Identified by the Maryland Geological Survey as poten- 

tial ly el Iglble for the National Register would be impacted by either the 
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->*»* a.ter^te, Altrot. 38 owif 11). or by A1ternate </3B. Since 

Alternate 38 oi0(,lfI«o wl,, lmBact fajr of these ^^ ^^ ^ archeoiog|o_ 

al studies to detenn.ne s.te extent, degree of .mpaot. and eNglbmty for the 

Nationa, Register »„, „. undertaken on sites IMM,. ,3^80, ana e|ther 
laA^TS or ,««„. ,ltm  ,3^,3 ^ |MMB ^^^ ^ ^ ^^ ^ 

activity with the sa.ne potentia, for research infor^tion. Site ,8^62 ^s 

not reconnended for Phase ,1 investigations by the Maryiand Geoiogica, Survey 

since site ,8^79 offered superior site integrity. This ««»„,„. ooor- 

dlnated with the state Historic Preservation Officer. 

If Alternate 4/38 had been seiected. phase 11 archeologica, study 

«uld have been undertaken on site ,8^9*. ,„ Edition, phase , archeoiogi- 

-I reconnaissance wculd have had to be undertaken of the unsurveyed portions 

of archeologica, test tract «. i^er, „.,„, of these ^ ^ ^ ^ 

Pacted by A.ternate 38 (Mod.f led), the selected alternate. 
S'  ""atlonshlp between <am--t.~. ctf~~t.  ,„- , __ » 
     • Effects and Lona-tenn Productivity and 

Enhancanent 

_ Al I of the Bui Id Alternates would allo« traffic to move 

-oreefficentiy thr^gh the study area. The proposed ,nprov^nts s^uid 

-ake the project area .ore attractive for econOT,o deveiop^nt, thereby in- 

creasing enployment opportunities In the study area. 

Lang tenn envlromental effects Include the elimination of 

active agricultural iands and ^diands and the acpuisitlon of f .codpialn and 

wetland acreage. Nolse levels would also Increase In sra areas. 

Construction impacts which would have a short-tern effect 

on the proJe=t area Include erosion, siltatlon and strea, turbidity. Dust and 

hoise associated .with hlg^ay constr^tion would also result In t^rary 
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impacts. Every effort will be made by the State Highway AdninistratIon to 

minimize effects to the environment. 

H.  Irreversible and Irretrievable Cannltment of Resources 

The proposed project represents the irreversible and Ir- 

retrievable ccnmltment of woodlands and agricultural land for the highway 

right-of-way along with floodplaln acreage and wlIdlIfe habitat. The land 

required for the project can be considered as permanently carmitted to a 

transportation corridor. 

I.  Energy Impacts 

Because of the resulting more efficient operating speeds, 

each of the freeway build alternates would require less operational energy 

usage than Alternate 2. Energy saved in operational energy requirements would 

more than offset energy expended In highway construction. 

J. 4(f) Statement 

1. Introduction 

Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation Act 

of 1966 (49 U.S.C. 303 (c)) requires that the proposed use of any land frcm 

either a public park of national, state, or local significance or frcm any 

historic site considered eligible for, or on the National Register of Historic 

Places be given particular attention. Final action requiring the taking of 

such land must docunent that there are no feasible and prudent alternatives to 

its use. Additionally, a full evaluation of measures to minimize harm must be 

made. 

2. Description of the Proposed Action 

The proposed action Involves the construction of Maryland 

Route 100 as either a 6 lane urban arterial highway or a 4 to 6 lane divided 
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freevay between Maryland Route 3 (proposed .-97) and .-95. The a.ternates 

which were considered for this study are described In deta.I in Section .,-B. 

A.ternate 2 - Options A and B and Alternate 3/Crossover/4 would .mpact upon 

Fr.endsh.p Park. A.ternate 4 and A.ternate 4/3B wou.d .mpact upon Friendship 

Park and the Patapsco Va..ey State Park. The selected a.ternate. A.ternate 38 

(Modified), would impact upon Friendship Park and the Snlth Farm. 

3- Description of 4(n Resource 

a.  Friendship Park 

Friendship Park Is a 172 acre parcel of land orlslnal ly 

acoulred by a,, Airport to contro, the airspace for one of their runways.  ,t 

IS no« leased by Ann. Arundel Oxinty fran the Maryland State Aviation Adnlnls- 

tratlon through the year ,992.  The .ease can be tennlnated on a one year 

notice If the Maryland Avalation Administration determines that^ the land Is 

needed for airport or other purposes. The bulk of this property .s currently 

forested, unused, and Inaccessible.  Its 9eneral .ocatlcn In relation to the 

study area Is shcn en Figure ,1,-2. The County has developed a recreation 

area In the northeast ouadrant of the park which currently includes a recrea- 

tion pond, parking. p,on,c tables and developed basebal, diamonds. The only 

vehicle access to the recreation area Is fro, Corsey Road In the northeast 

corner of the tract. Park signs with regulations are posted at this entrance. 

Neither Program Open Space nor Und and Water Conservation Funds were used to 

acquire or develop Friendship Park.  Along the Sa»nl 11 Creek va, ley through 

Friendship Park ,s a brldietral, which connects this park with Queenstown 

Park to the southwest.  This is a vlta, tral,  I Ink for hors^en travel Ing 

between W.B. & A. Road and the  Andover Ecuestrlan Center north of the Air- 

port. 

IV-93 



% 
& 

Bordering Sawmill Creek through Friendship Park Is a wet- 

lands area (see Figure 11-22) extending to a width of up to 500 feet. This Is 

a Pa lustrine Forested broad leaf deciduous wetlands where the dcmlnant canopy 

Is 95% Red Maple with 5% other species. Water table can be plus or minus one 

foot frcm the surface In this area during different times of the year, and 

there are many hunrocks. Associated secondary species In the canopy Include 

Black Gun, Pin Oak & Cherry. Understory species include MagnoI la. Winter- 

berry, Skunk cabbage. Chain Fern, Cinnamon Fern, wood reed, Highbrush Blue- 

berry, rhododendron, Unlola Laxa, Red Chokeberry and Lyonla. 

Approximately a thirty acre portion of this park property 

(a strip approximately 600 feet by 2,200 feet, see Figure IV-13) extending 

generally In a north-south direction through the parcel is non 4(f) property 

as per the lease description. This area is dedicated to runway lights for the 

Baltimore-Washington International Airport. An additional parcel of land 

(approximately 9 acres) Is fenced off by the airport. 

b.  Patapsco Valley State Park 

Patapsco Valley State Park is owned by the Maryland De- 

partment of Natural Resources. It consists of 11,347 acres (proposed to a 

total 15,200 acres). Is 27 miles long and has an average wIdth of one-haIf 

mile according to the "Patapsco Valley Master Plan", December, 1981. The Park 

Is located In Carroll, Howard, Baltimore and Anne ArundeI Counties with a 

north-south orientation along the Patapsco River. Existing and proposed 

recreational activities Include canoeing, boating, fishing, swlnmlng, multi- 

use trails for hikers, bicyclists and horseback riders, picnicking and camp- 

ing. 
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The Park Is divided Into five (5) sections (see Figure IV- 

12).. Section I - Baltimore Highlands to ElkrIdge, extends along a 5.5 mlle 

stretch of the Patapsco River and Is located north of existing Maryland Route 

176. This section Includes three recreation areas: the Seven Ponds Area, 

the Halethorpe Farm Ponds area and the area located adjacent to the Baltimore- 

Washington Parkway. Access to Section I Is provided via Ridge Road, River 

Road and Elkrldge Landing Road. Most of the land In Section I lies in the 

floodplalns of Deep Run and the Patapsco River. Famlly and group picnicking 

and an organized sports area are proposed for Section l-C, the Baltimore 

Washington Parkway area of Section I. 
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PATAPSCO VALLEY STATE PARK MASTER PLAN 

Section Map \ 

I 'N 
BALTIMORE 
HIGHLANDS, 

I  BALTIMORE HIGHLANDS to ELKRIDGE 
I-A  Seven Ponds Area 
I-B  Halethorpe Farm Ponds Area 
I-C  Baltimore-Washington Parkway Picnic 

Area 

II  ELKRIDGE to ELLICOTT CITY 
II*A llchester Recreation Area 
II-B llchester Camping Area 

III  ELLICOTT CITY to DANIELS 
III-A Hollofield Area 

IV  DANIELS to MARRIOTTSVILLE ROAD 
IV-A Woodstock Area 
IV-B  McKeldin Nature Interpretive Center 

V  MARRIOTTSVILLE ROAD to 
SYKESVILLE 

V-A  Raincliffe Area 

VI  SYKESVILLE to PARR'S SPRING 

MARYLAND   ROUTE     100 
1-95   TO    MARYLAND   ROUTE   3    (1-97) 

PATAPSCO VALLEY STATE PARK 
LOCATION  PLAN 

MARYLAND DEPARTMI-NT OF TRANSPORTATION 
STATE    HIGHWAY   ADMINISTRATION 

SCALE'   NONE    I DATE" MAY, 1986 FIGURE'lSr- 12 



c       SWIth Farm 
9$ 

The smith Farm !,   considered to   be .llg.ble    for the Na- 

«•«.  R^.ter of H.^cr.c Plaoes.     lt  ,.  loeatea on . ^.3 _ ^^ ^ 

«—».   .ocat^on  ,„ re,at,o„ to the   study   Area    ,3   sr^   on   P,9ure,„-2 

-cess to   the s,te ,s fro, a dr.ve entrap off of .oute as2 ae^raph noad, 

approxlmate,y 70o feet s^th of ^eenstc., ^.      The ^   ^ ,. v|sua| 

^.hated by    the .ar^.    „» story,  four bay frare ^ „,«„.,,.„.,„, 

0Ver'00kln9t ~—nd.      Th.s    ,ar3era*„ng 

«~.V*,,t ,„tte th,rd carter of the nineteenth century by the „,. 

P-ny. ,. ccp^nted by n^^s fann bund,„3s of .ater v,nta9e „d a 

*«» eatery .ocated ne^t to the .use. The fa• ,s slgn,f,oant as a 

-.«....* to the agrar,anand rura, charter of th.s 

-unde, ccnty ,„ the n,neteenth and ear.y t^etn century, and for the 

arch.teotura, character cf the house and ,ts trad.t.ona,  settm,. 

a. Friendship Park- 

') Impacts of Alternate 

Alternate 2-0ptlon A Ait*»rna*.« *        .. * -wMnun M, Alternate 4 and Alternate 
3/CrossoverM „ld haVe ,„.„,„,,  ^ ^ ^ ^^^^ ^ 

extr^.ty cf the tract (see „„, .^j. „„ ^^ ^ ^.^ 

-cent of the tota, Cark procerty „n,ch ,. ^s^red to be 4(f) prcperty 

The ,and be.n. ta,en ,. currents «oded and unused, a^ ,. ,ccated apprcx,- 

-e.y 2.5oo feet d.stant frOT the   ^   ^^ ^^   _   ^ 

s^n.f.cant ^ots on the recreat.on area ,tse,f »u,d resu,t frOT the 

•« use change. These a.ternates »ou,d a,sc ^ct upon approxlrate,y ,., 
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acres of wetlands within the Friendship Park property. 

Alternate 2-0ptlon B (see Figure IV-14) would involve a 

significantly greater land acquisition, as approximately 32.0 acres would be 

required for right-of-way. This alignment enters the tract frcm the north and 

follews along Its western boundary to exit along the southeast boundary IIne. 

The land required for this alternate is also currently unused, and at Its 

nearest approach is approximately 1,000 feet distant frcm the developed recre- 

ational area. The Impacts upon the Sawmill Creek wetlands would total approx- 

imately 2.5 acres. 

Alternate 3-Optlon B and Alternate 4/3B would also Impact 

upon Friendship Park. Although Alternates 4, 3/Crossover/4, 2A and 2B would 

Isolate the lower portions of the park property frcm the remainder, this 

Impact would be greater with Alternate 3B or Alternate 4/3B. The proposed 

alignment would cut through the lewer central portion of the property In an 

east-west direction and require approximately 14.2 acres of right-of-way. 

This would essentially bisect the property and Isolate two major areas of the 

park. This required right-of-way is, however, also currently unused and Is 

located approximately 800 feet distant frcm the recreation area. The proposed 

alignment Is shewn on Figure IV-15. Neither Alternate 3-Optlon B nor Alter- 

nate 4/3B would impact upon wetlands within the Friendship Park property. 

Each of the above discussed alternates through Friendship 

Park would, without further mitigation measures. Isolate portions of the 

Sawn 111 Creek stream valley along with potential access points to Queenstown 

Park, frcm Friendship Park users. They would also cut off the continuous 
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bridal trail along the Sawnl11 Creek valley which connects Friendship Park 

with Queenstcwn Park for horsemen and provides a vital tralI I ink between W.B. 

& A. Road and the Andover Equestrian Center north of BWI Airport. 

The No-Build Alternate would avoid the acquisition of park 

property but would not serve the transportation needs of the study area. 

Increased congestion and accident rates would occur along existing Maryland 

Route 176. The No-BulId Alternate Is not consistent with the Anne Arundel or 

Hcward County General Development Plans. 

11) AvoIdance Opt Ions and The Ir Impacts 

TVo avoidance options have been developed for minimizing 

Impacts upon Friendship Park. Development of these avoidance options has been 

constrained by engineering and design considerations, the existing location of 

the MD Route 100 - MD Rte. 3 interchange, and the presence of BWI Airport 

north of Dorsey Road. These three factors ccmblned el Imlnate the posslblIIty 

of developing an avoidance option with an alIgnment In a north-south direction 

east of the park. The first avoidance option Is Bui Id Alternate 3-Optlon A as 

developed and detailed In Chapter II of this report. This a 11grment lies 

significantly south of Alternates 2, 3B, 3/Crossover/4, 4 or 4/3B and avoids 

the entire Friendship Park property. 

Alternate 3-Optlon A avoids the entire Friendship Park 

property, as we11 as adjacent Queenstcwn Park, by providing an alignment south 

of both of these areas. Hcwever, It would result In severe Impacts on the 

ccfrmunlty of Queenstcwn. This Is a unique and distinct carmunity because of 

Its heritage and Its maintenance of a strong sense of Identity despite the 

land use changes occurring around It. 
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It is a close knit and highly Iteractlve minority ccmnunl- 

ty which has evolved and grown from four original families who first settled 

in the area in approximately 1900. The original families were the Queens, the 

Galthers, the Bur leys and the Gambri11s. The original famlIles were truck 

farmers, and the area retained this farming character, as the children grew to 

adulthood and built hones on family land, up until World War II when other 

econonic opportunities developed. A nimber of additional famlIles moved to 

the area after the original four, and marriages between these various families 

have resulted in the existing ccmnunity where nearly all residents can trace 

seme famlly relationship to the others. The original famlly hones stl11 exist 

and are being occupied. 

This Queenstcwn Ccmnunity, as perceived by Its residents. 

Includes a 11 hones along Queenstcwn Road, and on the various side streets off 

of Queenstcwn Road, fron Telegraph Road to Donaldson Avenue (a length of 

approximately 1.9 mlles). Although current mapping shows two separate cormun- 

ities of Burleytcwn and Queenstcwn In the area, the residents view no such 

distinction, and consider the area to be a single ccmnunity. The center for 

ccmnunity Interaction Is the MetropolItan United Methodist Church, originally 

established In 1917 at Queenstcwn Road and Donaldson Avenue, and moved to Its 

present location In 1976. 

Housing growth In the Queenstcwn ccmnunity, which current- 

ly consists of approximately 120 hones, has generally occurred as a result of 

famlly transactions, as chlIdren have tended to stay and settle In the ccmnun- 

ity.  Thus, ages of hones range fron old to new. Econonlcally, the families 

of Queenstcwn generally are In the lewer to lower middle Incone range, and It 
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has been estimated by cdrmunlty members that as many as a quarter of the 

residents are retirees. 

Alternate 3-0ptlon A would essential ly bisect this ccrrmun- 

Ity, particularly In the eastern portions along Queenstown Road, and result In 

the displacement and relocation of a large nunber of long established resi- 

dents. Figures 11-18 and 11-19 shew the locations of the twelve residences 

and one business which would require relocation. Within the Queenstown ccm- 

munlty Itself there Is essentially no available housing for these relocations 

to take place. 

Besides this upheaval in existing ccnmunlty Integrity, the 

new highway would have severe Impacts on the coheslveness of the remaining 

ccmnunlty. Although Queenstown Road would ranal.n open to a I low access between 

the northern and southern parts of Queenstown, Maryland Route 100 would serve 

as a visual and psychological barrier to discourage both residential Interac- 

tion and the maintenance of a cctntiunlty Identity. 

Section IV-E shews that at two noise sensitive receptors 

In the Queenstcwn camiunlty. Alternate 3A would result In the sites being 

exposed to traffic noise levels that will Increase by 10 dBA or more above 

current ambient noise levels. 

Alternate 3 - Option A is therefore felt not to be a 

feasible and prudent alternate to the taking of property frcm Friendship Park. 

The second avoidance option, ccmpatlble only with Alter- 

nate 2 - Option B, shifts the Alternate 2-B alIgnment farther to the west 

outside the park to generally para I lei the western boundary of the property. 

This partial avoidance option is shewn on Figure IV-16. The option still 
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requires a smi I portion of land (5.2 acres) from the southern tip of Friend- 

ship Park.  However, shifting the alIgnment farther south to completely avoid 

Friendship Park property would result In more severe Impacts.   This would 

include a significant acquisition from, and essentially the complete destruc- 

tion of Queenstc^n Park, another 4(f) property. The partial avoidance option 

wou.da.so result m the taking of the Metropo. .tan United Methodist Church 

and nine hones In the Queeenstovn Comxinlty (a unique and distinct m.norlty 

ccmnun.ty).  By having the a.Ignment shifted to the west of Friendship Park, 

this partial avoidance option would requ.re the acquisition of property fron 

the site of the proposed Landco Business Park and would a.so Impact severely 

ontheMcPhersonccn^un.ty. -At the proposed Landco Business Park, currenty 

cleared for development, approximately i2 acres of the total 100 acre tract 

would need to be acquired. Through the McPherson residential area. 15 resi- 

dential relocations would be required. 

While Alternate 4, Alternate 2-Opt.on A, or Alternate 3/Cross: 

over/4 would take less acreage frcm Fr.endsh.p Park than the Selected Alter- 

nate, these alternates would severely Impact the Queensto.n connun.ty. Nine 

residences and one business wou.d requ.re relocation.  ,„ addition, approxi- 

mately 15 hcmes along Jones Road would be Isolated frcm the rena.nder of the 

ccmnun.ty. A.though access wou.d be prov.ded between these 15 hcmes and the 

rena.nder of Queenstovn, the construction of «© 100 on f.M wou.d visually and 

Psychological ly sever the Jones Road res.dents frcm Queenst^n.  Rep.acenent 

housing is not avallable within the carmunlty. 

Alternate 4, Alternate 3/Crossover/4. and Alternate 4/3B would 

adversely impact the proposed expans.on of the Baltimore Washington Interna- 

tiona,  (BWI) A.rport, wh.ch ,s the major source of the reg.on's econcm.c 
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vitality and the impetus to the surrounding industrial development. These 

alternates traverse BWI Airport in an area nav proposed for runway construc- 

tion. Although it Is physically feasible to construct MD 100 in a tunnel 

under the future runway, the cost of the tunnel would add $45-65 ml 11 ion to 

the cost of these three Alternates, making the least expensive of these three 

Alternates approximately $23-43 mi 11 Ion more costly than the Selected Alter- 

nate. Furthermore, the Federal Aviation Adnlnistratlon has indicated that the 

construction of a runway over the highway would be undesirable fran a safety 

aspect. The State Aviation Adnlnlstratlon has carmented that Alternate 4 Is 

aligned with the flight approach to the existing 10-28 runway, creating a 

major safety problem for both aircraft and highway vehicles. 

In addition to its impacts to Queenstown, Alternate 2-Optlon A 

proposed an urban arterial type facility which Is inconsistent with the trans- 

portation objectives and ccmnunlty development goals of the area.  Long dis- 

tance, high-speed trips between two freeways, with a high percentage of 

trucks, is the type of traffic more desirably placed on freeway/expressway 

type fad 11 ties rather than at-grade arterla Is with no access control. Widen- 

ing the existing IVD 176 corridor would disrupt neighborhoods, create greater 

conflicts between through traffic and local traffic, result in higher accident 

rates. Impede the continuous flew of traffic through the study area, be less 

conducive to large volimes of truck traffic, and would not accomedate the 

proposed Industrial development. 

HI)   Mitigation 

Mitigation measures which would be employed for any alter- 

nate which Impacts upon Friendship Park would Include Iandscaping the f111 

slopes to minimize potential visual and aesthetic impacts on the park recrea- 
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tlon area. In addition, efforts will be made during final design to develop a 

feasible solution to provide access across Maryland Route 100 for horsanen 

and/or users of a park proposed by Anne Arundel County to run along Sawmill 

Creek. The park property acquisition Is not programmed to take place prior to 

RCW acquisition for the Route 100/1-97 Interchange, currently under design. 

Coordination of this matter will be continued with the Anne Arundel County 

Department of Recreation and Parks. 

Mitigation to any wetlands which would be Impacted In 

Friendship Park wi 11 be coordinated with the Department of Natural Resources, 

the Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Fish & Wi Id I ife Service. 

Stringent sediment control measures wi 11 be applied and monitored to avoid 

significant sedimentation frcm highway construction, 

b. Patapsco Valley State Park 

I)  Impacts of Alternates 

Alternates 4 and 4/3B would traverse the southermost 

portion of the Park, Area l-C. They both would require the acquisition of 

approximately 16.1 acres for right-of-way (Figure 11-38). This area serves as 

a watershed protection buffer for Deep Run. The nearest planned recreation 

area Is located approximately 2,200 feet frcm the edge of right-of-way and Is 

separated frcm the proposed road by a low ridge. The area affected is forest- 

ed and the primary Impact would be the loss of terrestrial habitat. No feder- 

al or state listed threatened, endangered plant or animal species Inhabit this 

area. Hcwever, three state rare plants Arundlnarla gigantea (Giant Cane), 

Carex barrattl (Barratt Sedge) and Helonlas bullata (Swam Pink) have been 

reported In the floodplalns of Stony Run and Deep Run In the vicinity. TWo of 

these, C. barratt11 and H. bullata. are federal candidate species presently 
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under cons.derat.on by the U.S. F.sh and wiId.,fe Serv.ce for ,,st.ng as 

threatened or endangered spec.es. There are no recreat.ona. uses p.anned for 

the area. 

A noise analysis (Section IV.E.) Indicates that ambient 

noise levels In the Park would be approximately 42 dBA w.thout aircraft (NSA 

4). The projected no.se levels would be approximate^ 67 dBA w.thout air- 

craft. A barrier 12 feet high and 2000 feet iong wou.d provide between 7 and 

10 dBA benefit In the park at a total cost of $648,000. 

11)  Avoidance Options and Their Impacts 

Patapsco Valley State Park is a .inear stream valley park 

which extends northward through Anne Arunde. County. Shifting Alternate 4 

further north wou.d affect a proposed recreat.on area In Section ^ and wou.d 

also bisect the area. This Is not consistent with the prev.ous.y cited ^ster 

Plan. shifting the alignment to the south approximately 1.500 feet wou.d 

avoid Park property acqu.s.t.on. Hcever, suff .Cent d.stance wou.d not be 

provided between the Mary.and Route 100/Mary,and Route 295 .nterchange and the 

ex.st.ng ^ry.and Route 176/Mary,and Route 295 Interchange. Furthermore, the 

Parkway Industrial Center wouid be divided and eight Industrla. bu.Idings 

would be acquired and disp.aced and the 5 residences on the east 

Route 295 wou.d be relocated. This avoidance a.ternate Is shown on Figure iV- 

17. 

The No-Bui Id Alternate would avoid the acquisition of Park 

Property but wou.d not serve the transportat.on needs of the study area. 

increased congestion and accident rates wou.d occur a.ong ex.st.ng Mary,and 

Route 176.  A.SO, the No-Bu..d A.ternate ., not cons.stent w.th e.ther the 

Anne Arunde. or Howard County Genera. Development Plan. 
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The Crossover Option follews the a Iignment of Alternate 3 

west of Maryland Route 295 and Alternate 4 east of New Ridge Road. A more 

detailed description of this Option Is provided In Section 11.B. This alter- 

nate avoids the acquisition of property frcm Patapsco Valley State Park. It 

also reduces congestion, separates through and local traffic, improves travel 

time for Maryland Route 100 travelers and avoids Impacts to the Parkway Indus- 

trial Center. Hcwever, Interchange construction Just east of Maryland 295 

requires Maryland Route 176 to dead end at Wright Road (see Figure 11-43). 

y k 
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MARYLAND   ROUTE     100 
I"95   TO   MARYLAND  ROUTE   3   (1-97) 

4If) Property 
SMITH' FARM 

ALTERNATE  3-OPTIONS 
i MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
'STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 

SCALE: I"« 800' [DATE: MAY, 1986 FIGURE: 12-18 
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Thus ,». traff ,= „la ^ to ut|1,2e the .^^^ ^ ^ ^ ^^ ^ 

Ext^ion. Th. resu.t «„,d te e.roult• trave, ana Creased trave, tl» 

for   residents anc «. F,re ^^ ,„ aadlt|oni ^ crossover ^ 

"•uld have the sa• d,re=t ^acts to the p.anned expansion of the m,  Airport 
and ,Mtntt    ,^3 to the future ^^^ aeveio[TOnt ^ ^ ^ ^ ^^ 

Alternate 4. 

Alternates 2A and 2B avoid Impacts to Patapsco Va, ley 
State Par,.  Hc^er. A,ternate ,, re(>1|res ^ ^..^^ ^ 4 o ^^ ^ 

rnendshlpPar^neAi^^^^.^ ^^^^ ^ ^  ^^^ 

option for A,ternat. a satisfies the transportalon objectives for this pro- 
Ject. 

Patapseo Val ley state Park would not be affected by Alter 

hate ^tlon A or Bwnich are descry moetau ,„ Section „ .a. Alternate 

3 is consistent with Oevelo^ent P.a^ for both *,ne Arunde, and H^rd c=un- 

t...  As dlso^e, m section .v.,.,... Alternate action A ,s « consid- 

ered a prudent and feasible alternate due to Its i»•«.. 
="= to its Impacts on the minority 

comiunlty of Queenstown. 

"1) Mitigation 

" Maryland Route too-Alternate 4 had been selected 

nation of impacts to Patapseo Va„ey state Par^,d nave been c^ 

ated with the Marylar* oepar^t of ^tura, nesources and the National Par, 

Serves. Mltl^tion ^Id nave ln81u« .^^ ^ „„ ^^ ^ 

replace^t of the land reared for the proposed alternate. Tne Selected 

^•te_to*not impact Patapseo Valley state Park. ~ 

coordination with this agency regardlna posslb.e Inpacts 

to Patapseo Valley state Park has been on-^   tnrouatout the   proJa=t plan- 
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ning process.  See the letter of February 27, 1986, Maryland Department of 

Natural Resources, In the correspondence section of this docunent. 

c. Snlth Farm 

I)  Impacts of Alternates 

The Alternate 3-Optlon B alignment would cross directly 

through the west-central portion of this historical property. The rlght-bf 

way required amounts to approximately 9.5 acres, or twenty percent of the 

entire historical property. None of the actual historical structures would be 

affected, however, as this land acquisition Is over 500 feet from the histor- 

ical farmhouse Itself, and over 150 feet distant from any other structure on 

the property. Figure IV-18 shews the proposed Alternate 3 - Option B align- 

ment as It affects this property. 

The historical boundary of Smith Farm encempasses three 

separate land parcels, each of which is currently owned by a different person. 

Two of these parcels are on the east side of the Selected Alternate and one 

parcel Is almost entirely on the west side. 

For the two parcels on the east side, one of which In- 

cludes the historical buildings and cemetery, access will be slightly altered 

as a result of the existing entrance drive (Smith Road) being terminated by 

the Selected Alternate. However, an access road to these parcels would be 

provided. This access road would begin at Queenstcwn Road Just east of the 

location where Alternate 3B (Modified) goes under existing Queenstcwn Road and 

would terminate at the historic buildings. (See Figure 11-33). Thus, access 

frcm Maryland Route 176 and points north would be nearly unchanged. Fran 

Maryland Route 170 south of Maryland Route 652, the travel distance would be 

Increased by approximately 600 feet. 
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The parcel of the historic Snlth Farm to the west of 

a.ternate 3B (Modified) is currentiy owned by a different owner than the two 

parceis to the east of the alignment. Although this farm Is bisected by the 

alignment, neariy all of the parce. that Is included in the historic Smith 

Fan, boundaries falis on the west side of the a.igonent with access frcm 

existing anith Road. Thus, access frcm the north w.,, be unaffected. How- 

ever, access frcm Maryland Route 170 south of Maryland Route 652 wi.I be 

circuitous as a resu.t of Maryiand Route 652 being terminated Just north of 

the Selected A.ternate. The add.t.ona. travel distance fran Nfcryiand Route 

170 south of Maryland Route 652 would be approximately 1.9 miles. 

A meeting was held on July 23, 1987 at the Snlth  Farm,  in 

attendance were representatives of the Advisory Counc.. on Historic Preserva- 

tion, the State Highway Ac^m. strati on and the Federal Highway 

as we.I as the three property cwners whose property is .nciuded in the histor- 

ic Snlth Farm boundaries. This meeting was to show the revised access roads 

leading to Snith Farm to the land owners and Advisory Council representatives 

(See Figure ,V-18). A,so, the purpose of the noting was to 

was proposing to mitigate the effects of the highway through the use of grad- 

ing and landscaping as requested ,„ the Advisory Council's ietter dated July 

1,1987 (See Section V,,, Ccmnents and Coordination). Further coordination 

w... continue ,„ the des.gn phase w.th the affected property owners  to .mp.e- 

ment reasonable access proposals. 

Section iv-E shews that the design noise levels at the 

an.th Farm (year 2010) would be 57 dBA for A.ternate 3-Opt.on B. The existing 

ambient noise .eve. at the s.te, excluding aircraft no.se. Is 49 dBA. 
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I I)  Avoidance Options and Their Impacts 

It Is not possible to shift the alignment of Alternate 3 

Option B further south without having a more significant adverse Impact on the 

Smith Farm than does the current alignment. Additional right-of-way would be 

required, and the structures themselves would likely be Impacted. 

Shifting the alignment to the north to avoid Smith Farm is 

possible, and an avoidance alternate has been developed to achieve this. The 

avoidance alternate Is shewn on Figure IV-19. The historical boundary Is not 

Impacted by this alternative; however, as many as eleven additional residences 

which would not otherwise be affected would be displaced by this avoidance 

alternate. Nine of these additional relocations are minority residences. 

These residences are part of the minority ccmnunity of Queenstown. 

Access to the Smith Farm would be slightly less affected 

by this avoidance alternate than for Alternate 3-Optlon B, but access by 

Telegraph Road frcm the north would stlII be elimlnated. 

Selection of Alternate 2,4, 3/Crossover/4 or 4/3B would 

result In no Impacts on the Smith Farm Historical Property, but they would 

result In 4(f) impacts on Friendship Park and/or Patapsco Valley State Park. 

Alternate 2 would not satisfy the transportation objective of this project. 

Alternate 3-Optlon A would not Impact on Smith Farm but would result in the 

displacement of 12 minority cwner-occupIed residences and one minority busi- 

ness frcm Queenstcwn, a long established, unique and distinct minority cenmun- 

Ity. Alternates 4, 3/Crossover/4 and 4/3B additionally are not desirable 

alternatives because of their direct impact to the planned expansion of the 

BWI Airport and Indirect impact to the econanlc development of the area. 
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III) Mitigation 

Alternate 3-0ptlon B is selected. Mitigation of Impacts 

on the Smith Farm property wl11 be coordinated with the Maryland Historical 

Trust, and will include landscaping of the fill slopes and screening of the 

historical structures fran the proposed roadway. The Maryland Historical 

Trust has determined that there would be no adverse effect on the Snith Farm 

conditional on landscaping plans which are reviewed by the Maryland Historical 

Trust. The Advisory CounclI has determined that Selected Alternate 38 would 

have an adverse effect on the 9nlth Farm. 

5. Conclusion 

Based on the above Information, there is no feasible and pru- 

dent alternative to the acquisition of property fran Friendship Park and the 

anlth Farm. AlI possible planning has been provided to minimize harm to these 

sites. Coordination regarding possible Impacts to Friendship Park has been 

on-going with Anne Arundel County Officials, the State Department of Natural 

Resources, and planning agencies throughout the project planning process; and 

further coordination with these agencies wl11 be undertaken. Coordination 

regarding impacts to Snith Farm has been ongoing with the Maryland Historical 

Trust and will IIkewlse continue. 

IV-117 



Jrt 

1Z-II8 



% 

V 
DISTRIBUTION 

LIST 

J) 



y 

V.      DISTRIBIITION  LIST 

Contract No. AA 682-101-570 
Maryland Route 100 
Prom I-95 to 1-97 

bECTION 4 (F) STATEMENT 

FEDERAL AGENCIES 

Department of Agriculture 
State Conservationist 
??"• conservation Service 
Colfa«!rnW1? Avenue' Room 522 College Park, Maryland 20740 

Offic^o? !?lanchar<3. Director 

S H~0- S^EEReview 

RegionnJiiI0nrnental p•f<=tiQn Agency 

«ABSSSl^iiS?io^t^ Chief 
841 Chestnut Street 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19107 
Attention:  Mr. Jeffrey A?PeJ 

Mr. Larry Levine 
Environmental Officer 

^tf^SSuSLr1"1119 ^ Urban DeveloP-nt 
fi^?^8^ Walnut Street 
Philadelphia,   Pennsylvania    19106 
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FEDERAL AGENCIES  - cont'd. 

Commander 
Corps of Engineers 
Baltimore District 
Box 1715 
Baltimore, Maryland 21201 
Attention:  NABOP-F 

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

Mr. Paul Giordano, Regional Director 
Federal Emergency Management Agency 
Liberty Square Building 
105 South 7th Street 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19106 
Attention: Mr. Walter Pierson 
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ELECTED OFFICIALS AND r.nrar, GovERNMEMT AneNnrve 

Mr. John J. Shanley 
Director, Public Works 
One Harry S. Truman Parkway 
Annapolis, Maryland 21401 

Mrs. Florence B. Kurdle 
Planning and Zoning Officer 
Arundel Center 
Annapolis, Maryland 21401 

Mr. Joseph j. Mccann, Director 
Recreation and Parks 
Arundel Center 
Annapolis, Maryland 21401 

Mr. George F. Niemeyer 
Director, Public Works 
3430 Courthouse Drive 
Ellicott City, Maryland 21043 

0ffiSOn?SD?- 
Hfrris' Jr" Director 

?f?n n. f^lannin5 and Zoning 34 30 Courthouse Drive 
Ellicott City, Maryland 21043 

Mr. Guy Hager, 
Director Intergovernmental 
Assistance Clearinghouse 
?n?aw ninnt ?f State Panning 301 W. Preston street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21201 

STATE AGENCTTCS 

Ms. Kathleen Fay 

SSS PDSt0tsl
l

t?SaS
stribution center 

400 Cathedral Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21201 
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STATE AGENCIES - cont'd. 

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

MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Director, Public Affairs 
Maryland Department of Transportation 

Mr. Clyde E. Pyers, Director 
Division of Systems Planning and Development 
Maryland Department of Transportation 

Mr. Larry Saben 
Washington Regional Office 
8720 Georgia Avenue, Suite 904 
Silver Spring, Maryland 20910 

Mr. John Haifley 
Office of Legal Council 
Office of the Maryland Secretary of Transportation 
Maryland Department of Transportation 

Maryland State Law Library 
Upper Level Court of Appeal Building 
361 Rowe Boulevard 
Annapolis, Maryland 21401 

STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 

*Deputy Chief Engineer - Development 
Assistant Chief Engineer - Design 
District Engineer 
Bureau of Highway Design 
Bureau of Bridge Design 
Bureau of Landscape Architecture 
Office of Planning and Preliminary Engineering 
Bureau of Project Planning 
Bureau of Planning and Program Development 
Office of Real Estate 
Bureau of Relocation Assistance 
Bureau of Acquisition Activities 
Federal-Aid Section - Office of Real Estate 
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTPATTHM _ cont'd. 

lllll1^  ?hief " 0ffice of R^l Estate 
1•? Slghwfy Administration Library 
Equal Opportunity Section        Y 

Bureau of Highway Statistics 

OTHERS 

Colorado State Univesity 
Document Librarian 
Fort Collins, Colorado 20006 

Mr. Arthur Kungle 
The Liberty Tree Project 
P.O. Box 3446 
Annapolis, Maryland 21403 

* Cover letter only 
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VI. OOVMENTS A^D OXRDINATION 

A.   OOORDINATION 

Coordination efforts with Anne Arundel and Howard Counties, Elected Offi- 
cials, the public and appropriate review agencies have been discussed through- 
out this docunent and representative correspondence Is Included In this sec- 
tion. 

Quarterly State Highway Administration Interagency Review Meetings that 
discussed this project were held on July 19, 1984, February 21, 1985 and 
January 21, 1987. In attendance at the July 19, 1984 meeting were representa- 
tives from the National Park Service, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the 
Environmental Protection Agency. In attendance at the February 21, 1985 meet- 
ing were representatives from the Maryland Department of Natural Resources: 
Water Resources Achilnistratlon - Wetlands Division, Environmental Protection 
Agency, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. 
In attendance at the January 21, 1987 meeting were representatives frcm the 
Maryland Department of Natural Resources: Water Resources Adnlnlstratlon, MD 
DM*: Fisheries Division, ND DNR: Tidewater Adnlnlstratlon, MD DNR: Wetlands 
Division, MD DNR: Coastal Resources Division, Maryland Department of State 
Planning, Maryland Department of Health and Mental Hygiene: Office of Envi- 
ronmental Programs, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Ser- 
vice, Federal Highway Adnlnlstratlon, Environmental Protection Agency and 
National Marine Fisheries Service. 
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TOPRSY c. aaowN. M.O. 

JOHN R. GRIFFIN 
OEHJTV SCCKCTA^y 

STATE OF MARYLAND 
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 

CAPITAL PROGRAMS ADMINISTRATION 
TAWES STATE OFFICE BUILDING 
ANNAPOLIS.  MARYLAND    21401 

FRED L. ESKEW 
ASSISTANT SCCHCTAJV 
FOR CAPITAU PHOOWAMS 

July 2, 1984 

Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Bureau of Project Planning 
State Highway Administration 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, MD 21203 

Subject: .Maryland Route 100 from MD Route 3 (1-97) to 1-95 
Contract No. AA 682-101-570 

Dear Mr. Ege: 

The Heritage Program Data Base include:* no records for any rare species in the 
immediate vicinity of this project, as delineated in your transmittal of June 26, 1984. 
However, several state rare plants (Arundinaria gigantea, Carex barrattii, Helonias 
bullata) have been reported from the floodplain of Stoney Run between 1.5 and two miles 
downstream of the Alternate B Urban Arterial Alignment. Two of these, C. barrattii and 
H. bullata, are category 2 species presently under consideration by the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service for listing as threatened or endangered species. 

You map shows that the Alternate A Freeway passes through the Buckingham State Tree 
Nursery. Comments on that alignment should be requested from the Maryland Forest, Park, 
and Wildlife Service. 

Sincerely, 

nnvvA U'.-vv-s 
Arnold Norden 
Maryland Natural Heritage Program 

AN:lw 
cc Andy Moser, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
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United States Department of the Interior 
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 

DIVISION OF ECOLOGICAL SERVICES 
1325B VIRGINIA STREET 

ANNAPOLIS, MARYLAND 21401 

July 9,  1984 

Mr. Dennis J. Lew 
Environmental Management Group 
Maryland Department of Transportation 
P.O. Box 717 
707 North Calvert St. 
.Baltimore, MD 21203 

Dear Mr. Lew: 

This responds to your June 26, 1984 request for information on the presence 
of species which are federally listed or proposed for listing as endangered 
or threatened within the impact area of Route 100 Project, Anne Arundel and 
Howard Counties, MD. 

Except for occasional transient individuals, no Federally listed or 
proposed endangered or threatened species under our jurisdiction are known 
to exist in the project impact area. Therefore, no Biological Assessment 
or further Section 7 Consultation pursuant to the Endangered Species Act of 
1973 is required with the Fish and Wildlife Service. Should project plans 
change, or if additional information on listed or proposed species becomes 
available, this determination may be reconsidered. 

The following "candidate" species (those placed under review in the Federal 
Register to determine suitability for listing) occur in the general project 
vicinity and may be present in the impact area, if appropriate habitat is 
present. 

Species Family Habitat 

Helonias bullata       Liliaceae swamps, bogs, wet areas 

Carex barrattii        Cypenaceae        swamps, bogs, wet areas 

"Candidate" species are not legally protected under the Endangered Species 
Act and biological assessment requirements pursuant to that legislation do 
not apply to them. They are included here for the purpose of notifying you 
of possible future proposals and listings in advance, for consideration in 
your NEPA review process, and to encourage efforts to avoid adverse impacts 
to them. Additional information on these candidate species may be obtained 
by contacting the Maryland National Heritage Program, Tawes State Office 
Building, 580 Taylor Avenue, Annapolis, MD 21401, telephone 301/269-3656. 

^ 
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Should you require additional endangered species information on this 
project, please contact Andy Moser or Judy Jacobs of my Endangered Species 
Staff, 301/269-6324. 

This response relates only to endangered species under our jurisdiction. 
It does not address other FWS concerns under the Fish and Wildlife Coordi- 
nation Act or other legislation. 

Sincerely yours. 

&M 
Jlenn Kinser 

/)    Supervisor 
Annapolis Field Office 
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DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 
Maryland Forest, Park & Wildlife Service 

TORREV c. BROWN. M.O. TAWES OFFICE BUILDING ZCHALD E. •.'.BCLA^W.AH 
SECRETARY 

ANNAPOLIS, MARYLAND    21401 DIRECTOR 

July 10, 1984 

Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Bureau of Project Planning 
State Highway Administration 
P.O. Box 717/707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717 

Dear Mr. Ege: 

There are no known populations of listed threatened or endangered species 
within the area of project influence for proposed MD Rte. 100 from MD Rte. 3 
(1-97) to Interstate Rte. 95, as described in your letter to me of June 26, 1984. 

Sincerely,/ \ 

vW./V.;, 
Gary J". .Taylor \ 
Nongame & Endangered 
Species Program Manager 

GJT:ba 
cc:  Carlo Brunori 

Telephone 

VI-5 
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Maryland Historical Trust 
February 21, 1985 

Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson 
Acting Chief, Environmental Management 
State Highway Administration 
P.O. Box 717, 707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717 

Re: Maryland Route 100 
Maryland Rt. 3 to 1-95 
Contract No. AA 682-101-570 
RF 162-1  

Dear Ms. Simpson: 

Thank you for your letter of December 28, 1984 regarding the above-referenced 
project. 

Wte concur with your opinion that the Smith Farm and the Shipley House may be 
eligible for the National Register; however, we disagree with your opinion concerning 
Piney Run. We believe Piney Run to be inventory-level and not eligible for the 
National Register. Because there is disagreement, your office should submit documen- 
tation regarding the property to the National Register for a determination of eligi- 
bility. 

We concur with SHA that the following sites as described in your letter are 
inventory-level and not eligible for the National Register: 

a. Frame dwelling 
b. Frame dwelling 
d. Frame dwelling and outbuildings 
e. Hawkins house (AA 231) 
f. Farm on Harmans Road 
g. Alpha Assembly of God Church 
h. Dwelling (within park property) 
k. Frame dwellings, 7114 Wright Street 
1. Frame dwelling, Dorsey Rd., east of B-W Pkwy. 
m. Frame dwelling, Dorsey Rd., east of B-W Pkwy. 
n. Frame dwelling, 1576 Dorsey Road 
o. Frame dwelling on Abrahm Road 
p. Frame dwelling on Abrahm Road 
q. Frame dwelling on Dorsey Rd., west of B-W Pkwy. :. •••,' ._ __ 

: •   '•••' -''-J £/.'; 
If you have any questions, please call Kim Kimlin at 269-2438. 

Sincerely, 

JRL/KEK/bjs /^J. Rodney Little, Director 
CC: S: SSfSB&SiS!- State Historic Preservation Officer 

Shaw House. T1 SfaTe Circle. Annapolis. Maryland 21401 (301)269-2212. 269-2438 
Department of Economic and Community Development 
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TORREY C. BROVVM. MO. 
secuCTAnv 

JOHN R. GRIFFIN 
SEPUTV secReT*n» 

STATE OF MAfiVLA.'.D 
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL ? = 3>: 

CAPITAL PROGRAMS AD JST^ATION 

rReO  L.  ESKEW 
*5S.3*.*N- israE-Aar 

e-3B CAOi-AL OOOGSAMS 

TAWES STATE OFFICE 5U 
ANNAPOLIS,  MARYLAND 

Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson 
Acting Chief 
Environmental Management 
Department of Transportation 
Room 314 
707 N. Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 

Dear tls. Simpson: 

October 15, 1985 

Re: Maryland Route 100 from 
1-95 to 1-97 
Contract No. AA 682-101-570 
P.D.M.S. No. 022007 

Given the information attached to your letter of August 26, 1985, 
concerning the above referenced project, it appears that Program Open Space 
funds were used to purchase properties impacted by both Alternate #4 and 
Alternate #3.  These areas are protected by the Program Open Space law 
and should be avoided. 

advise. 
If further discussion of this matter is appropriate, please 

Sincerely, 

William A. Krebs 
Director, Program Open Space 

WAK:CP/slt 
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ANNE ARUNDEL COUNTY 
ANNAPOLIS, MARYLAND 21401 

DEPARTMENT OF RECREATION AND PARKS 

October 30, 1985 

Cynthia D. Simpson, Acting Chief 
Environmental Management 
Maryland Department of Transportation 
P.O. Box 717 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21203 

Re: Contract # AA-682-101-570 
Maryland Rte. 100 fran 1-95 
to 1-97 
P.D.M.S. No. 022007 

Dear Ms. Simpson: 

Neither Program Open Space nor Land and Water Conservation Funds were 
used to acquire or develop Friendship, Harmons or Queenstown Park. 

A copy of the existing lease agreement between the County and the 
State Aviation Administration is enclosed. 

If you require any additional information, please contact me. 

Cordially yours;:— 

A. James Vouzikaa; Chief, 
Planning, Construction and 
Environmental Programs 

AJV/mlj 
cc: Joseph J. McCann, Director 

William Rinehart, Parks Administrator 

VI-8 
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JOHN  R.  GRIFFIN 
DCPUTV SECMETARV 

STATE OFr MARYLAND 

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 

MARYLAND GEOLOGICAL SURVEY 
THE ROTUNDA 

711 W. 40TH STREET. SUITE 440 
BALTIMORE.  MARYLAND 21211 

9 p 

KENNETH   !M    WEAVER 

EMERY   T    CLE*VES 
SEO'JTV  OiflECTOP 

Division of Archeology 
338-7236 

16 December 1985 

Mr.  Louis H.  Ege, Jr. 
Bureau of Project Planning 
State Highway Administration 
P.O. Box 717/707 North Calvert St. 
Baltimore, Maryland    21203-0717 

Dear Mr.  Ege: 

A Phase I archeological reconnaissance was conducted on three projected 
alignments and ancillary roads for the proposed Maryland Route 100 project 
from U.S. 1 to Maryland Route 3. The work consisted of background research 
and field reconnaissance. 

The background research involved examining historic maps, site reports 
and site files. The historic maps were used as a guide to locations of early 
structures. The site reports indicated areas of the project that had been 
surveyed previously. The site files provided information available on known 
sites in the project area. 

The field work included ground reconnaissance, surface collections, and 
test pits. The ground reconnaissance involved visually examining the project 
area. Surface collections of exposed areas and test pits excavations were 
used to locate sites. 

Over 20 miles of project area were examined (figures la, lb, and 1c). 
Three small segments of the alignment were not examined at this time: two 
landowners denied access to the land and one landowner was not reached. Each 
of these three areas has a high potential for archeological sites. If these 
segments are impacted by proposed construction, a Phase I archeological 
reconnaissance should be conducted on the effected areas. 

A total of 19 sites were examined: 11 prehistoric, 6 historic, and 2 
prehistoric and historic multicomponent sites. Sixteen of the sites are not 
potentially eligible for the National Register and, do not require additional 
testing, however, they should be considered sensitive areas and avoided if 
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possible. Two sites located outside the current project alignments will 
require additional testing to determine their eligibility for inclusion to the 
National Register if they will be impacted by any construction related 
activities (figures 2 and 3). 

One site within the project area may require additional testing if 
Alternate 2 or 3 is chosen. This site is a lithlc workshop located on a 
terrace to the south of Deep Run (figure 4). The site is approximately 150 
feet by 75 feet with natural geographical boundaries on its northern and 
eastern limits. Quartz cobbles are abundant over the entire site area 
examined. A total of 104 flakes, 8 tools, and 3 possible preforms were found 
while surface collecting an area approximately 7 feet by 40 feet exposed by a 
dirt road. Ten flakes and a projectile point were found in 2 test pits. This 
site may provide information on settlement patterns and specialized site 
usage. It is recommended that this site be avoided if possible. If avoidance 
is not possible, a Phase II investigation will be necessary to determine if 
the site is eligible for inclusion on the National Register. 

Sincerely, 

Lori Frye  / 
Archeologist 

LF:lw 

cc:    Rita Suffness 
Dennis Curry 

VI-10 
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JOHN  R.  ORIFFIN 
OCFUTV sec*CTA«Y 

STATE OF MARYLAND 
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 

MARYLAND GEOLOGICAL SURVEY 
THE ROTUNDA 

711 W. 40TH STREET. SUITE 440 
BALTIMORE.  MARYLAND 21211 

KENNETH   N    WEAVER 
QiBECTOf* 

AQ^LANO   GEOLCGJCAl.   SURVEY 

EMERY  T    CLEAVES 
rEPUTv OiRECTOB 

Division of Archeology 
338-7236 

19 March 1986 
CO 

TO 
o 

r— c 
^o 

Mr. Louis H.  Ege, Jr. cr»       o 
Deputy Director 
Division of Project Development 
State Highway Administration 
P.O. Box 717/707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Maryland    21203-0717 

Dear Mr. Ege: 

On March 7 and 17, 1986, a Phase I archeological reconnaissance was 
conducted on Alternate 3, option B for the proposed Route 100 project in Anne 
Arundel County. Two archeological sites were located: a prehistoric lithic 
scatter and a farm complex dating to the early 1900s. The lithic scatter 
(18AN588), of doubtful National Register eligibility, is outside of the 
right-of-way and will not be affected by the proposed work. The historic site 
(18AN587) does not appear to be potentially eligible for the National Register 
and will not require additional testing because of its relatively recent age 
and replication at other sites. No archeological site was located within the 
proposed right-of-way that extended within the historic boundary around the 
Smith Farm complex. 

Sincerely, 

Lori Frye / 
Archeologis t 

LAF:lw 

cc:    Cynthia Simpson 
Rita Suffness 

VI-11 
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ifi 
TORREY C. BROWN, M.O. ^^-^ft^/ KENNETH N. WEAVER 

oinecTOR 
JOHN R QRIFFIN MARYLAND GEOLOGICAL SURVEY 

oZSECR^TV STATE OF MARYLAND TPV^ 
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES DE u    0IREC'OB 

MARYLAND GEOLOGICAL SURVEY 
2300 ST. PAUL STREET 

BALTIMORE, MARYLAND 21218 

Division of Archeology 7!~ 
(301)  554-5530 -- __, 

11 February 1987 

Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Division of Project Development 
State Highway Administration 
P.O. Box 717/707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Maryland    21203-0717 

RE:    Maryland Route 100 
Modified Alternate 3b Alignment 

Dear Mr. Ege: 

I recently completed a Phase I archeological reconnaissance of a proposed 
Maryland Route 100 modified 3b alignment and access roads in Anne Arundel 
County. The area reconnoitered included: an access road in the Route 100 
Industrial Park (Hunters Mill Road) proposed to connect the park with Route 
100; a modified 3b alignment which runs between Wright Road and Maryland Route 
713; and an access road proposed to connect Watts Avenue with Route 713. 

The modified 3b alignment consists of a redesigned Alternate 3 corridor, 
partially surveyed by Lori.Frye (see File Report 193) in 1985. A portion of 
this alternate was not accessible during her work and was subsequently 
recommended for Phase I survey if the alternate was chosen. As well as the 
areas that would be impacted in the new design, the unsurveyed portion of her 
study was included in the current project. 

The entire project area was surveyed by foot since the proposed 
alignments traversed areas which were considered to have moderate potential 
for prehistoric and historic sites. The following is a summary of the work 
accomplished: 
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Hunters Mill Road (access road) 

The entire area proposed for this access road had been cleared for 
development and was disturbed. Consequently, no testing was done at this 
location. 

Alternate 3b Modified (between Wright Road and Maryland Route 713) 

The entire alignment was treated as a test locus and traversed on foot. 
Two small benches and several level hilltops were shovel tested. A total of 9 
shovel test pits were placed along this proposed alignment along with surface 
collection along dirt access roads, yards, and in remnants of previously 
cultivated fields. No cultural material was found in any of the test pits or 
in surface collection. However, this alignment crosses the Shipley family 
cemetery, the site of approximately 30 marked graves dating between the early 
to late 19• century. 

Watts Road (access road) 

The entire area was traversed on foot; however, it consisted of low lying 
undulating terrain in comparison to its higher surroundings. Ground exposed 
areas were surface collected (40% visibility). No cultural material was found 
during visual examination. This alignment also impinges on a small cemetery 
at the intersection of Watts Road and Route 713, consisting of 4 to 6 marked 
graves (dates not observed). 

As the result of the survey no prehistoric or historic archeological 
sites were found; however, two cemeteries are within the proposed rights- 
of-way of the alternates. One cemetery appears to be associated with the 
Shipley Historic site which parallels the eastern side of Route 713; neither 
cemetery is of archeological significance. 

An addendum report which can be added to the Frye report will be 
forthcoming; in the meantime if you have any questions about this matter or if 
I can be of further assistance, please do not hesitate to call me. 

Sincerely, 

<Z^ZA^ *rS^<^-~ 
Hettie L. Ballweber 
Archeologist 

HLBrlw 

cc:    Cynthia D. Simpson 
Rita Suffness 
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BUREAU OF 
vr     -v      ..     .     .n „ PROJECT PLANNING 

•        1     1   Maryland Department ofTransportatJon 

STATE AVIATION ADMINISTRATION UK ^     ,U ^ ^   " 

William K. Hellmann 
S«ertt»ry 

Thtodor* E. Mathison 
Administrator 

MEMORANDUM fc~o»?£ 
TO: Hal Kassoff 

Administrator 
State Highway Administration f^in»Jr»t 

HIOM: Theodore E.   Mathiso,nvMcQn KBoElVED 
Administrator •:. •'• ' '-^Ison 

DATE: HPC v^^-c ^ 2r 1985 

SUBJECT:     Rt.   100 Alternates tiiuuJmi^• BW* DT 

rh* J?? ^ h^s
1,rfviewed the alternates   for Rt.   100 alignment   in 

rA^VXSlnityM0f Sf^^ore/Washington International Airpolt   (BWI) 
(Attachment No.   1)       The  following are  the  features  ofeach option 

JonceS; to^he a^A^  ^^ deVeloPmenC  of BWI'  ^ich are o/  ^ 

1.       ALTERNATE 2   (Option A) " - 

for- J!!i^P!:i0n-W0Uld  severely restrict  several  potential  sites ror new air carrier runways. 

F^1-or,2oKJheDSe,Ct:i0n^f
J
roadway between Telegraph Road and 

Friendship Park would  intersect  a site  for 1 parallel  15/33  runwav 
I??  ^ G'/tcae5^nt No.   2).     This  runway woSld parallel Ru^ay 
15R-33L and would be 4,300'   from  it  to meet  Federal Aviation 
Administration  separation criteria.     Elimination of the ^nSav 
could  seriously limit  BWI's  growth; runway 

 .,:,*) JThe  section  from Telegraph Road  to WB & A Road would 
conflict with a parallel  10-28 runway alignment  at   the  current 
separation criteria of 4,300  feet.     frptiSn A? A?taclSent So? 3). 

2.       ALTERNATE 2   (Option B) 

a)   Impacts  of la,   and b apply. ' 

restriLT?LSeCti0n^r0m^elesraph Road  to Friendship Park would 

VI-15 
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Memorandum 
Page 2 ^ ';       -. , H M 

separation distance (4,300) for all landing conditions and may 
revise downward the criteria. However, no decision is expected for 
several years. Thus, the SAA is concerned that the option to meet 
the 4,300' criteria is not precluded. 

3. ALTERNATE 3 

a) No objections as aligned. 

4. ALTERNATE 4 (Option A) 

a) Impacts of la, and b apply. 

b) In order to allow for a parallel 10-28 or 15-33, the 
section between Dorsey Road and Camp Meade Road would have to be 
underground. 

c) The section from Camp Meade Road to the west aligns with 
the existing 10-28 runway.  This means aircraft departing and 
arriving would be flying at very low altitudes directly over 
traffic.  Planes approaching from the west with their high powered 
landing lights and large physical presence (e.g. B-747 with a 197' 
wing span) will impact vehicular traffic safety.  Conversely, 
vehicle headlights will create glare in the cockpits of departing 
and arriving aircraft creating a major air safety problem. 

d) The alignment would isolate a sizeable portion of Airport 
property from the airport proper, and could limit full utilization 
of the isolated property. 

5. ALTERNATE 4 (Option B) 

a) The same concerns as stated in 4c above also apply to this 
Alternate. 

b) An interchange located at the intersection of Rt. 100 and 
Rt. 170 would encroach on a sizeable portion of airport property. 

In summary, the SAA has serious concerns of the effect that 
either option of Alternate 2 or 4 will have on current and future 
runway configurations.  The only Alternate for which we have no 
serious objections is Alternate 3. 

TEM:lab 
Attachnu 
cc:  N. Pederson> 
Attachments     / 
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© 
US Department 
ot Transportation 

Federal Aviation 
Administration 

October 2, 

SHINGTON AIRPORTS DISTRICT OFFICE 
S. Washington Street, Room 200 

Is Church, Virginia 22046 
ephone (703) 285- 

Mr. Theodore E. 
Administrator 
MD-DOT, State Aviation Administration 
P. 0. Box 8766, BW-I Airport 
Baltimore, Maryland 21240 

Dear Mr. Mathison: 

We have reviewed your letter dated September 24, 1986, requesting 
comments on the proposed location of Maryland Route 100 in the 
vicinity of BWI Airport. While we understand the need for 
roadway development to alleviate traffic congestion near the 
airport, we are also concerned that new plans not interfere with 
airport operations, safety and growth potential. 

Our review shows that Alternate 3A is far enough away from 
airport property to have no foreseeable adverse impact on the 
airport.  Alternate 3B has only a minimal adverse impact on the 
airport.  Therefore, Alternates 3A or 3B are acceptable, with 
Alternate 3A being the preferred routing. 

The proposed Alternate 4 with tunnels and open cuts presents 
serious problems that render it unacceptable. Our concerns are as 
follows: 

-The tunnels and open cuts could be designed to satisfy the 
safety areas and clearances required by airport design advisories 
for a minimum level of safety.  However, any open cuts in the 
infield area are hazards to aircraft that should be avoided, and 
are less safe than a full length tunnel or Alternate 3 routing. 
In addition to aircraft safety problems, the open cuts could 
present problems with CFR vehicle access in emergencies, airport 
security and interference from street and auto lights. 

-The routing of the road through airport property would increase 
the cost of future runway and taxiway development.  The 
additional cost of construction due to the road incursion would 
not be eligible for Federal funding. 

-This routing would also limit the flexibility of planned 
development.  Once the tunnels are in place, the runway and 
taxiway location and alignment would be fixed.  This could result 
in a less than optimum location for the proposed new runway with 
respect to the FAA separation study underway. 
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-Alternate 4 with open cuts requires FAA concurrence with the 
release of airport property.  We discourage the release of 
airport land for non-aviation uses.  As a minimum we would 
require a fair market value be assessed, and these funds placed 
m a discrete account for airport capital improvements. 

The proposed Alternate 4 with a continuous tunnel would eliminate 
many of the problems that the open cuts present.  However, 
unless the entire length of the tunnel is constructed to support 
runway and taxiway loads, the additional construction costs and 
limited flexibility for development still present considerable 
problems. 

We fully understand the position'you "are in with the conflict's  
between preserving the local communities, meeting the traffic 
capacity demands, and continuing to improve the airport.  In this 
regard, we recommend that Alternative 3A or 3B be pursued for the 
location of Maryland Route 100.  The effect on the airport of 
these two alternatives is acceptable.  Since Alternative 4 could 
have an adverse effect on safety, land and construction costs, 
and future development potential, we consider it unacceptable. 

Please keep us apprised of the status of the proposed routing 
discussions, and do not hesitate to contact us' if we can be of 
further assistance. 

Sincerely, 

William'A. Whittle, Manager 
Washington Airports District Office 
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BUREAU OF 
PROJECT PLANNING 

S* JAN 22   9 38 AH '86 
ANNE ARUNDEL COUNTY 

January 16, 1986 

ANNAPOLIS, MARYLAND 21401 

DEPARTMENT OF RECREATION AND PARKS 

Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr., Acting Chief 
Bureau of Project Planning 
Maryland Department of Transportation 
P.O. Box 717/707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Maryland  21203-0717 

Re;   Contract No. AA 682-101-570 
Maryland Route 100 from 1-95 
to 1-97, P.D.M.S. NO. 022007 

Dear Mr. Ege: 

In response to your letter of January 2, 1986 regarding the above-mentioned 
project, and the effects Alternates 2A, 2B and 4A will have on Friendship and 
Queenstown Parks. 

I am responding to your items 1, 2, and 3 as follows: 

1. Friendship Park is critical in meeting the recreational needs of 
the Greater Glen Burnie area. A trip to this park anytime during 
the daytime hours, particularly on weekends, will show how much people 
use this park. There is one ballfield used primarily by picnickers 
and families on outings. The setting of the park, which is quite 
obvious upon visiting it, is primarily a quiet place for people to 
come and relax away from the urban environment of Glen Burnie. Its 
loss to the community would be significant. 

2. The required property is significant to the recreational uses of 
this property, in as much as it would effect the environment of the 
park, because of increased traffic, noise and air pollution. It 
has been proposed that we connect Friendship Park with Queenstown 
Park which is contiguous. The construction of this road would prevent 
us from making this connection. 

3. I am forwarding herewith a copy of the site plan for Friendship Park 
as well as a plan indicating a proposed development of the section 
which will be transversed by this road. 

It is unfortunate that all of these Alternates have such an adverse effect 
on this much used public facility. We wish there were alternatives which 
would not have such a negative impact on these parks. 
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January 16, 1986 
Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr., Acting Chief 
Bureau of Project Planning 
Maryland department of Transportation 

Page (2) 

If you have any questions, or need additional information, please contact me 
by calling 987-9600. 

^ 

Cordiatly-youcs^ 

A. James Vouzikaai Chief 
Planning, Construction & 
Environmental Programs 
Recreation & Parks 

AJV/vif 
cc: Joseph J. McCann, Director, Recreation and Parks 

William A. Rinehart, Parks Administrator 
Jack Keene, Recreation and Parks 

ENCLOSURE: 
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DEf Ar.TM£?-i: OF NATURAL RESOCRCiS 

MARYLAND FOREST. PARK AND WILDLiFc SERVICE 
BUCKINGHAM FOREST TREE NURSERY 

HARMANS. MARYLAND 21077 
TELEPHONE: '301; 768-7367 

^ 
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JOHN S. AYTON 
5L'P=RV!SOR 

February 3, 1986 
File:  5^00 

RE:  Contract No. AA 682-101-5" 
P.O.M.S. No. 022007 
Maryland Route 100 
From Maryland Route 3 to 
Interstate 95 

Ms. Cynthia Simpson 
Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 
P.O. Box 717 
707 N. Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21203 

Dear Ms. Simpson: 

This letter is in reference to your inquiry of January 29, 1986.  I told Mr. Dooley, 
in a telephone conversation on January k,   1986, that the Bensen Ray property, 
recently acquired with Program Open Space Funds, will be developed into a seedling 
production area by this fall. 

The development of this new area has been made necessary by the major increase 
in seedling demands caused by the Chesapeake Bay Program and by the New Federal 
Farm Reserve Bill. These two demands for reforestation planting stock and the 
increased planting on stripmines in Western Maryland has caused our production to 
go from 4,000,000 seedlings per year to 12,000,000 seedlings per year.  In order 
to meet this major production increase, we had no choice but to develop the new 
ground. 

/ 

Sincerely, 

JA/jla 

cc:     James  Roberts 
Patrick Bright 

John Ayton 
Nursery Manager 
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Department of Natural Resources 
MARYLAND FOREST, PARK & WILDLIFE SERVICE 

C. SHOWN. M.D. •    ... '    „.       „   .,_.. DONALD E. MACLAUCHLAN 
ecse^fly Tawes Office Building CXRECTOP 

Annapolis, Maryland 21401 

February 27, 1986 

m        ya w o 
Mr. Louis Ege, Jr. =• m _ 
Maryland Department of Transportation 3 ^ 
State Highway Adninistration ^^ -o >• 
P.O. Box 717 ^ g.^ 
707 North Calvert Street ^ ac ^ 
Baltimore, Maryland   21203-0717 *      — 

CO        ^ 

RE:   MD Rt. 100 from 1-95 to 1-97 *** 
Contract No. AA 682-101-570 

Dear Mr. Ege: 

In answer to your 17 February 1986 letter concerning proposed Route-100 
through Batapsco Valley State Park, we offer the following corments. 

Alternate 4 would irrevocably diminish the value of a parcel of parkland sev- 
eral times the size of the 16.1 acres actually needed for the right-of-way. 
Bart of the proposed interchange lies squarely on top of the parkland extend- 
ing along Piney Run. The alignnent itself would create an island of land 
which would no longer function as a wooded buffer protecting Deep Run. To 
that end, the answer to your first question regarding significance is most 
assuredly, yes, i.e. passive recreation areas are an integral part of the 
master plan for Batapsco as well as all our parks. 

I'm unclear as to the meaning of your second question. It seemingly estab- 
lishes a dichotony in which those lands "chosen" for specific recreational 
"ff ¥tJ^ turn Protected ty sane kind of property relegated to a category 
called buffer". This is, of course, not the case. Intensively developed 
areas are carefully selected and designed so as to allow for safe, controlled 
public access. An equal number of recreational pursuits rely on the avail- 
ability of undeveloped (natural condition) tracts. This area of the park 
serves just such a purpose, and is, in and of itself, as important for 
recreation as any area of the park. In this context (and in answer to your 
second question), it most assuredly is recreational, not merely buffer. 
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Mr. Louis Ege, Jr. 
February 27, 1986 
Page two 

I strongly encourage you to continue investigation of those options depicted 
in Figure 1 (attached to your 17 February letter) which do not require use of 
parkland. 

Please let me know if you need additional information. Also, as project 
planning progresses, if it appears that Alternate 4 is the prime candidate, we 
will have additional ooninent. By copy of this memo, we ask the Water 
Resources Administration to keep us abreast of the project as well. 

Sincerely 

Donald E. MacLauchlan 
Director 

E£M:SEJl:dec 

cc: J. Burtis 
D. Bathway 
D. Gavor 
J. Hearn 
P. Bright 
G. Cheers 
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COL. WILLIAM S. LINDSEY 
Chief of Police 

^ 

ANNE ARUNDEL COUNTY POLICE DEPARTMENT 
HEADQUARTERS 
201 Robert Grain Highway, 
Millersville, Maryland 21108 
(301) 987-4050       867-i050 
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Mart^S, *S86 

Mr.  Louis H.  Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Project Development Division 
P.O. Box 717/707 North CalvertSt., 
Baltimore, Maryland 21203 

Dear Mr. Ege, 

As a result of reviewing the proposals for the Maryland Rt. 3/Interstate 97 
plans for Anne Arundel County, the following observations were formulated. The 
Alternate 4, and Alternate 2, Option B plans present what appear to be the most 
minimal impact on police services to those areas affected. Of particular 
concern to this department, is the sub-dividing of present communities, which 
could result in an increase if response times to calls for service. Consider- 
ation should be given to ensure that ample ingress, and egress routes'to 
maximize police and fire response are provided to high density areas. 

If I may be of any further assistance, please feel free to contact me 
at 301-987-4050 Ext. 208. 

Sincerely, 

jfNi^r w. OffiiCr W. Wayne JoneS #261 
Research and Development SfeQt}on 
Anne Arundel County Police Dept. 
Millersville, Maryland 21108 
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COLONEL PAUL H. RAPPAPORT 
GHIWF Or POLK* 

DEPARTMENT OF POLICE FOR HOWARD COUNTY 
3410 COURT HOUSE DRIVE. ELLICOTT CITY. MD. 21043 

992-2200 

March 12, 1986 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Project Development Division 
Maryland Department of Transportation 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21203 

ATTENTION:  Cynthia D. Simpson, Chief 
Environmental Management 

RE: Contract No. AA 682-101-570 

Dear Sir: 

I have reviewed, as per your request of February 20, 1986, the 
proposed development of Route 100 from Route 95 eastward into 
Anne Arundel County. 

The overwhelming majority of the proposed highway construction 
is located in Anne Arundel County and does not impact the Howard 
County Police Department. 

Those parts of the proposed project which are to be located in 
Howard County appear, from a law enforcement point of view, to 
be virtually identical in location and impact. 

The completed road development project appears to greatly improve 
both the north-south traffic flow on Route 1 and the eastward flow 
from Route 95 into A,ine Arundel County. Under the current road 
configuration. Route 95 traffic into Anne Arundel County must exit 
that highway and use local feeder roadways. The project will allow 
such traffic to remain on a major highway and eliminate much con- 
gestion on Iqcal feeder roadways. 
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I look forward to the completion of the project and feel that it 
will improve, rather than hinder, the response time for police 
services in that part of Howard County. This section of the new 
Route 100 itself will not provide easier access to anything in 
Howard County. Instead, the traffic it removes from local road- 
ways will permit emergency vehicles a safer and faster response 
to calls for service. 

If you have further questions regarding this or similar matters, 
please contact Sergeant E. Lawrence Knutson of the Research and 
Planning Division at 992-2205. 

Sincerely,   ._ 

—*.. 

Colonel Paul H. Rappaport 
Chief of Police 

PHR:sd 

VI-29 



4$ 

ANNE ARUNDEL COUNTY 
ANNAPOLIS, MARYLAND 21401 

DEPARTMENT OF RECREATION AND PARKS 
March 17,  1986 

Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Bureau of Project Planning 
Maryland Department of Transportation 
P.O. Box 717 
Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717 

Re: Contract No. AA-682-101-570 
Maryland Route 100 fron 1-95 
to 1-97 PDMS. No. 022007 

Dear Mr. Ege: 

Mr. James VouziJcas, who wrote you on January 16 concerning the 
impact of the proposed Route 100 alignments on Friendship Park, has 
asked me to convey sate additional design requests to you. 

First, we have recently met with an active group of Anne Arundel 
County horsemen who currently use a bridle trail between Queenstown 
Park and Friendship Park as part of a trail system linking western 
portions of the County with our Equestrian Center at Andover Park in 
Linthicum. This group is very concerned that Route 100 will cut this 
vital access link. We would like to propose that at the point where 
Route 100 crosses Sawnill Creek or at sate nearby point, a large 
culvert or other structure be provided to maintain the bridle trail. 
The interior dimensions of the structure would need to be a minimum of 
eight feet (8*) wide by ten feet (10') high. 

Second, of the alignment options sent for our consideration. 
Alternate 2 Optical B (Plan sheet 4) clearly has the greatest adverse 
iirpact on Friendship Park. Not only does it occupy the entire west 
side of the park, as opposed to crossing only the southwest comer as 
do the other alignments, but its interchange with Dorsey Road would 
clearly make entering the park frcm Dorsey Road much more hazardous. 
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I thank you for your consideration of these matters in making your 
final selection of the alignment of RouteJ[,00. 

; 
/ 
/ 

Sincerely yours, 

John T. Keene 
Capital Projects Officer 
Recreation and Parks Department 

JTK/vif 
cc: Joseph J. McCaion, Director, Recreation and Parks 

William A. Rinehart, Parks Administrator 
Cynthia E. Young, PATH 
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B.  a3VMENTS 

1. Ccmblned Location/Design Public Hearing 

A Ccmblned Location/Design Public Hearing for this project was held 
on June 12, 1986, at Andover Senior High School, Unthlcun, Maryland. Mr. Ed 
Meehan, District Engineer for the State Highway Adnlnlstration In District #5, 
presided. Representatives of the State Highway Administration's Off Ice of 
Planning and PreIImlnary Engineering explained the project process and the 
alternatives under consideration and provided a environmental overview of the 
study area. Representatives of the State Highway Adnlnlstration explained the 
right-of-way acquisition process and the relocation assistance program. Per- 
sons attending the PubIIc Hearing were provided a copy of the "Ccmblned Loca- 
tion/Design Public Hearing" brochure which surmarlzes features of the alter- 
nates. The Draft Environmental Impact Statanent and a public information 
display were available for review prior to and at the hearing. 

An official transcript was prepared of the Location/Design Public Hear- 
ing. The hearing record contains the remarks of 43 speakers, along with sev- 
eral written statements. Copies of the transcript are available for review at 
the Maryland State Highway Adnlnlstration, 707 North CaI vert Street, Balti- 
more, Maryland. 

A surmary of the ccmnents made at the Public Hearing and the responses 
thereto follows: 

a. Roland Davis (Chief Transportation Planner, 
Anne Arundel County) 

Bert Haus (Director of Sales, Dlckenson Heffner, Inc.) 

Chuck Pruet (Westinghouse Defense Center) 

Jim Vecheck (Timber Ridge Improvement Association) 

Carment: 

Supports Alternate 3 - Option B. 

Response: 

Alternate 3- Option B, with seme modifications, has been chosen. 
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Arthur Kungle, Jr., - President, The Liberty Tree 
Project 

Cgnnents: 

Opposed Alternate 3 because of the foI lowing Impacts: 

I. Sulfur Dioxide and acid rain fran the highway could hurt the 
plants and trees In the Buckingham Forest Tree Nursery. 

iI. Roadway goes through an establIshed grafted White Pine Seed Iing 
Orchard in the nursery. 

III. Did not feel that the DEIS addressed any of the sensitive 
Issues pertaining to the nursery. 

Response: 

'•-Ml. Coordination with the Maryland Department of Natural 
Resources concerning Impacts to the Buckingham Forest 
Tree Njrsery has been ongoing throughout this project. 
In addition, a study examining the impacts of this 
project on the nursery has been performed and is 
available for review at the Maryland State Highway 
Adnlnlstratlon Library, 707 North Calvert Street, 
Ba11 Imore, MaryIand and at all State Depos i tory 
L i brarIes. 

Steve Armsey - Vice President, Oxford 
Development Corporation 

Ccnrments 

I. Requested that relocated Anberton Drive tie Into U.S. Route 1 
at the same location as the entrance to their proposed business 
park. 

II. Requested that the high-speed ramp frcm westbound Maryland 
Route 100 to north bound U. S. Route 1 be located at or near 
the location where the left-turn movement frcm this ramp to 
southbound U.S. Route 1 Is In order to provide more weaving 
distance for motorists desiring to turn left Into their pro- 
posed business park. 

Ml. Supports the clover leaf Interchange at U.S. Route 1 as shown on 
the plans. 
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Responses: 

I. The relocated Anberton Drive has been located so as to minimize 
Impacts to an existing residence and an existing nursery. 

II. The high-speed ramp as shown on theplans Is necessary to 
achieve the high est IeveI-of-service for the Interchange and 
to provide for a smooth transition between the two highways for 
motorists. ' Even with this high-speed ranp, there would be 
sufficient weave distance for motorists desiring to turn left 
Into the proposed business park at the northern entrance as 
shown on develop ment plans. 

ill. The selected alternate. Alternate 38 (Modified), Includes the 
clover leaf Interchange at U.S. Route 1 (see Fig. 11-26). 

d. Curtis Warren 

Ccnrment: 

Expressed concern about the clrculty of travel, the mixing of local 
and through traffic on the new freeway and the separation of the Race 
Road and Wright Road neighborhoods caused by thee losing of Dorsey 
Road at Maryland Route 295. 

Response: 

A bridge over Maryland 295 connecting Race Road and Wright Road has 
tyeen Incorporated Into the selected alternate to provide for local 
traffic. 

e. Raymond B. Davis 

Camnents: 

i. Stated that the ramps frcm Alternate 3 that Intersect Dorsey 
Road at Forest Avenue would Increase traffic on Forest Avenue. 

II. Stated that If one of the drawbacks to Alternate 4 was a lack 
of access to the existing Industrial centers west of Maryland 
Route 295, ramps frcm Parkway Drive North to Alternate 4 could 
be constructed. 

III. Stated that the project would adversely affect the air qua Iity 
In the area. 
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Responses; 

i. Under the selected alternate, the Race Road Interchange has 
been revised to a standard diamond configuration. 

II. Alternate 4 requires acquisition of land from the Patapsco 
Valley State Park. Even If Alternate 4 were selected, ramps 
fran the north section ofParkway Industrial Center I could not 
be furnished because of the gecmetrId Imitations Imposed by the 
Interchange at Maryland Route 295. These rarps would also re- 
quire the acquisition of at least 2 businesses and additional 
land frcm the Patapsco Valley State Park. 
As shewn In section IV. D, the ambient air quality will be im- 
proved since the project will enhance the flow of traffic 
through the area. 

Ill 

f. Paul L. Saval - Saval Food Products 

Carment 

Opposed the 'Option* for relocating Dorsey Road at U.S. Route 1 since 
it impacts a proposed food distribution warehouse. Stated that the 
Option would be more expensive because of higher right-of-way costs. 

Response: 

L?dfr«th£ selected alternate, the 'Option' for relocating Dorsey Road 
at U.S. Route 1 has been chosen and has been shifted siIghtly to the 
west onto an existing right-of-way. This 'Option' does not require 
any residential relocations and would be less expensive to construct 
than the other alignment since It is much shorter. 

g. Connie Both 

Carment: 

Ms. Both favored AIternate 4 wIth a connect Ion to AIternate 3-OptIon 
B. (See her letter and response thereto contained hereinafter). 
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h. Alexander Brcwn-President, Sandalwood Improvement Association 

Ccnments: 

Mr. Brcwn supported Alternate 4 with a connection to Alternate 3- 
Optlon B because ofthe foI lowing reasons: 

I. Alternate 3B will break and damage carmunlty relations In the 
area by cuI-de-sacIng many major roadways. 

II. Alternate 3B does not separate through and local traffic. 
III. Alternate 3B wl11 leave north Anne Arundel County with only one 

direct east-west roadway which will severely limit future 
expansion. 

Responses: 

I. and II. 
Under the selected alternate, abridge over Maryland Route 295 
connecting Race Road and Wright Road and bridges forcarrylng 
Harmans Road and W.B.& A. Road over the freeway have been 
provided to alleviate ccmnunlty disruptions. 

III. The Anne Arundel County General Plan shows the approximate cor- 
ridor of Alternate 3-0ptlon A and Is the basis upon which de- 
velopment in the area has been Implemented and planned. 

I. Werner E. Mlnshall - Parkway Industrial Center 

Cgnnent: 

Mr. Mlnshall expressed concern about the effects of the project on 
the Parkway Industrial Center. 

Response: 

Several meetings were held with Mr. MlnshalI and his engineering firm 
to coordinate the Impacts of the project on existing and proposed 
developments In the Parkway Industrial Center. 

J. Richard Zablonskl - Provinces Civic Association 

Ccnments: 

Mr. Zablonskl favored Alternate 4 with a connection to Alternate 3- 
Optlon B for the following reasons: 

I. Alternate 4 would reduce Ridge Road traffic by 30-35% and Al- 
ternate 3B would Increase Ridge Road traffic by37%. 

II. Harmans Road would be closed by Alternate 3B. 
III. Alternate 4 would cost $29 ml 11 Ion less than Alternate 3B. 
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Responses: 

I. As shewn In section IV, travel on Ridge Road south of Dorsey 
Road Is expected to reach 11,600 average dally trafflc(ADT)In 
the design year 2010 for the No-BulId Alternate. Under Alter- 
nate 3B, It Is expected that the ADT on Ridge Road south of 
Dorsey Road would be 12,600, an Increase of approximately 
10X. Figure IV-9 shavs that the ADT on New Ridge Road north of 
Dorsey Road would be 5,000 in 2010. This would be traffic 
going Into the Baltimore Cannons Industrial Park. The 2010 
ADT on Ridge Road south of Dorsey Road would be atleast 11 500 
under Alternate 4. 

N. The selected alternate Includes bridging Harmans Road over 
Maryland Route 100. 

Ml. Due to tunneling costs through the Baltimore Washington Inter- 
national Airport, Alternate 4 wouldcost up to $36 mi 11 ion more 
than the selected alternate. 

k. Dale Ross - Vice-President, ROJAC Group 

Ogrment: 

Mr Ross expressed concern about the effects of the project on access 
to the Hcward Johnson's hotel and restaurant in the Parkway Indus- 
trial Center. 

Response; 

The selected alternate Includes a standard diamond interchange at 
Race Road and provides for access to the Parkway Industrial Center 
frcm this Interchange and from Dorsey Road. 

1. Steven J. Hartman - MIE Development Corporation 

Garment: 

Stated that he was originally In favor of Alternate 3B, but as a 
result of listening tocarments at the Public Hearing, he would be In 
favor of Alternate 4 with a connection to Alternate 3-0ption B. 

Response: 

The selected alternate was chosen over Alternate 4/3B for several 
reasons. First, Alternate 4 requires the acquisition of land frcm 
Patapsco Valley State Park which is prohibited under Federal Law If 
a feasible and prudent' alternative exists. Also, the selected al- 
ternate closely follows the corridor for the extension of Maryland 
Route 100 as Identified In the Howard County, Anne Arundel County and 
the Regional PIannIng Counc11 Master Plans. This corridor Is the 
basis upon which development in the area has been Implanented and 
planned. Alternate 4/3B also traverses the southwestern corner of 
the Baltimore Washington International Airport, and according to 
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Federal Aviation Adnlnlstratlon regulations, the highway would have 
to be constructed In a tunnel through this area which would cause the 
total cost of Alternate 4/3B to be up to $36 mi 11 Ion greater than the 
selected alternate. 

m. William Cooper - Elmhurst Improvement Association 

Catment; 

Objected to the closing of W.B.& A. Road. 

Response: 

The selected alternate provides for bridging W.B.& A. Road over 
Maryland Route 100. 

n. Tern Dlxon - President, Harmans Civic Association 

Cgnnents: 

Mr. Dlxon supported Alternate 4 with a connection to Alternate 3- 
Optlon B for the following reasons: 

i.   Alternate 3B severs continuous travel on Dorsey Road, Harmans 
Road and Ridge Road. 

II.  The Alternate 4 Interchange with Maryland Route 295 could be 
shifted to the south to avoid Impacting residences on Race Road 
and Bentwoods Road, 

ill. Alternate 4 does not confI let with the planned expansion of the 
Baltimore Washington Airport. 

Responses: 

I. The selected alternate provides for a bridge over Maryland 
Route 295 connecting Race Road and Wright Road which a I lows for 
local traffic circulation Harmans Road wl11 also bridge over 
the selected alternate. Continuous travel on Ridge Road Is 
provided via the relocated Ridge Road as shown on the plans. 

II. Shifting the Alternate 4 Interchange with Maryland Route 295 to 
the south to avoid any resident la I relocations would result in 
greater Impacts to the area of Patapsco Valley State Park east 
of Route 295, greater Impacts to the Deep Run flood plain, 
decreased weaving distance between this interchange and the 
existing Dorsey Road/Route 295 interchange and would require at 
least 4 business relocations. 

Mi. Pursuant to Federal Aviation Adnln1strat Ions, a tunnel would 
have to be constructed for Alternate 4 through the airport 
property which would make the total cost of Alternate 4 up to 
$36 ml 11 Ion more than the selected alternate. 
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o.  Irene Hebron - Concerned Citizens for a Fair Route 100 

Cannents: 

I. Supported Alternate 4 with a connection to Alternate 3-Optlon B 
because she felt that Alternate 3 unjustly Impacted black ccm- 
munltles In the area. 
Stated that many of the required residential relocations are 
retired persons and that they would find It financially dif- 
ficult to relocate. 

Responses; 

I. The selected alternate. Alternate 38 (Modified), was chosen 
over a ccmbI nation of Alternate 4 with Alternate 3-Optlon B 
(Alternate 4/3B) for several reasons. First, Alternate 4 re- 
quires the acquisition of land frcm the Patapsco Valley State 
Park which Is prohibited under Federal Law If a 'feasible and 
prudent' alternative exists. Also, the selected alternate 
closely follews the corridor for the extension of Maryland 
Route 100 as Identified In the Howard County, Anne Arundel 
County and Regional Planning Council Master Plans. This cor- 
ridor Is the basis upon which development In the area has been 
Implemented and planned. Alternate 4/3B also traverses the 
southwestern corner of the Ba11Imore Wash Ington InternatIonaI 
Airport. Federal Aviation Adnlnistration regulations would 
require the highway to be constructed In a tunnel through this 
area which would cause the total cost of Alternate 4/3B to be 
up to $36 ml 11 Ion greater than the selected alternate. 

During the course of the M3 Route 100 study, concerns were 
raised regarding the Impacts of the project. The selected 
alternate. Alternate 38 (Modified), incorporates several design 
changes of the 'historical' alignment (Alternate 3-Optlon A) to 
address these concerns. These Include the alignment shift at 
the project's eastern end in order to minimize Impacts to the 
ccmnunlty of Queenstcwn, the standard diamond interchange at 
Race Road and selecting the full clover leaf Interchange at MD. 
Route 295. In total, the design changes made by the State 
Highway Adnlnistration resulted In a reduction In the nunber of 
residences displaced by ND. Route 100 frcm 43 to 22. Alternate 
38 (Modified) also includes several provisions for maintaining 
traffic on the local road network. These include providing a 
bridge across Maryland Route 295 connecting Race Road with 
Wright Road, bridging Harmans Road over Maryland Route 100 and 
bridging W.B. & A. Road over Maryland Route 100. The State 
Highway Adnlnistration believes that the selected alternate 
provides the needed service to the area whl le minimizing Im- 
pacts to local ccmnunltles. This project has been reviewed by 
the Equal Opportunity Section of the State Highway Adnlnistra- 
tion and found to be In ccmpllance with Title VI of the Civil 
Rights Act of 1964 (see letter dated June 26, 1986.) 
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II. The relocations required for this project wi11 be resolved In a 
timely and hunane fashion and will be acccmplI shed In accor- 
dance with the Uniform Reloca-tlon Assistance and Land Acquisi- 
tion Policies Act of1970 (P.L. 91-646) and/or 49 CFR Part 25- 
the new regulations. 

p. Howard E. Wagner, Jr. 

Cgnnent: 

'-" Supported Alternate 4 with a connection to Alternate 3-Optlon B 
because Alternate 3-Optlon B would cut through his farm and 
divide It In half and It would be a 4 to 5 mile trip to get 
from one side to the other. 

Response; 

The alignment of Alternate 3-Optlon B In the vicinity of the 
Smith Form has been located In order to minimize impacts on 
existing residences. Provisions to provide access between the 
remaining parcels of the farm and/or acqulsltlonof remnant 
parcels will be Investigated during final design. 

q. Sylvia Garrison 

Ognnent: 

Supported Alternate 4 with a connection to Alternate 3-Optlon B 
because a dlsproportlorment ntmber of the relocations required 
under Alternate 3-Option B are minorities. 

Response; 

The selected alternate, Alternate 38 (Modified), was chosen 
over a ccmbI nation of Alternate 4 with Alternate 3-Optlon B 
(Alternate 4/3B) for several reasons. First, Alternate 4 re- 
quires the acquisition of land frcm the Patapsco Valley State 
Park which is prohibited under Federal Law If a "feasible and 
prudent" alternative exists. Also, the selected alternate 
closely follows the corridor for the extension of Maryland 
Route 100 as Identified In the Howard County, Anne Arundel 
County and Regional Planning Council Master Plans. This corri- 
dor Is the basis upon which development In the area has been 
Implanented and planned. Alternate 4/3B also traverses the 

VI-40 



,k>^ 

southwestern corner of the Ba11 Imore Wash Ington InternatIonaI 
Airport. Federal Aviation Achilnlstratlon regulations would 
require the highway to be constructed in a tunnel through this 
area which would cause the total cost of Alternate 4/3B to be 
up to $36 ml 11 Ion greater than the selected alternate. 

During the course of the MD Route 100 study, concerns were 
raised regarding the Impacts of the project. The selected 
alternate, Alternate 38 (Modified), Incorporates several design 
changes of the 'historical* alignment (Alternate 3-Optlon A) to 
address these concerns. These Include the alignment shift at 
the project's eastern end In order to minimize Impacts to the 
carmunlty of Queenstown, the standard dI amondinterchange at 
Race Road and selecting the full-clover leaf Interchange at MD. 
Route 295. In total, the design changes made by the State 
Highway Achilnlstratlon resulted In a reduction in the nurtoer of 
residences displaced by MD. Route 100 frcm 43 to 22. Alternate 
38 (Modified) also Includes several provisions for maintaining 
traffic on the local road network. These Include providing a 
bridge across Maryland Route 295 connecting Race Road with 
Wright Road, bridging Harmans Road over Maryland Route 100 and 
bridging W.B. & A. Road over Maryland Route 100. The State 
Highway Administration believes that the selected alternate 
provides the needed service to the area whl le minimizing Im- 
pacts to local carmunltles. This project has been reviewed by 
the Equal Opportunity Section of the State Highway Adninlstra- 
tlon and found to be In ccmpllance with Title VI of the ClvlI 
Rights Act of 1964 (see letter dated June 26, 1986). 

Melvln Kelly - President, Severn Improvement Association 
Art Boh 11nger 
Sandy Mosher 
Catherine Galther 
Virginia Warren 
Louis Pel 11nger 
Barbara Taylor 
Edward Kennedy 
Beathsader Wcmble 
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Cannent: 

Favor Alternate 4 with a connection to Alternate 3-0ptlon B. 
Response: 

The selected alternate was chosen over Alternate 4/3B for sev- 
eral reasons. First, Alternate 4 requires the acquisition of 
land frcm the Patapsco Valley State Park which Is prohibited 
under Federal Law If a 'feasible and prudent' alternative 
exists. Also, the selected alternate closely follows the cor- 
ridor for the extension of Maryland Route 100 as identified In 
the Howard County, Anne Arundel County and the Regional Plan- 
ning Council Master Plans. This corridor Is the basis upon 
which development In the area has been Implemented and planned. 
Alternate 4/3B also traverses the southwestern corner of the 
Baltimore Washington International Airport, and according to 
Federal Aviation Administration regulations, the highway would 
have to be constructed In a tunnel through this area which 
would cause the total cost of Alternate 4/3B to be up to $36 
ml 11 Ion greater than the selected alternate. 

s.   David Wl 11 lams - Associate Professor of Biology, 
Anne Arundel Ccnmunity Col lege 

Cannent; 

Opposed Alternated 3 due to the potential adverse Impacts upon 
the Buckingham Forest Tree Nursery. 

Response; 

Coordination with the Maryland Department of Natural Resources 
concerning Impacts to the Buckingham Forest Tree Nursery has 
been ongoing throughout this project. In addition, a study 
examining the Impacts of this projecton the nursery has been 
performed and Is available for review at the Maryland State 
Highway Adnlnistratlon Library, 707 North Calvert Street, 
Baltimore, Maryland and at a11 State Depository Libraries. 

t.   Gerald Talbert - Maryland Department of Agriculture 

Ccimieiit; 

Stated that whichever route is selected, the impacts on farm- 
land and natural resource areas should be minimized. 
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Response: 

Minimization of Impacts on agricultural land and natural areas, 
as well as residential and ccmnerclal areas, has been a consid- 
eration throughout the study. Minor alIgnment shifts wl11 be 
considered during final design of the project to reduce Impacts 
as much as feasible. 

Mary Rosso 

Carment: 

Supported Alternate 4 with a connection to Alternate 3-0ptlon B 
because It minimizes Impacts to existing ccmnunltles. 

Response; 

The State Highway Adnlnlstratlon believes that the selected 
alternate provides the needed service to the area whIle mini- 
mizing Impacts to ccmnunltles. The selected alternate, Alter- 
nate 38 (Modified), Includes several provisions to reduce both 
carmunlty Impacts and the nunber of relocations required (see 
Section IV.A). 

Gene Floyd - President, North Anne Arundel 
County Chamber of Ccmnerce 

Cgnnent: 

Stated that the Chamber of Cormerce, In an Executive Session, 
chose not to select one alternate over another, but that the 
project should proceed as expedltlously as possible. 

Response: None required. 

Jean Creek - President, Anne Arundel County NAACP 

Cgnnent: 
Supported Alternate 4 with a connection to Alternate 3-Optlon 
B. Relayed the concerns ofthe members of the black cannunltles 
of Harmans and Queenstcwn regarding the adverse and dispropor- 
tionate Impact to those ccmnunltles. 
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Response; 

The selected alternate. Alternate 38 (Modified), was chosen 
over a combination of Alternate 4 with Alternate 3-Optlon B 
(Alternate 4/3B) for several reasons. First, Alternate 4 re- 
quires the acquisition of land frcm the Patapsco Valley State 
Park which Is prohibited under Federal Law If a 'feasible and 
prudent' alternative exists. Also, the selected alternate 
closely follows the corridor for the extension of Maryland 
Route 100 as Identified In the Howard County, Anne Arundel 
County and Regional Planning Council Master Plans. This cor- 
ridor Is the basis upon which development in the area has been 
Implemented and planned. Alternate 4/3B also traverses the 
southwestern corner of the Baltimore Washington International 
Airport. Federal Aviation Adnlnlstration regulations would 
require the highway to be constructed In a tunnel through this 
area which would cause the total cost of Alternate 4/3B to be 
up to $36 mi IiIon greater than the selected alternate. 

During the course of the MD Route 100 study, concerns were 
raised regarding the Impacts of the project. The selected 
alternate, Alternate 38 (Modified), Incorporates several design 
changes of the 'historical' allgrment (Alternate 3-Optlon A) to 
address these concerns. These Include the alignment shift at 
the project's eastern end in order to minimize Impacts to the 
camunlty of Queenstawn, the standard diamond Interchange at 
Race Road and selecting the full clover leaf Interchange at ND. 
Route 295. In total, the design changes made by the State High- 
way Adnlnlstration resulted In a reduction In the nunber of 
residences displaced by MD. Route 100 frcm 43 to 22. Alternate 
38 (Modified) also Includes several provisions for maintaining 
traffic on the local road network. These Include providing a 
bridge across Maryland Route 295 connecting Race Road with 
Wright Road, bridging Harmans Road over Maryland Route 100 and 
bridging W.B. & A. Road over Maryland Route 100. The State 
Highway ActnlnIstrat Ion believes that the selected alternate 
provides the needed service to the area while minimizing Im- 
pacts to local carmunities. This project has been reviewed by 
the Equal Opportunity Section of the State Highway Adnlnlstra- 
tion and found to be In ccmpllance with Title VI of the ClvlI 
Rights Act of 1964 (see letter dated June 26, 1986.) 
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x.   Marlon Blades 

Cgrment: 

Expressed concern about noise Impacts the project would Impose 
on the area. 

Response: 

The effects of noise frcm the proposed Maryland Route 100 are 
Judged In accordance with Federal Highway Adnlnistratlon stand- 
ards and WD State Highway Adnlnlstratlon guldelInes. A discus- 
sion of the noise Impacts of the proposed project and any miti- 
gation measures for those Impacts is contained In section IV. E 
of this Final Environmental Impact Statement. 

y.   Theodore Sophecleus - CounclIman, Anne Arundel 
County 

Cgnnent: 

Stated that elected officials and the public have been Involved 
In this project for several years. Requested that the State 
HIghway Actn InIstratIon Inform the pub 11c of the reasons for 
selecting an alternate. 

Response; 

The reasons for selecting Alternate 38 (Modified) are presented 
In this Final Environmental Impact Statement. A news release 
explaining why Alternate 38 (Modified) was selected was made 
public In the local news media and sent to everyone was sel- 
ected on the project ma11Ing 11st. 

VI-45 



v 

z.       Basil Smith 

Ccnrments: 

Supported Alternate 4 with a connection to Alternate 3-Optlon B for 
the following reasons: 

I. Alternates disrupts local traffic patterns and there-fore 
limits access to the existing and proposed Industrial parks In 
the area. 

II. Alternate 4/3B would be $20 million less than Alternate 3B 
which could be to mitigate the to the Baltimore Washington 
International Airport. 

Response: 

I. The State Highway AdnlnI stration be11eves that the selected 
alternate provides the needed access to the existing and 
planned development In the area. The selected alternate, 
Alternate 38 (Modified), Includes several provisions for main- 
taining access to the local road network (see Section II.B.4). 

II. Federal Aviation Adnlnlstratlon regulations would require Al- 
ternate 4 to be constructed In a tunnel through the airport 
property which would cause the total cost of Alternate 4/3B to 
be up to $36 ml 11 ton greater than the selected alternate. 

aa.     Willis Henry 

Cannent: 

Supported Alternate 4 and requested that W.B.& A. Road be kept 
open. 

Response: 

Alternate 38 (Modified) has been selected for the reasons dis- 
cussed In Section II.B.4. 

The selected alternate Includes bridging W.B.& A. Road over 
Maryland Route 100. 
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bb.     Mlchele H. Schrock - Preserve Arundel Trails 
for Horses (PATH) 

Ccmnent: 

Supported Alternate 4 with a connection to Alternate 
3-Optlon B. Expressed concern about the project's Inpact on 
bridle tralIs In the area and requested that W.B. & A. Road be 
kept open to aI lew PATH members access to areas through Friend- 
ship Park. 

Response; 

The selected alternate. Alternate 38 (Modified) Includes bridg- 
ing W.B.& A. Road over Maryland Route 100. In addition the 
feaslblIIty of Including a tralI crossing of the roadway'wl11 
be Investigated during final design. 

cc.     Tyras S. Athey - Anne Arundel County Delegate to the Maryland 
House of Representatives. 

Ccmnent: 

Expressed concern about the closing of Harmans Road and 
W.B. & A. Road. 

Response: 

The selected alternate Includes provisions for 
bridging Harmans Road and W.B. & A. Road over 
Maryland Route 100. 
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Written Ccmnents 

Written statements and other exhibits In lieu of or In addition to 
oral presentations at the Location/Design Public Hearing were ac- 
cepted by the State Highway Adnlnlstratlon until June 27, 1986 for 
IncI us Ion in the "Pub 11c Hear Ing Transcr i pt".  These wrItten state- 
ments and responses thereto are contained hereinafter. The "Public 
Hearing Transcript" is available for public review at the State High- 
way Adnlnistratlon, 707 North Calvert Street, Baltimore, Maryland, 
and at District #5 Headquarters, Defense Highway, Annapolis, Mary- 
land. Those Garments received after June 27, 1986, were not Included 
In the "Public Hearing Transcript".   However, whenever possible, 
ccmnents received after that date were considered In the decision 
mak i ng process and a11 ccmnents were and will cont i nue to be respon- 
ded to. 
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^_^,'." nc., Advanced System* D«v»lopm«nt Division mMjM        f^ ff  1 III   I   1 
b730 Baymeadow Drive Jl            U U LI •   *   • 
Glen Burnie. Maryland 21061 —, 
Telephone (301) 787-3783 tieCtrOniCS 

'  32m 
no     o 
—   m 

Co ^^^ 
April 3, 1986 g S^rn 

Mr. Hal Kassoff 
Administrator 
Maryland Department of Transportation 
Maryland State Highway Administration 
P. 0. Box 717 
707 N. Calvert Street 
Baltimore, MO  21203 

Dear Mr. Kassoff: 

I understand that the Maryland State Highway Administration has 
agreed to accelerate the construction timetable of Route 100 from 
Route 3 to Insterstate 95 in Howard County and that there will be 
a Public Hearing held on Route Alternatives. 

Although I will not be able to attend the hearing, it would be 
appreciated if you would reflect in the public record, my support 
of "Alternative 3" as the preferred alignment. 

Thanking you in advance. 

Sincerely, 

David A. Rossi 
President and General^ Manager        |"DT?/f^T7T"\7T?"r\ 

DAR/drs APR 14 1986 

DISECTOS. Q?FICE OF 
PlAMJiG 4 PiimAi-Y EmEJUtlG 

\TZ Hwr AU^. 

i 
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Maryland Department ofTransportation 

State Highway Administration 

William K. Hellmann 
Secretary 

Hal Kassoff 
Administrator 

2 4 W 

RE:  Contract No. AA 682-101-570 
Maryland Route 100 
Interstate Route 95 to 
Maryland Route 3 
PDMS No. 022007 

sw 

o-i 

CO 

O 

—" rf*. "^ 

CO Mr. David A. Rossi 
President and General Manager 
Gould, Inc. 
6730 Baymeadow Drive 
Glen Burnie, Maryland 21061 

Dear Mr. Rossi: 

Thank you for your letter dated April 3, 1986 in which you 
expressed your support for the Maryland Route 100 project and 
particularly for Alternate 3. 

Due to the increasing need for this facility, construction 
could start by late 1989 if funding is available. 

I regret that you will be unable to attend the Public Hearing 
scheduled for June 12, 1986; however, you will be informed of 
developments on the project via the distribution of a hearing 
brochure to our project mailing list. 

Should you have any questions, please feel free to contact 
Mr. Neil J. Pedersen, Director of the Office of Planning and Pre- 
liminary Engineering, at 659-1110. 

Sincerely, 
OltiliilNMc OK..._U df: 

HAL KASSOFF 
Hal Kassoff 
Administrator 

—1 

HK:tlh 
cc:  Mr. E. H. Meehan 

Mr. W. R. Clingan 
Mr. N. J. Pedersen 
Mr. L. H. Ege, Jr. 
Mr.   R.   E.   Moon/ 

Note:  For additional  response, see 
page VI-64 

My telephone number Is     659-1111 
Teletypewriter for Impaired Hearing or Speech 

383-7555 Baltimore Metro — 565-0451 D.C. Metro — 1-800-492-5062 Statewide Toll Free 
P.O. Box 717 / 707 North Calvert St., Baltimore, Maryland 21203 • 0717 
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

r>o. .m 

1*0 " oe- 
Contract No. AA 682-101-570 - PDMS No. 022007 

Combined Location/Design Public Hearing 
Maryland Route 100 ^ 

1-95 to Maryland Route 3 (1-97) oS 
Thursday, June 12, 1986 - 7:30 p.m. - Andover Senior High Schff? 

o    —-orn 

PLEASE 
PRINT 

CITY/TO WM     jtffA/etfc* flTATg     Jt& ZIP   CODF<tf/0 7& 

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

•ifcyr-'L-v &£* 

Zjt+aL—jL3 

A.rfVKH   i     wtfe^   ^i «•) "If > • i'   Ft- < 

A    Z 
i^inrih 11   f iitiii^fiiT   f\*n Aflmi • t 

JJL&J, 

1 <r 
CZ3 Please add my/our name(s) to the Mailing List.* 

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

•Persons who have received a copy of this brochure through the mail are already 
on the project Mailir    ' ist. VI-51 
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MarylandDepartment ofTransportation 
State Highway Administration 

William K. Hsllmann 
Secntiiy 

Hal Kassoff 
Administrator 

July  16,   1986 

RE:     Contract No.   AA 682-101-570 
Maryland Route 100 
Interstate Route 95 to 
Interstate Route 97 
PDMS No.   022007 

Mr.   and Mrs.   Jesse C.   Fly 
1125 Dorsey Road 
Hanover,  Maryland    21076 

Dear Mr.   and Mrs.   Fly:      " 

This is to acknowledge receipt of your comments dated June 
13, 1986 expressing•your views on the Maryland Route 100 project. 
Your letter will b^Tmade a part of the official project record by 
being entered into the Public Hearing transcript. 

You will be advised of the decision made by the State High- 
way Administration and kept aware of future developments via the 
project mailing list.  We appreciate your views and assure you 
they will be considered before a final decision is made concern- 
ing the project. 

Juis H. Ege, 
Deputy Direct© 
Project Development Division 

LHE:tlh 
cc: Mr. 

Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. 

Neil J.   Feeder sen 
Edward  H.   Meehan 
Ronald E.   Moonv 
James T.   Johnson 

Note:  For additional  response, see page VI-64 

My telaphnne number is. 
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659-1130 
Telet>pewriter for Impaired Hearing or Speech 

383-7555 Baltimore Metro — 565-0451 D.C. Metro — 1-800-492-5062 Statewide Toll Free 
P.O. Box 717 / 707 North Calvert St.. Baltimore, Maryland 21203 • 0717 
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION c- 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS * ^ 

Contract No. AA 682-101-570 - PDMS No. 022007       r§Po 
Combined Location/Design Public Hearing i/>Oc_ 

Maryland Route 100 S  :~^S 
_. 1-95 to Maryland Route 3 (1-97) -a : '. f^—I 
Thursday, June 12, 1986 - 7:30 p.m. - Andover Senior High S&fbl      = 

co    -H 

James C. Vecheck, Chairman of Roads 
& Highways Committee, Timber Hidge 

; NAME   Improvftmewt Ammn-i »»,{nn nATF June 2^. 1Q86 

PLEASE Af%(,eil?. JUOO Hawkins Drive, Hanover Maryland 
PRINT   ADDRESS ,        

CITY/TOWN •*"»""»• STATE JS: ZIP CODE-^2ZL 

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

Dear Sir: This reply is to confirm basically our position stated at the Andover  - 
public hearing. Timber Ridge continaes to support the Alt 3 alignment, the histor-  ' 

ic alignment and the only alignment that serves the corridor, the county and all—~ - 

other state taxpayers. As the result of SHA bending over backwyds to satisfy cer- 

tain factional groups in the vicinity of Queenstown (at additional-costs of $11 Million 

dollars and the taking of valvable parManJDa W. nH^ fiBff0rf.t.» ^ji thiW 
project waa started. These groups now feel they have "clout" since they got the 3B 

concession. This project was designed to relieve traffic on Dorsey Road. The 125 

homeowners in Timber Ridge would be subject to appro* lopoo cars per day in front 

^lYJlT^y^ ^ ra3 SeleC!ed (pqT iinPaCt •tate-rtl.-Ih, three major to•. unities (Timber flidge, Sandalwood, Harmans; have always favored the Alt 3 tijata until 

a few disgrunUed (and one former SHA employee) decided to push Alt f,  A route that 

was never, even considered originally by the state.Alt h would destroy BWI Growth. 

Impact ganned develocment of Rait Coimnon*. fcConlek P^rtlea. and rennir. P,^^ 

Park property,  yfl whftrr ln tih<. ^^.^pf CQ^ ^    ±t  mentiot.^ that Alt ), WU •*+. 
likely require e^ensive tunneling that could cost -g the price of the total project. 

92%  9f tihff rtaldffnt-ff liv- in  the 1 conrmunities ment.inned v^t. n^nnle frrm mJl^. ^nn^^ 

werw .^nl-irJt.^H by these factions to come and support Alt luan alternative that was 

suggestedby Harmans.Lastly we feel that WB&A road be kept open and Queenstown Rd be 
CZ3 Please add my/our name(3) to the Mailing List.*  closed since Y/B&A is the onlyother 

CH Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing List,  future growth. Final comment . 

*S«,rfh%nV^f 17i.i;Vuv.1d a copy of ms brochure thf0U9h th8 mai, ar9 a,r9ady   J 
(Ccnt'd) Alt k would be ^ -—. to and parallel v "^.  '.Vho needs it?   vi-53 



^ 

Maryland Department ofTransportation 
State Highway Administration 

William K. Hellmann 
Stcratary 

Hal Kassoff 
Administrator 

August   4,   1986 

RE:  Contract No. AA 682-101-570 
Maryland Route 100 
Interstate Route 95 to 
Maryland Route 3 
PDMS No. 022007 

Mr. James C. Vecheck, Chairman 
Roads & Highways Committee 
Timber Ridge Improvement Association 
7400 Hawkins Drive 
Hanover, Maryland 21076 

Dear Mr. Vecheck: 

This is to acknowledge receipt of your comments, on behalf of the 
Timber Ridge Improvement Association, in support of the Alternate 3 
alignment for the construction of Maryland Route 100. Your statement, 
along with the testimony you provided at the public hearing on June 12, 
has been entered into the transcript and made a part of the official 
project record.  We appreciate the support of your community for this 
project, and would like to assure you that your views will be considered^ 
before a final decision is made concerning the project. 

Thank you for your comments.  Via the project mailing list, you 
will be kept aware of future developments and advised of the decision 
made by the State Highway Administration. 

By 

Very truly yours, 

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

Ronald E. Moon 
Project Manager 

LHE:REM:tlh 
cc:       Mr.   Neil   J.   Pedersen 

Mr.   Edward  H.   Meehan 
Mr.   James  T.   Johnson,   Sr. 
Note: For additional response, see page VI-64 
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My telephono number Is    659-1106  
Teletypewriter for Impaired Hearing or Speech 

383-7555 Baltimore Metro — 565-0451 D.C. Metro — 1-800-492-5062 Statewide Toll Free 
P.O. Box 717 / 707 North Calvert St.. Baltimore. Maryland 21203 • 0717 



McGormick 11011 McCormick Road 
Hunt Valley, Maryland 21031 
(301) 667-7700 

XBtCHAROUHUQ 
VIcaRmldnt 

June 26.   1986 

ea- 
rn 

---orn 
0.3:0 

Maryland State Highway Administration 
j^jr.P*- P, BOX..717, 
•T Baltimore^ Maryland 21203 

:'.:\vDear sirs: • • .: • 

.-'::    AS a najor development company on the East Coast, and as 
i£^a developer in the proposed Route 100 corridor. I.feel that the 
.v position of this Company should be made relative to the 
."-location and.design of Maryland Route 100 from Interstate 95 to 

..Maryland Route 3. 

McCormicic Properties is in the process of developing a 
..92,5 acre site boardering Dorsey Road east of Telegraph Road 
;.:.•;: and west of the Baltimore-Annapolis Boulevard, our plans call 
-for approximately 10 to 14 professional buildings on this 

^;^8^te- ''.As with all of McCormicic Properties' business centers, 
^-.,>we„are: concerned not only with our park, but how we impact our . 
^neighbors. We have taken great pains to insulate our neighbors 

7-* to. the south, east and west from our development. With the 
T;.type of development we are proposing, it is necessary that we 

: have good access and good support from the County and State 
- governments. 

McCormick Properties has investigated all alternatives 
-J—presented-concerning the alignment of-Route :100a^ defined - " 
ss^abovev It is our opinion that Alternate 3. Option. B is the  :- 
crv.preferred Route.-.This route gives the greatest-flexibility for- 
-rieconomic growth-while retaining the residential character of 
:^:tha^areaV'-;;'-\.,:-v.T.•-;;;>^.- -. .•...,.--.,.:•••••.'.  •..•.-.-'r.. ...... 

_ .t. J-V - McCormick Properties strongly supports the economic and ' 
.comprehensive plans of Anne Arundel County to continue 

^commercial development in the area surrounding the 
r;. Baltimore-Washington! International Airport.  It-is our 

•..'professional opinion that this growth is logical and is of " 
•great benefit to Anne Arundel County and the'State of Maryland. 

'"SSv&C 
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Md State Highway Admin. -2- July 26. 1986 

The other alternatives for locations for Route 100 deny 
the type of economic growth that Anne Artmdel County and the 
State need. We have exhaustively studied the growth patterns 
in the Baltimore/Washington/Annapolis region and feel that 
Alternative 3, Option B best aids all concerned parties. 

.;••...• We would like to have this letter be contained in your 
analysis of the location of this designated highway. 

Sincerely, 

Vice President 

CAR/wjk 

- - • ';>H. 

9 «fcJf l^^*' limwi***.,,.^ *>*&!&!>8&- 
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Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

William K. Hellmam 
Saeratary 

Hal Kassoff 
Administrator' 

July 29, 1986 

RE:  Contract No. AA 682-101-570 
Maryland Route 100 
1-95 to Maryland Route 3 (1-97) 
PDMS No. 022007 

Mr. J. Richard Uhlig 
Vice President 
McCormick Properties, Inc. 
11011 McCormick Road 
Hunt Valley, Maryland 21031 

Dear Mr. Uhlig: 

This is in reference to your letter of June 26, 1986 stating the 
position of the McCormick Company relative to the location and design 
of the proposed Maryland Route 100 from Interstate 95 to Maryland 
Route 3. 

We appreciate the support of the McCormick Company for this pro- 
ject and have noted your preference for Alternate 3, Option B.  I 
want to assure you that your comments and concerns regarding this 
project will be fully evaluated and will receive every consideration 
before an alternate is selected for Maryland Route 100. 

Thank you for writing.  Your letter will be entered into the 
public hearing transcript and made a part of the official project 
record.  You will be advised of the decision selecting an alternate 
for the location of Maryland Route 100 by the State Highway Adminis- 
tration via the project mailing list. 

Louis H. Ege, J] 
Deputy Director 
Project Development Division 

LHE:ss 

cc:  Mr. N. J. Pedersen 
Mr. E. H. Meehan 
Mr. R. E. Moon 
Mr. J. T. Johnson 

/ 

Note: For additional response, see page VI-64 

My telephone number is. 659-1130 
Teletypewriter for Impaired Hearing or Speech 

383-7555 Baltimore Metro — 565-0451 D.C. Metro — 1 •800-492-5062 Statewide Toll Free 
P.O. Box 717 / 707 North Calvert St., Baltimore, Maryland 21203 • 0717 
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION ^    ^^^^ 
QUESTIONS AND/OR-COMMENTS jL   ~;^-A 

Contract No. AA 682-101-570 - PDMS No. 022007       ^ 
Combined Location/Design Public Hearing 

Maryland Route 100 
1-95 to Maryland Route 3 (1-97) 

Thursday, June 12, 1986 - 7:30 p.m. - Andover Senior High Schol 

NAME        ^^Tl       fc.0 24£.[ DATE   5'-3l~B6  

^fN
A
T

SE    Annppnn 33-/2-  A       UJ.  R^iklftt     S-K  

CITV/TQWM   •   ffrrJ^/>wd    RTATP \ /o . ?IP   none ^.^2.2./  

l/Wis wish to comment or inquire about the following aspects of this project: 

o*J> n-T-     4i^-      -Hre.'g.vo^i./        ^l-l-x»irr%^Ta-S £*: Rfg- 

/^Or 
f 

 H /.'(/o    -flo     VAJ^., 4^-sr   Op-ho* 2 .^e-n^S 
^ 

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

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

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

William K. Hellmam 
Secretary 

Hal Kassoff 
Administrator 

July  16,   1986 

RE:     Contract No.   AA 682-101-570 
Maryland  Route 100 
Interstate Route 95 to 
Interstate Route 97 
PDMS No.   022007 

Mr. Scott Kozel 
32i2-A W. Franklin Street 
Richmond, Virginia 23221 

Dear Mr. Kozel:        - 

This is to acknowledge receipt of your comments dated May 
31, 1986 expressing.yqur views on the Maryland Route 100 project. 
Your letter will Wmade a part of the official project record by 
being entered into the Public Hearing transcript. 

You will be advised of the decision made by the State High- 
way Administration and kept aware of future developments via the 
project mailing list.  We appreciate your views and assure you 
they will be considered before a final decision is made concern- 
ing the project. 

7Pu: 

fis H.   Ege,  Jr.'l 
"Deputy Director 
Project Development Division 

LHE:tlh 
cc:     Mr. Neil J.   Pederseii 

Mr. Edward H. iieehan 
Mr. Ronald E.   Moon!/ 
Mr. James T.   Johnson 

Note:  For iiiclditional  response, see page VI-64 

VI-59 
My telephone number Is      659-1130 

Teletypewriter for Impaired Hearing or Speech 
383-7555 Baltimore Metro - 565-0451 D.C. Metro - 1-800-492-5062 Statewide Toll Free 

P.O. Box 717 / 707 North Calvert St., Baltimore, Maryland 21203 - 0717 
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RECE 
JUN 11 19^1-ATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 

DIRECTOR. OFFICE QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 
£UNHINB & PRELIMINARY ENGLNEER1NG 

Contract  No.   AA  682-101-570  - PDMS No.   022007 
»  • Combined Location/Design Public Hearing 

Maryland Route  100 
1-95 to Maryland Route 3  (1-97) 

Thursday,   June  12,   1986 - 7:30 p.m.   - Andover Senior High Schol 

NAME      SOUTH SHORE DEVELOPMENT CO.,  INC. QATF June 9, 1986 

PLEASE   AppppaaC/o ANAREX, INC.      503 Ritchie Highway   

CITY/TQWM   Severna Park STATS   MD ZIP cnng 21146 

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

We strongly recommend Alternate 3, Option A, which meets the needs of the 

commercial and industrial land both existing and planned.    A freeway is needed to 

relieve Oorsey Road and to carry the heavy flows of east-west traffic through 

Anne. Arundel County and Howard County industrial areas. (H^ 

 Alternate 3, Option B, not only costs more than Option A, but, displaces far 

more parkland, recreation sites, historical sites, industrial sites, woodlands, 

wetlands, floodplains, and streams. Furthermore, it places an undesirable and 

unnecessary double curve in the freeway between Mountain Road and Telegraph Road. 

Of our closest interest, is the landlocking most of the Landco Business Park 

which is in a final stage of engineering.   Anne Arundel County has requested that 

you continue M. B. & A. Road to Oorsey Road to serve industrial land north and 

south of Route 100.    It would become an important link between industrial areas. 

Again, we urge you to choose Alternate 3, Option A, but if Option B is chosen, 

nleasp plan to continue W. B. & A. Road per our attached sketch and as recommended 

to you by the Anne Arundel County Office of Planning and Zoning.  

i O Pteasa add my/our name(s) to the Mailing List.1* 
i _•    a 

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

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

July 7,   1986 

William K. Hellmarai 
Sacratary 

Hal Kassoff 
Admlnittrator 

Re:  Contract No. AA 682-101-570 
Maryland Route 100 
Interstate Route 95 to 
Maryland Route 3 
(Interstate Route 97) 
PDMS No. 022007 

South Shore Development Co., Inc. 
c/o Anarex, Inc. 
503 Ritchie Highway 
Severna Park, Maryland 21146 

Gentlemen: 

This is to acknowledge receipt of your mailer dated June 9, 
1986 regarding the proposed construction of Maryland Route 100. 
Your comments will be made a part of the official project record 
by being entered into the Public Hearing transcript. 

We appreciate your support of the project and want to assure 
you that the concerns you have noted will receive every considera- 
tion before a decision is made concerning this project.  You will 
be advised of the decision made by the State Highway Administration 
and kept aware of future developments via the project mailing list. 

Very truly yours, 

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

NJP:tn 

cc:     Mr. Edward H.  Meehan 
Mr. Louis H.   Ege,   Jr, 
Mr. Ronald E.  Moon J 

Note:  For additional  response, see page VI-64 

VI-63 

My telephone number Is        659-1110 
Teletypewriter for Impaired Hearing or Speech 

383-7555 Baltimore Metro - 565-0451 D.C. Metro - 1.800-492-5062 Statewide Toll Free 
P.O. Box 717 / 707 North Calvert St., Baltimore. Maryland 21203 • 0717 



3**" 

Additional response to letters frcm: 

David A. Rossi, dated April 3, 1986 
Jesse C. and Lois E. Fly, dated 13 June 1986 
James C. Vecheck, dated June 25, 1986 
J. Richard Uhllg, dated June 26, 1986 
Scott Kozel, dated May 31, 1986 
South Shore Development Co., Inc., dated June 9, 1986 

The State Highway Adnlnlstratlon believes that the selected alternate. Alter- 
nate 38 (Modified), provides the needed service to the area while minimizing 
Impacts to local ccmnunlties. The 'Option B' for Alternate 3 was developed 
specif leal ly to minimize Impacts to the established minority cormunlty of 
Queenstcwn. Several provisions have been Included in the selected alternate 
to maintain local traffic circulation. These Include abridge over WD Route 
295 connecting Race Road with Wright Road, bridging Harmans Road over MD Route 
100 and bridging W.B. & A. Road over MD. Route 100. 
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Mr. Neil Pederson 
Director 
Of-fice o-f Planning and Preliminary Engineering 
State Highway Administration 
Post Of-fice Box 717 
Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717 

Dear Mr. Pederson, 

This is in regard to the State's proposal to build Maryland 
route 100 from 195 in Howard county to Maryland route 3 
(soon to be 197) in Anne Arundal County.  I have reviewed 
the materials about this project which your staff has 
provided me and I have the Following comments: 

1. Your staff is to be commended for their thorough and 
comprehensive analysis.  As a resident of the affected area 
for the last ten years, I am well aware that the community 
opposition has been a significant hinderance to this 
project, and that a solution which will please everyone is 
not possible.  I understand how difficult it must be for 
your staff to deal with the frustrations which accompany 
this project. 

2. I think.that it is essential that the option chosen be 
one of the freeway options.  I recognise that my neighbors 
may object to any of the options.  However, I believe that 
they do nat_reali^e that if no freeway option Is built 
soon, the-traf-fic 'from the explosive commercial growth"Tn  
the area will be such that they will no longer be able to 
tolerate living in the homes which they sought to protect 

the 3. Irrespective of which freeway option is chosen. 
State should keep open all current north-south 
thoroughfares, particularly Ridge and Harmons Roads.. You 
amy want to count vehicular traffic on these roads now.  I 
h!iire 2  yo«-««V be surprised at how much traffic they 
rT^^STt*^   ^ are essent^l to maintaining the 
rapid availability of emergency vehicles.  -In particular 
access for the police who have to come to us from east  ' 
county would be significantly limited by closing efther of 
these thoroughfares. • eitner 0+ 

4. Specifically, I would like to offer my support for 
Alternative #4, and to present my analysis of the 
advantages and disadvantages of this option: 

PRO 
--Will disrupt the fewest residences (29) in total and 

.' 53B.Same "   r 0* minority residences as alternative 
1 "" i?*1;"1*1""^ l^s costly then alternative #3B. 
--Will have one fewer interchange than alternative 
ffoB, reducing the potential for accidents which 
increases with interchanges which are close together 
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— Will occupy much o-f the land which is now in the 
airport's noise zone and which the State will be -forced 
to purchase in the future anyway. 
— Will, provide better access to the airport -from 195 
and 197 since the interchange at Ridge Road will be 
closer to the airport passenger entrance. 
— Will be supported by the community better than any 
other option, resulting in -faster construction 

CON 
— Will require the State to use some o-f the airport 
property -for a road — you will have a hard time 
selling this within your own bureaucracy, but you can 
argue that the State could expand the airport 
south-east under alternative #4 which would not be 
possible under any of the other alternatives 
-- The industrial park developers will pressure you to 
select any o-f the other options so that they can use 
immediate access to the -freeway as a selling point — 
you can counter that any -freeway, even without 
immediate access, is better than none. 

Thank you -for adding me to the mailing list.-for this 
project.  I hope that you choose a -freeway option since I 
believe that a limited access highway is essential to the 
continued economic growth o-f this area o-f the State and to 
the continued viability of our community. 

Sincerely 

1713 Prairi4 Court 
Severn, Md. 21244 

-RECEIVED 

DIRICTQR. OFFICE OF 
pUHHlHBiPRWUIHAaHENEiHEERIHll 

• 
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Maryland Department ofTransportation 
State Highway Administration 

July 17,   1986 

William K. Heilmann 
Secretary 

Hal Kassoff 
Administrator 

RE:  Contract No. AA 682-101-570 
Maryland Route 100 
Interstate Route 95 to 
Maryland Route 3 (Interstate Route 97) 
PDMS No. 022007 

Mr. W. H. Heygster 
1713 Prairie Court 
Severn, Maryland 21144 

Dear. Mr. Heygster: 

This is in response to your letter of June 13, 1986 regarding the 
proposed construction of Maryland Route 100 from Interstate Route 95 
to Maryland Route 3.  We appreciate your views and comments in support 
of a freeway option for Maryland Route 100, and have noted your pref- 
erence for Alternate 4^.  I would like to assure you that your comments 
will be fully evalugiecl and will receive every consideration before 
an alternate is selected. 

Thank you for writing and letting us know of your thoughts.  Your 
letter will be made a part of the official project record by being 
entered into the Public Hearing transcript.  In accordance with your 
request, we have added your name to the project mailing list.  Via this 
list, you will'be kept aware of future developments and advised of the 
decision made by the State Highway Administration. 

Very truly yours, 

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

NJP:tlh 
cc:  Mr. Edward H. Meehan 

Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr* 
Mr. Ronald E. Moon V 
Mr. James T. Johnson 

Note: For additional response, see page VI-105 
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My telephone number Is    fiRQ-iim 
Teletypewriter for Impaired Hearing or Speech 

383-7555 Baltimore Metro — 565-0451 D.C Metro — 1 •800-492-5062 Statewide Toll Free 
P.O. Box 717 / 707 North Calvert St., Baltimore, Maryland 21203 - 0717 



19 June 1986 

A13 iW'f 

JJM ti iJ 

;i.i' Mr. Hal Kassoff 
State Highway Administrator 
707 N. Calvert St. 

3JBaltimore, Md. 21202 

Dear Mr. Kassoff, 

The following members of the MUNSON HEIGHTS Community in Severn 
strongly support building a Rte. 100 extension, however, we are 
opposed to Alternate 3b. We support many other communities and 
business groups in favoring Alternate 4 with the 3b option, as 
stated at the Public Hearing on 12 June 1986. 

OUR OBJECTIONS TO ALTERNATE 3b ARE FOR THE FOLLOWING REASONS: 

1. Obvious disruption of local traffic. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

Noise pollution - if Alternate 4 is built the need for 
measures to reduce noise will be far less - the noise 
will be in primarily non-residential areas. 

Illogical flow of traffic proposed, i.e. one east-west 
road vs. two. 

Concern over fire and police access. 

Impact on minority communities. 

Disruption of the BUCKINGHAM Forest Tree Nursery. 

Environmental impact on woodlands and wetlands. 

Disparity of costs. 
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cc: 

Mr. Neil Pederen, Director, Office of Planning and Preliminary 
Engineering, State Highway Administration 

Mr. Edward Meehan, District Engineer, District #5, State 
Highway Administration 

Mr. Gene Straub, Acting District Engineer, District #7, 
State Highway Administration 

Mr. Ronald Moon, Project Manager, Project Development Division, 
State Highway Administration 

Mr. James Johnson, Vice President, Century Engineering, Inc. 

Honorable 0. James Lighthizer, County Executive 

Ms. Virginia Clagett, Chairperson, Anne Arundel County Council 

Mr. Theodore Sophocleus, Anne Arundel County Councilman 

Mr. Michael Gilligan, Anne Arundel County Councilman 

Mr. Edward Ahern, Jr., Anne Arundel County Councilman 

Mr. Dave Boschert, Anne Arundel County Councilman 

Ms. Carole Baker, Anne Arundel County Councilman 

Ms. Maureen Lamb, Anne Arundel County Councilman 

Senator Michael Wagner, District 32 

Mr. Tyras Athey, Delegate, Chairman, Ways and Means Committee 

Mr. Patrick Scannello, Delegate 

Mr. George Schmincke, Delegate 

Concerned Citizens for a Fair Route 100 
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MarylandDepartmentotTransportation 
State Highway Administration 

William K. Hellmam 
Sacratary 

Hal Kassoff 
Administrator 

JUL i 5 
RE: Contract No. AA 682-101-570 

Maryland Route 100 
Interstate Route 95 to 
Maryland Route 3 
(Interstate Route 97) 
PDMS No. 022007 

m 

-r—O 
\ O c— 
* " w-l ' i 

: -r o 

cr> 
Mr. Arthur V. Bohlinger 
108 Otis Drive 
Severn, Maryland 21144- 

Dear Mr. Bohlinger: 

1142 

This is to acknowledge receipt of the petition, signed by seventy- 
four members of the Munson Heights Community, favoring Alternate 4 
with Option 3-B for the construction of the proposed Maryland Route 100, 
The objections by the community to Alternate 3 for Maryland Route 100 
have been noted and will be considered before a decision is made on 
the project. 

The petition will be made a part of the official project record 
by being entered into the public hearing transcript. 

Sincerely. 
ORIGINAL SIGNED BY: 
HAL KASSOFF 

Hal  Kassoff 
Administrator 

HK: 
cc: 

:tlh 
:     Mr. 

Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. 

Neil  J. 
Edward 
Louis  H 
Ronald 

Pedersen 
H.   Meehan 
[.   Ege,   Jxt. 
E.   MoonJ 

Note :  For add itional response, see page VI-105 
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION ~ o 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS S* O<TJ 
  -=rnro 

Contract  No.   AA 682-101-570  - PDMS  No.   022007 coOc 
Combined Location/Design Public Hearing o o;vro 

Maryland Route  100 =-- ^m—< 
1-95 to Maryland Route 3  (1-97) ~Z s 

Thursday,   June  12,   1986 - 7:30 p.m.   - Andover Senior High S<§%)1     -* 

NAME      BENGTSON,  DeBELL,  ELKIN & TITUS,  P.C. nATc   JUNE 19,   1986 

PLEASE    ADDppsfi    2600 CABOVER DRIVE,  SUITE A  
PRINT ""*'"^»—~—.^———^———.——^—.^»—.^——.__ _^_—^_^^^_^, 

CITY/TOWN     HANOVER       ST ATP MD ZIP  CQOP 21076 

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

, 1) We are in support of the immediate construction of Route 100.  

2)  We are concerned that all alignments except Alternative 4 replace Rte. IOCT 

as a continuous aast-west highway.  Our concern la that over the vgarg WP 

have seen and experienced the impact on traffic of necessary maintenance 

programs and accidents on limited-access highways.  As you are intimately 

aware,   it   does   not   fake   mnffh   tn   rum   a   MgW^y   -TT,-,,   a   parlf-fng   Int   OT   to 

significantly reduce its capacity.  

With the continued development in the BWI area, the availability of a local- 

area, arterial service road as an alternative to Rte. 100 will become 

increasingly important. We request that you give some serious consideration 

to maintaining Rte. 176 as an alternative to MD Rte. 100. 

^3* Please add my/^ur name^s) to the Mailing List.* 

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

:• 

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

39f 
William K. Hellmano 
Secratiry 

Hal Kassoff 
Administrator 

July  9,   1986 

RE:  Contract No. AA 682-101-570 N 
Maryland Route 100 
Interstate Route 95 to 
Interstate Route 97 
PDMS No. 022007 

Bengston, DeBell. Elkin & Titus, P.C. 
2600 Cabover Drive 
Suite A 
Hanover, Maryland 21076 

Gentlemen: 

This is to acknowledge receipt of your comments dated June 19, 
1986 expressing your views on the Maryland Route 100 project. Your 
letter will be made a part of the official project record by being 
entered into the Public Hearing transcript. 

You will be advised-of the decision made by the State Highway 
Administration and kept awane of future developments via the project 
mailing list.  We appreciate your views and assure you they will be 
considered before a final decision is made concerning the project. 

uly your 

5uis H. Ege, 
Deputy Director 
Project Development Division 

LHE:tlh 
cc:  Mr. Neil J. Pedersen 

Mr. Edward H. MeehaA 
Ronald E. MoonJ Mr. 

Mr. James T. Johnson, Sr. 

Note:  For additional  response, see page VI-105 
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My telephona number Is   fiS9-n30 
Teletypewriter for Impaired Hearing or Speech 

383-7555 Baltimore Metro — 565-0451 D.C. Metro — 1-800-492-5062 Statewide Toll Free 
P.O. Box 717 / 707 North Calvert St., Baltimore, Maryland 21203 • 0717 



THE UNITED COUNCIL OF CIVIC ASSOCIATIONS 
OF ANNE ARUHDEL CO, IHC 
P.O. BOX 263 GLEN BURNIE, MD. 21061 

COMMUNITY  CITIZENS ; GOVERNMENT 

Mr. Louis Ege Jr. 
Director Project Development Div. 
Rm  301 ^ 
State Highway Administration §   -, 
707 N.Calvert St. £9   rn 
Baltimore,Md. 21202 ' ^^TJ 

June 24,1986 o  i^^m 

ac —• m -< 
Dear Mr.Ege oj   3: 

10 A   The UnitBd Co"nci.l °* Civic Associations Inc.,which represents 
19 Assocxatxons,voted unanimously at our June 23,General membership 
meeting to support the Severn Improvement Assoc. position for the 
extension o-f Route 100 ; Using alternatives # 4 & #3B.  We -feel every 
effort should be made to spare communities from any disruption and it 
appears this can  be accomplished without jeopardizing the public 
safety.  Therefore,we believe it is the State's obligation to use 
those alternatives which address both the traffic conjestion and 
also maintains the integrity of the communities. 

Sincerely 

*"'-   ' d^UjCUccf XP 

Francis Courtney II President 

• 

VI-78 



Maryland Department ofTransportation 
State Highway Administration 

v** 
William K. Hellmam 
Stcrattiy 

Hal Kassoff 
Administrator 

July 3,   1986 

RE:  Contract No. AA 682-101-570 
Maryland Route 100 
Interstate Route 95 to 
Maryland Route 3 (Interstate Route 95) 
PDMS No. 022007 

Mr. Francis Courtney, II 
President 
The United Council of Civic 
Associations of Anne Arundel 
County, Inc. 

P.O. Box 263 
Glen Burnie, Maryland 21061 

Dear Mr. Courtney: 

This is to acknowledge, receipt of your letter dated June 24, 1986 
supporting the position of the Severn Improvement Association for the 
extension of Maryland Route 100 using Alternates 4 and 3-B.  Your 
letter will be made a part of the official project record by being 
entered into the Public Hearing transcript, and your comments will be 
addressed in the Final Environmental Impact Statement. 

You will be advised of the decision made by the State Highway 
Administration and kept aware of future developments via the project 
mailing list.  We appreciate your views and assure you they will be 
considered before a final decision is made concerning the project. 

ruly your 

^ouis H. Ege, 
Deputy Director 
Project Development Division 

LHE:tlh 
cc: Mr. Neil   J.   Pedersen. 

Mr. Edward H.   Meeharf 
Mr. Ronald  E.   MoonV 
Mr. James  T.   Johnson 

Note:  For additional  response, see page VI-105 
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Ronald Moon 
State Highway Administration 
Project Development Division 
P.O.   Box  717,  Baltimore,   MD  21203 

Dear Mr.  Moon, 

I am a resident of the community known 
and am a member of the Provinces Civic Assc 
the combined location/design public hearing 
100 on June 12, 1986. 

I commute and travel regularly over Ridge Road <MD-713> 
between Annapolis Road (MD-175) and Dorsey Road (MD-176>. Prior 
to April 1, 1986, I worked regularly at the Parkway Industrial 
Center on Dorsey Road, and I am fully aware of the severe 
traffic congestion in that area. Prom 1975 to 1978 R worked off 
of Elkrldge Landing Road in Llnthlcum, so that I am .also aware 
of the major increase In traffic over the past 10 years in the 
Route 100 corridor. 

7903 Citadel Drive 
Severn, MD 21<U4 
June 28< , 1986*5.   o 

as The Provinces, 
latlon. I attended 
on Maryland Route 

* 
I feel very strongly that the proposed Route .100 extension 

from MD-3 to 1-95 must be built as soon as possible to provide 
adequate roadways for both private and commercial transportation 
in this area. 

I also urge the SHA to accept the obvious, overwhelming 
support shown at the meeting for ALTERNATE-4, combined with 
ALTERNATE-3B, and make the decision to build that alternate. 
Alternate-3 drew support only from one Anne Arundel County 
official, a representative of Westinghouse, one commercial 
developer, and a resident of the Timber Ridge development. It 
Is an alternate that would have an extremely adverse Impact on 
me, and my neighbors, as well as on many residents of other 
developments south of Dorsey Road. Blocking Harmons Road would 
greatly Increase traffic on Ridge Chapel Road past Harmons 
Elementary School and would, I am sure. Increase the travel 
distances for school buses serving that school. Placing a Route 
100 interchange on Ridge Road south of Dorsey road would make 
Ridge Road an inviting alternative to MD-295 for many NSA 
commuters, increasing traffic on Ridge Road by over 30% 
(according to SHA projections) and seriously impacting traffic 
access to The Provinces and other Ridge Road communities. 
ALTERNATE-4 (with ALTERNATE-3B) will deflnately help our local 
traffic problems. Alternate-3 helps the commercial developers 
at our expense. 

Sincerely yours. 

Michael C. Davle 
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Maryfand Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

Vo> 
William K. Hellmann 
Sacretary 

Hal Kassoff 
Administrator 

July  29,   1986 

RE:  Contract No. AA 682-101-570 
Maryland Route 100 
1-95 to Maryland Route 3 (1-97) 
PDMS No. 022007 

Mr. Michael C. Davis 
7903 Citadel Drive 
Severn, Maryland 21144 

Dear Mr. Davis: 

This is to acknowledge receipt of your letter dated June 28, 1986 
supporting Alternate 4, combined with Alternate 3B, for the location 
of the proposed Maryland Route 100.  Your letter will be made a part 
of the official project record by being entered into the public hearine- 
transcript. & 

You will be advised of the decision made by the State Highway 
Administration and kept aware of future developments via the project 
mailing list.  We appreciate your views, and assure you they will be 
considered before a final decision is made concerning the project 

Ars, 

, 5uis H. Eged 
Deputy Directp1 

Project Development 

LHE:ss 

cc:     Mr.   N.   J.   Pedersen 
Mr.   E.   H.   Meehan 
Mr.   J.   T.   Johnson 
Mr.   R.   E.   Moon 
Note:  For additional response, see page VI-105 
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My telephone number is     659-1106 
Teletypewriter for Impaired Hearing or Speech 
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June 29,   1986 

Dear Sir, n*. 

As a thirteen year resident of the Provinces, I am   **  3^-H 

concerned about plans for the new Route 100 freeway. I     <»   "^ 

strongly support the alternate 4 plan with 3B east of Route 

652.  I would appreciate your help in this matter. 

Sincerely, 

LvjU, 

Joseph P. Ferrero 

7898 North Cartier Ct. 

Severn, Maryland 21144 
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Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

Vo y 
William K. Hollmann 
Sacrttary 

Hal Kassoff 
Admlniitratof 

July 3, 1986 

RE:  Contract No. AA 682-101-570 
Maryland Route 100 
Interstate Route 95 to 
Maryland Route 3 (Interstate Route 97) 
PDMS No. 022007 

Mr. Joseph F. Ferrero 
7898 North Cartier Court 
Severn, Maryland 21144 

Dear Mr. Ferrero: 

This is to acknowledge receipt of your letter of June 29 1986 
supporting a combination of Alternates 4 and 3-B for the proposed 
Maryland Route 100.  Your letter will be made a part of the official 
£nHJeCii ';COrd b^being entered into the Pub1^ Hearing transcript 
lltZll1  be consxdered befoi:e a final decision is made for "his 

Very yoursj, 

JOU lis H. Ege, J] 
Deputy Director 
Project Development Division 

LHE:tlh 
cc:  Mr. Neil J. Pedersen 

Mr. Edward H. Meeha/ 
Mr. Ronald E. Moon/ 
Mr. James T. Johnson 
Note: For additional  response, see page VI-105 
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Hal Kassoff 
State Adirinistrator 
State Highway-Administration 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 

Dear Mr. Kassoff: 

received from 
serious concerns 

I am enclosing for your review letters I 
several constituents. The letters raise some 
about the alignment of Route 100. Although this is not 
primarily a federal matter, 2 would appreciate it if you would 
address the concerns raised and provide my constituents with 
an appropriate response. 

Tour attention to this matter is appreciated. 

—J Q-C-O 
-zmzo 
--(—©» 

CD 
.c -a OXC> 
£•** s:fn—i 

Z£ 
-\ 

ar> 

With best regards. 

Sincerely. 

r^laUX AudrhsUi. 
Paul S.  Sarbanes 
United States Senator 

PSS/cso 
A..5nclosure 

CJ 

RECEIVED 
JUL   7   1986 

Cr- n 

rwm s ftmmi mmm 
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The Honorable 
EliSAteth Doles % 

,lune 17» ^Bi 
Office fc the Secretary    % THO*** A DUOS « 

*2:rK20cr- ^ *•W"«- JSS^ 
46C 7th ST. " 
Kaahinator., D.C. 2059C 

Dear Secretary Doles: 

Ad-int.f^J0 hear}n9 was held by the Marvland Hiohwav 
HlXnirt2Ji?n ?? ?v?e 12' 1986 at ths Andover Senio?' 
?ocat?on0!i.4J? LJnthlc^' dryland.  This was a combined 

JS^-S JL^a.nsx.^raj? "sir ^tHriiti,00 
natea were presented and by a vocal ialorIt? wMeh 

to 3B in Friendship Park to 301 nAri      Tkl^JLV"??1?. 

offjct «.• .oon .5 poseiMe. Ihe hearing was recorded 

-,   /    Sincerely.   j— 

Thomas A. Dixor., Jr. 
President 
Harmans Civic Associatior 

Maryland Highway Administration 
Contract No. AA-6B2-101-570 
PD MS No. 022007 
The following are the project planning team: 

. Neil J. Peteraen 
•ector 
•ice of Planning and 
iliminary Enaineerino 
Me Highway Admin. 
V arth Calvert Street 
timore, Md. 
)!) 659-1110 

Mr. Edward H. Meeh&n 
District Engineer 
District 5 
State Highway Admin. 
138 Defense Hiahway 
Annapolis. Md."21401 
(301) 841-5460 

Mr. Gene Sti  
Acting District 
Engineer District 7 
State Highway Admin. 
P.O. Box 306 
5111 Buckeystown Pike 
Frederick. Md. 21701 
(301) 662-1171 
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Maryland Department of Transportation 

State Highway Administration 

RE:     Contract No.   AA 682-101-570 
Maryland  Route 100 
Interstate Route 95 to 
Maryland Route 3   (Interstate 
Route 97) 
PDMS  No.   022007 

William X. Hellmam 
S'tcrttaiy 

Hal Kassoff 
Admlnistntor 

* 

Mr. Thomas A. Dixon, Jr., President 
Harmans Civic Association 
7677 Ridge Chapel Road 
Hanover, Maryland 21076 

Dear Mr. Dixon: 

— m^ 

This letter is in reference to your recent correspondence to 
Secretary Elizabeth Hanford Dole of the U.S. Department of Trans- 
portation and the Honorable Paul S. Sarbanes of the United States 
Senate..Senator Sarbanes forwarded your letter to my office and 
asked that I reply directly to you. 

In regard to the Combined Location/Design Public Hearing 
held on June 12, 1986 at the Andover Senior High School in 
Linthicum, I would like to advise you that the purpose of this 
public bearing was not to select an alternate, but to present the 
results of our studies and to solicit public comment and testi- 
mony pertaining to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement and 
the alternates being considered for the proposed Maryland Route 
100.  The decision on the selection of an alternate will not be 
made until all comments received at and subsequent to the public 
hearing and as a result of the circulation of the Draft Environ- 
mental Impact Statement have been fully considered and evaluated. 
That decision will be made by this Administration and with the 
concurrence of the Federal Highway Administration. 

Sincerely, 
ORIGINAL SIGNED BY: 
HAL KASSOFF 

Hal Kassoff 
Administrator 

# 

HK:tlh 
cc:     Secretary Elizabeth Dole 

Senator Paul  Sarbanes 

bcc: Mr. Neil J. Pedersen 
Mr. Edward H. Meehan 
Mr.  Louis H.   Ege,   Jr. 

Note: For additional response, see page VI-105 

yXfc.   Ronald E.   Moon 
Ms.   Angela B.  Hawkins 
Mr.   James T.  Johnson,  Sr. • 

My telsphona number fc    659-1111 
Teletypewriter (or Impaired Hearing or Speech 

383-7555 Baltimore Metro — 565-0451 O.C. Metro — 1 •800-492-5062 Statewide Toll Free 
P.O. Box 717 / 707 North Calvert St., Baltimore, Maryland 21203 • 0717 
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FROM   ]-»&   Tu1   l-ft?   . 

1 EARNESTLY REQUEST THAI YOUR OFFICE GIVE 

SEJRIOUS CONS! DERATION TO A CONF J GURATJCN 

THAT *»IUU COMBINE ALTERNATE * KITH ALTtRtJATE 3B 

IN THE VICINITY OF FRIENDSHIP PARK.  SUCH 

ADJUSTMENT KILL SAVE FAMILIES, HOMES. AND 

COMMUNITIES.   IT ALSO WILL RID PROJECT 100 

OF THE STIGMA OF SEEMING RACISM. 

Home '<£**£   e^ 

R£i  CONTRACT NO.  AA 682-101-57C 
HARYLANO ROUTE )00 
FROM 1-95 TO 1-97 

1 EARNESTLY REQUEST THAT YOUR OFFICE GIVE 

SERIOUS CONSIDERATION TO A CONFIGURATION 

THAT WILL COMBINE ALTERNATE * WITH ALTERNATE 35 

IN THE VICINITY OF FRIENDSHIP PARK.  SUCH 

ADJUSTMENT WILL SAVE FAMILIES. HOMES. AND 

COMMUNITIES.   IT ALSO WILL RID PROJECT IOC 

OF THE STIGMA OF SEEMING RACISM. 

"«* HPUdi^p   .LfVNoJjL 
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Maryland Department ofr^nsportawn mim ^ ^j^ 
State Highway Administration 

Willia m K. Hellma 
SecriUiy 

Hal Kassoff 
Admlnittnter 

=" o 
CO 

CD 

PR
O
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RE:  Contract No. AA 682-101-570 
Maryland Route 100 
Interstate Route 95 to 
Interstate Route 97 
POMS No. 022007 

Mr. Arthur Turner 
7864 Bastille Place 
Severn, Maryland 21144 

Dear Mr. Turner: 

I am responding on behalf of Senator Paul S. Sarbanes, to 
your comments concerning the Maryland Route 100 project and your 
support for a combination of Alternate 4 and Alternate 3-B in the 
vicinity of Friendship Park.  We have received many comments on 
the Maryland Route 100 project since the public hearing, held on 
June 12, 1986. 

We are currently reviewing all comments received.  A final 
decision will not be made until all comments have been consid- 
ered.  The minimization of impacts to homes and communities will 
be an important consideration when making the final decision.  We 
appreciate your input in this matter. 

Sincerely, 

ORIGINAL SIGNED BY: 

HALM5§S£ff 
Administrator 

HK:tlh 
cc:     Senator Paul  S.   Sarbanes 

Mr.  Neil J.   Pedersen    / 
Mr.   Louis H.   Efee,   Jr.v 
Mr.  Ronald E.   Moon 
Mr.   James T.   Johnson,   Sr. 
Note: For additional response, see page VI-105 

# 

1 
My telephone number fr    6S9-111 \ 

Teletypewriter for Impaired Hearing or Speech 
383-7555 Baltimore Metro — 565-0451 D.C. Metro — 1-800-492-5062 Statewide Toll Free 

P.O. Box 717 / 707 North Calvert St., Baltimore. Maryland 21203 • 0717 
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MatylandDepattmentomnsportauon ^ K ^ 
State Highway Administration Secntiiy 

Hal Kas 
Administrator 

ii 11  « pr tMA Hal Kassoff 

RE:     Contract No.   AA 682-101-570 _ 
Maryland Route 100 |~ 2 
Interstate Route 95 to PVJ 

Interstate Route 97 ^rn^j 
PDMS No. 022007 = ~^P Co O c_ 

Mr. Phillip Small = "w5'~i 

762 Queenstown Road 
Severn, Maryland 21144 o-> 

% 

Dear Mr. Small: 

I am responding on behalf of Senator Paul S. Sarbanes, to 
your comments concerning the Maryland Route 100 project and your 
support for a combination of Alternate 4 and Alternate 3-B in the 
vicinity of Friendship Park.  We have received many comments on 
the Maryland Route 100 project since the public hearing, held on 
June 12, 1986. 

We are currently reviewing all. comments received.  A final 
decision will not be made until all comments have been consid- 
ered.  The minimization of impacts to homes and communities will 
be an important consideration when making the final decision.  We 
appreciate your input in this matter. 

i 

Sincerely, 
ORIGINAL SIGNED BY: 
HAL KASSOFF 
Hal Eassoff 
Administrator 

HK:tlh 
cc:  Senator Paul S. Sarbanes 

Mr. Neil J. Pedersen 
Mr.  Louis H.   Ege,  J^. 
Mr.  Ronald E.  Moony 
Mr.   James T.   Johnson,   Sr. 

Note: For additional response, see page VI-105 

» 
My telephone number Is   659-1111  

Teletypewriter for Impaired Hearing or Speech 
383-7555 Baltimore Metro — 565-0451 D.C. Metro — 1-800-492-5062 Statewide Toll Free 

P.O. Box 717 / 707 North Calvert St.. Baltimore. Maryland 21203 • 0717 
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nAtYLAf;:- n;v,r[ me 

1 EARNESTLY REQUEST THAT YOUR OFMCE 01 VC 

SERIOUS CONSIDERATION TO A CONFIGURATION 

THAT ^ILL COMBINE ALTERNATE * WITH ALTERNATE 3& 

IN THE VICINITY OF FRIENDSHIP PARK.  SUCH 

ADJUSTMENT WILL SAVE FAMILIES. HOMES. AND 

COMMUNITIES.  IT ALSO WILL RID PROJECT IOC 

OF THE STIfiMA OF SEEMING RACISM. 

Home  ^_     ^ ^ 

HhlitufML"* 

REt  CONTRACT NO.  AA 682-101-570 
MARYLAND ROUTE 100 
FROM J-*S TO 1-97 

X EARNESTLY REQUEST THAT YOUR OFFICE GIVE 

SERIOUS CONSIDERATION TO A CONFIGURATION jj 

THAT WILL COMBINE ALIERNATC A WITH ALTERNATE 2B 

IN THE VICINITY OF FRIENDSHIP *ARK.  SUCH 

ADJUSTMENT WILL SAVE FAMILIES. HOMES. AND 

COMMUNITIES.  IT ALSO WILL RID PROJECT 100 

OF THE STIGMA OF SEEMING RACISM. 

Mane -, JA*~* >, " / fJ(H4f\Sf f  

• 
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Maryland Department ofTransportation     „ 7 r r William K. Hellmam 
State Highway Administration Sacratiry 

tei Kassoff 

JUL2 51986 S,nT 

RE:     Contract No.   AA 682-101-570 eT    -- 
Maryland  Route 100 ^   ^ 
Interstate Route 95 to ^ 
Interstate Route 97 
PDMS No.   022007 ao 

Mr. Joseph Rogers 
P.O. Box 902 
Glen Burnie,   Maryland    21061 

Dear Mr.   Rogers: 

I am responding on behalf of Senator Paul S. Sarbanes, to 
your comments concerning the Maryland Route 100 project and your 
support for a combination of Alternate 4 and Alternate 3-B in the 
vicinity of Friendship Park.  We have received many comments on 
the Maryland Route 100 project since the public hearing, held on 
June 12, 1986. 

We are currently reviewing all comments received-.  A final 
decision will not be made until all comments have been consid- 
ered.  The minimization of impacts to homes and communities will 
be an important consideration when making the final decision.  We 
appreciate your input in this matter. 

Sincerely, 

ORIGINAL SIGNED BY: 
HAL KASSOP'F 

Hal  Kassoff 
Administrator 

HK:tlh 
cc:     Senator Paul  S.   Sarbanes 

Mr.  Neil J.   Pedersen 
Mr.   Louis H.   Ege,   Jr. 
Mr.  Ronald E.   Moonv 
Mr.   James  T.   Johnson,   Sr. 

Note: For additional  response, see page VI-105 

My telephone number Is   659~111^ 
Teletypewriter for Impaired Hearing or Speech 

383-7555 Baltimore Metro — 565-0451 O.C. Metro — 1 •800-492-5062 Statewide Toll Free 
P.O. Box 717 / 707 North Calvert St., Baltimore, Maryland 21203 • 0717 
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Maryland Department ofTransportation ,.    „ 
.' r r William K. Heilmam, 

State Highway Administration >• Sserittfy 

Hal Kassoff 
i Administrator 

JUL 2 9 1986 

RE:     Contract No...AA 682-101-570 ^ ^-Q 
Maryland Route 100 ~"" Smro 
Interstate Route 95 to —^2. 
Interstate Route 97 ^-cm 
PDMS No.   022007 5 ^^^ 

Ms.   Irene Hebron cr» 
7468 Race Road 
Hanover,   Maryland    21076-1114 

Dear Ms.   Hebron: 

I am responding on behalf of Senator Paul S. Sarbanes, to 
your comments concerning the Maryland Route 100 project and your 
support for a combination of Alternate 4 and Alternate 3-B in the 
vicinity of Friendship Park.  We have received many comments on 
the Maryland Route 100 project since the public.hearing, held on 
June 12, 1986. 

We are currently reviewing all comments received.  A final 
decision will not be made until all comments have been consid- 
ered.  The minimization of impacts to homes and communities will 
be an important consideration when making the final decision.  We 
appreciate your input in this matter. 

Sincerely, 

OKHilNAL SIGNED.BY: 

Hal Kassoff 
Administrator 

HK:tlh 
cc:     Senator Paul  S.   Sarbanes 

Mr. Neil J.   Pedersen 
Mr.   Louis  H.   Ege,   jK 
Mr. Ronald E. MoonJ 
Mr. James T. Johnson, Sr. 

Note:  For additional  response, see page VI-105 

My talaphone number is 659-1111 
Teletypewriter (or Impaired Hearing or Speech 

383-7555 Baltimore Metro — 565-0451 O.C. Metro — 1-800-492-5062 Statewide Toll Free 
P.O. Box 717/707 North Calvert St.. Baltimore, Maryland 21203 • 0717 
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June 30, 1986 

Mr. Ronald Moon 
Project Engineer 
Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 
Box 717 
Baltimore, MD  21203 

RE:  Maryland Route 100 Extension from 1-95 to Maryland 
Route 3 (1-97) 

Dear Mr. Moon, 

Red Roof Inns is currently operating a motel at the'Southwest 
quadrant of the Baltimore-Washington Parkway at Dorsey Road (Rt. 
176) in Anne Arundel County. The property lies at the south 
entrance to the Parkway Industrial Center. 

On Thursday, June 12, 1986 a Red Roof Inns representative 
attended a combined location/design review public hearing to 
learn about the various alternatives currently under 
consideration for the extension of Maryland Route 100 from 1-95 
to Rt. 3 m Glen Bumie, Maryland. 

What we learned was very disturbing. 

Under the Alternate Number 3 scenario, the intersection of the 
T^!lln?re-Was*i:L5!9ton Parlcway at Dorsey Road would become a closed 
^^^?n9e With access to the Parlway Industrial Center becoming 
unusually cumbersome and potentially dangerous (a single turn 
access would be replaced with 4 turns including a 270 degree off 
ramp with an abrupt left merge and left hand turn into the 
Parkway Industrial Center). 

Alternate #3 of the Maryland Route 100 extension significantly 
compromxses access to this established hospitality interchange 
and represents a harsh solution to the Dorsey Road traffic 
congestion problems.  The Alternate #4 location of Rt. 100 
represents a reasonable and attractive compromise while it 
simultaneously relieves the traffic congestion on Dorsey Road. 

VI-93 
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^if 

Mr. Ronald Moon 
June 26, 1986 
Page Two 

We strongly urge your reconsideration of the Maryland Route 100 
extension in favor of the Alternate #4 northern route. 

Best regards, 

RED ROOF INNS, INC. 

Wildiam Denk 
President 

WD:lp 

cc:  Dale L. Ross 
Howard Johnsons Motor Lodge at Dorsey Rd. 
6101 Montrase Rd. #400 
Rockville, MD  20852-4816 

William F. Grovermann 
Department of Economic and Community Development 
45 Calvert Street 
Annapolis, MD  21401 
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wryfand Department ofTransportation 
State Highway Administration 

V/fe 
William K. Hellmann 
Sacratary 

Hal Kassoff 
Administrator 

August 13,   1986 

RE:   Contract No. AA 682-101-570 
Maryland Route 100 
Interstate Route 95 to 
Maryland Route 3 (Interstate Route 97) 
PDMS No. 022007 

Mr. William Denk, President 
Red Roof Inns, Inc. 
4355 Davidson Road 
Billiard, Ohio 43026-9699 

Dear Mr. Denk: 

This is in reference to your letter of June 30, 1986 concerning the proposed 
extension of Maryland Route 100 from Interstate Route 95 to Maryland Route 3. 
I would like to thank you for having a representative of your company attend the 
Public Hearing in June and for letting us know of the concerns you have with the 
alternates being considered for the location of this proposed highway. 

We appreciate your views and the concerns you have with the proposed construc- 
tion of Maryland Route 100.  I want to assure you they will be fully evaluated and 
will receive every consideration before an alternate is selected for Maryland Route 
100. 

Thank you for writing and letting us know of your concerns. Your letter has been 
made a part of the official project record by being entered into the Public Hearing 
transcript. You will be advised of the decision made by the State Highway Administra- 
tion and kept aware of future developments via the project mailing list. 

Very truly yours, 

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

LHE:REM:tlh 
cc:  Mr. N. J. Pedersen 

Mr. E. H. Meehan 
Mr. J. T. Johnson, Sr. 

By: /v t " ~.'.-t  v. / -C^£-t, 
Ronald E. Moon 
Project Manager 

Note: For additional response, see page VI-105 

My telephone number is     fisq-nnfi 
Teletypewriter for Impaired Hearing or Speech 

383-7555 Baltimore Metro — 565-0451 D.C. Metro — 1-800-492-5062 Statewide Toll Free 
P.O. Box 717 / 707 North Calvert St., Baltimore, Maryland 21203 • 0717 
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1915 Hilltop Road ^ ^r^i? 
Jessup, Maryland 20794 gf   ^ ' 

June 30, 1986 

Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr., Deputy Director 
Project Development Division (Roqm 310) 
State Highway Administration 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 

Re: Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement/Section 4(f) Evaluation 

Dear Mr. Ege: 

SECnON «(f /ESSMSS?S^U^Route"^ ENVIR0NME,,TAL ^ ««««/ 

In my opinion, a combination of two alternates should be adopted to 
provide an acceptable east/west highway. Alternate 4 should be used from 
3 SSS'S rlSL        S ?e area o*.•"*"*  (n°"h of Burleytown) and Alternate 
J Option B can be used from approximately Vffi&A Road to the Interstate 97/Route 
o interchange. 

The Alternate 4-3B corridor appears to be better suited for the 
impact of a major highway, since, a majority of the land in that corridor is 
proposed or actual industrial use due to the close proximity of the airport. 
The passage of the highway through undeveloped or partially developed land with 
lllllt  "^K1

*
1
? 
1 PT1!^00 WOuld ^ less displacements of homes and buX- 

SJTLJ^/TS;
111

! 
the Alternate 33 fr• no"*! of Burleytown to the interchange 

with Route 3/197, I count twenty residential and two business displacements 
according to the maps of Alternates 3 and 4 in the study.     ^placements 

^M-1O,» *„ ^a,n
4?
0nCerned,ao»Ut the noise level ^Pacts to residents already 

SiSlJ T ! Alternate 4-3B corridor or any of the alternates which may be 
adopted. I understand that noise from raised roads affects a greater area than 

lll^JlT*  ^H ^f  t0 the 8rOUnd and that roads in cuts Provide a suSabU 
SJiSrll T,  K6,?^88 tSpeC±ally in non-congested areas. Since the draft 
indicates that building barriers is not feasible for many of the noisy, sensi- 
tive areas, I expect that the State Highway Administration will utilize road 

RoutflSS •St^^iTJ8," a meanS t0 redUCe the n0iSe generated by Maryland Koute 100. Alternate 4, I believe, can give the planners more flexibility in 
addressing noise reduction since there are fewer established communities (housinc 
developments) within close proximity. 'unities mousing 
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Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
June 30, 1986 
Page Two 

In considering the controversy regarding the airport, I know that 
the Maryland State Aviation Admin, is opposed to Alternate 4. However, I feel 
that we must protect the individuals of our established communities especially 
south of Dorsey Road between Route 1 and Old Telegraph Road from the adverse 
affects of a major highway. We are already exposed to the airport noise. I 
trust there is an abundance of ingenuity to overcome any obstacles to airport 
expansion if Alternate 4 is adopted. 

My proposal should not affect the Smith Farm. However, it will 
have a tremendous impact on Patapsco Valley State Park and Friendship Park. 
I see giving up the 36 acres of parkland as a trade-off for an individual's 
right to protect his welfare and property in the midst of tremendous pressures 
for economic development by the State and County. 

The final document should be changed to reflect data compiled 
from the combination of Alternate 4-3B proposal. These comments do not 
reflect the opinion of the Jessup Improvement Association since we have 
not had a meeting in which the matter could be voted upon by the general mem- 
bership. Thank you for this opportunity to respond to such a major project. 

Sincerely, 

Barbara Studer 

BS/lms 
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Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

August   4,   1986 

RE:  Contract No. AA 682-101-570 
Maryland Route 100 
Interstate Route 95 to 
Maryland Route 3 
PDMS No. 022007 

William K 
Stcratary 

Hal Kassoff 
Admlnlitrator 

Hellmann 

Ms. Barbara Studer 
1915 Hilltop Road 
Jessup, Maryland 20794 

Dear Ms. Studer: 

This is to acknowledge receipt of your letter dated June 30, 
1986 supporting Alternate 4, combined with Alternate 3-B, for the 
location of the proposed Maryland Route 100. We appreciate your review 
of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement and the concerns you have 
expressed in regard to the impacts resulting from the construction of 
this project. " I would like to assure you that they will be fully con- 
sidered before any decisions are made and that your concerns will be 
addressed in the Final Environmental Document. 

Your letter has been entered into the public hearing transcript 
and made a part of the official project record. Via the project mail- 
ing list, you will be kept aware of future developments and advised of 
the decision made by the State Highway Administration. 

Very truly yours, 

A 7r 
Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Project Development Division 

LHE:tlh 
cc:  Mr. 

Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. 

Note: 

Neil J. Pedersen 
Edward H. Meeha 
Ronald E. Moon 
James T. Johnson 

7 
For additional response, see page VI-105 

My tBlephone number is 659-1130  
Teletypewriter for Impaired Hearing or Speech 

383-7555 Baltimore Metro — 565-0451 O.C. Metro — 1-800-492-5062 Statewide ToH Free 
P.O. Box 717 / 707 North Calvert St., Baltimore, Maryland 21203 - 0717 
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The Provinces Civic Association 
P.O. Box 313 
Jessup, Maryland 20794 ^^Vfi^Vl^JD 

June 23. 1986 JUN » Wg 

Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 
Office of Planning & Preliminary Engineering . S: oxo 
Box 717 -o < Xm"-* 
Baltimore, Maryland 21203 ^   = 

co   -H 
Greetings: > 

The Board of Directors of- the Provinces Civic Association favor Alternate 
4, with Alternate 3B east of Rt. 652 and 170, for the location of the new 
Maryland Rt. 100 between 1-95 and Rt. 3 (1-97). The Provinces Civic Association 
has over 250 members and represents the 900 homeowners in the Provinces ,. 
subdivision at Ridge and Severn Roads in Severn, Maryland. Our community is 
approximately one mile from the proposed Alternate 3 location and two miles from 
the proposed Alternate 4 location. We favor Alternate 4 for the following reasons: 

1 - Alternate 4 displaces less residences than Alternate 3. 

2 - Alternate 4 does not affect any historical or archeological sites. 

3 - Alternate 4 requires far less residential right-of-way, affects less 
woodland, less wetlands, and less flood plain than 3B. 

4 - Alternate 4 would REDUCE Ridge Road traffic past our homes by 30-35Z. 
Alternate 3 would INCREASE Ridge Road traffic past our homes by 37%. 

5 - Alternate 4 put this industrial/commuter oriented freeway in the 
industrial zone where it belongs. Alternate 3 puts it right through 
a residential area! 

6 - Alternate 4 would not change any roads south of Dorsey Road, just decrease 
their traffic flow. Alternate 3 would close Haroans Road access to Dorsey 
Road and possibly congest and complicate the new Ridge Road access to 
Dorsey Road. The Alternate 3 changes could increase emergency service 
response times to our community and others nearbyi 

7 - Alternate 4 is favored by the Anne Arundel County Police Department. 

8 - Alternate 4 will cost NINETEEN to TWENTY NINE MILLION DOLLARS LESS than 
Alternate 3.        —————^ 

9 - Alternate 3 only helps the industrial developers and outside commuters at 
the expense of local residents. Alternate 4 helps everyone! 

Please maximize the benefit of this much needed freeway, and improve the 
quality of life for our residents by selecting Alternate 4, with the 3B alternate 
east of Rt. 652 to help Queenstown residents. Thank you. 

Ortel-Daniels 
VI-99 President 
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MaylandDepaitmentonhmsportation mu|im K mnm 

State Highway Administration >- Seerattnf 

Hal Kassoff 
July   24,    1986 Adm.nUtr.tor 

RS:     Contract No,. AA 682-101-570 
Maryland  Route 100 
Interstate Route 95 to Maryland 
Route 3   (Interstate Route 97) 
PDMS No.   022007 

Ms.   Laurie Ortel-Daniels 
President 
The Provinces Civic Association 
P.O. Box 313 
Jessup, Maryland 20794 

Dear Ms. Ortel-Daniels: 

This is to acknowledge receipt of your letter dated June 23, 
1986 supporting Alternate 4, with Option 3-B east of Maryland 
Route 652, for the location of the proposed Maryland Route 100. 
Your letter will be made a part of the official project record by 
being entered into the Public Hearing transcript. 

You will be advised of the decision made by the State High- 
way Administration and kept aware of future developments via the 
project mailing list.  We appreciate your views, and those of the 
Board of Directors of the Provinces Civic Association, and assure 
you they will be considered before a final decision is made con- 
cerning the project. 

Very truly yours, 

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

NJP:tlh 
cc:     Mr.   Edward H.   Meehan 

Mr.   Louis H.   Ege,   Jr. 
-Jill .   Uuliald E.   Moon 

Mr.   James T.   Johnson,   Sr. 
Note: For additional  response, see page VI-105 

My tolephone number h    659~1110 • 

Teletypewriter for Impaired Hearing or Speech 
383-7555 Baltimore Metro — 565-0451 O.C. Metro — 1-800-492-5062 Statewide Toll Free 

P.O. Box 717 / 707 North Calvert St.. Baltimore. Maryland 21203 • 0717 

VI-100 



^^^ 

STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

Contract No. AA 682-101-570 - PDMS No. 022007 
Combined Location/Design Public Hearing 

Maryland Route 100 
1-95 to Maryland Route 3 (1-97) 

Thursday, June 12, 1986 - 7:30 p.m. - Andover Senior High Schol 

NAME po JUJUW^    j fW o<M <iA~ DXTEJIZLII^IL 

pmNTSE   ADDRPsa       H!>    nU*   VWV)<f^  

CITY/TQWM   •<S<C.UlA,tO STATP       O^L 7lO   CQng    2HW 

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

.^  5<&*.y  o^^^cW   /^"^ -^   rhdb*-  ^Cn^J^jt 

l^U^tiA. Q^      £>£«>£_    £„n*S*^UrjJuL     ^ ^LC^^fX^Q^^ 

<X*rs     ^b&J   f^^rU^ (SQ'/U)   Wt      fobJ)     Wv^ 

CZU Please add my/our name(3) to the Mailing List.* 

CD Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing List.     VI-101 

•Persons who have received a copy of this brochure through the mail are alreadv 
on the project Mailing List. ' 



Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

William K. Hellmam 
Sterttary 

Hal Kassoff 
Admlnlttrator 

July  9,   1986 

RE:  Contract No. AA 682-101-570 N 
Maryland Route 100 
Interstate Route 95 to 
Interstate Route 97 
PDMS No. 022007 

Mr. Patterson Mosher 
113 Otis Drive 
Severn, Maryland 21144 

Dear Mr. Mosher: 

This is to acknowledge receipt of your comments dated June 12, 
1986 expressing your views on the Maryland Route 100 pro.iect.  Your 
letter will be made a part of the official project record by being 
entered into the Public Hearing transcript. 

You will be advised of the decision made by the State Highway 
Administration and kept aware of future developments via the project 
mailing list.  We appreciate your views and assure you they will be 
considered before a final decision is made concerning the project. 

Deputy Director 
Project Development Division 

LHE:tlh 
cc:  Mr. Neil J. Pedersen. 

Mr. Edward H. Meehz 
Mr. Ronald E. Moon, 
Mr. James T. Johnson, 

sen 
ia/ 
i/ 

Sr. 

Note:  For additional response, see page Vi-105 

My telephone number it     659-1130 
•Teletypewriter for Impaired Hearing or Speech 

383-7555 Baltimore Metro — 565-0451 D.C Metro — 1 -800-492-5062 Statewide Toll Free 
P.O. Box 717 / 707 North CaWM St., Baltimore, Maryland 21203 • 0717 
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?( STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION «_ 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS S o 

^ o-<-o 
.„ Contract No. AA 682-101-570 - PDMS No. 022007 ^IH20 
"J Combined Location/Design Public Hearing      ^ cooS 
/ Maryland Route 100 g  -— "om 

1-95 to Maryland Route 3 (1-97) ^ S-^S 
Thursday, June 12, 1986 - 7:30. p.m. - Andover Senior High ScS5l  5"1 

4 s    -* 

PmNTE    AODRgaa   S'+S'l    JUiirsj Krtt^s   6b.   ^a<TFvI?^^'  

CITY/TOWN    C^CM^^.A      ftTATP  /M6. 2,p  CO0EAL^ilf5I« 

1/We wish to comment or Inquire about the following aspects of this project:. 

• I 

•LAt+f?^-^-*-i-'-<i#€s-   fiz-^A-c      A^cA-rg   /^    er/^-e^T^i/S--^ 

i 

Q^Pteas Please add my/our name(a) to the Mailing List.* 

I Please delete my/our name(a) from the Mailing List. VI-103 

'S^VoitVlVutaflu"^ acopy of ,',,s brochure thf0U9h th9ma,,ar9a'raady 
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Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

William K. Hellmam 
Sacritaiy 

Hal Kassoff 
Administrator 

July 9, 1986 

RE:  Contract No. AA 682-101-570 N 
Maryland Route 100 
Interstate Route 95 to 
Interstate Route 97 
PDMS No. 022007 

Mr. Skip Case 
c/o Casey, Miller, Borris & Burns 
5457 Twin Knolls Road 
Suite 305 
Columbia, Maryland 21045 

Dear Mr. Case: 

This is to acknowledge receipt of your comments dated June 13, 
1986 expressing your views on the Maryland Route 100,project. Your 
letter will be made a part of the official project record by being 
entered into the Public Hearing transcript.  A decision will not be 
made on a final alternate until all comments received during and 
subsequent to the Public Hearing have been evaluated. 

You will be advised of the decision made by the State Highway 
Administration and kept aware of future developments via the project 
mailing list.  We appreciate your views and assure you they will be 
considered before a final decision is made concerning this project. 

yours 

u 
jouis H. Ege, Jr, 
Deputy Director 
Project Development Division 

LHE:tlh 
cc:  Mr. Neil J. Pedersen 

Mr. Edward H. Meeh^i 
Mr. Ronald E. Moom/ 
Mr. James T. Johnson, Sr, 

Note: For additional response, see page VI-105 

My tBlephono number i»      fiRQ-tl30 
Teletypewriter (or Impaired Hearing or Speech 

383-7555 Baltimore Metro — 565-0451 O.C. Metro — 1-800-492-5062 Statewide Toll Free 
P.O. Box 717 / 707 North Calvert St., Baltimore. Maryland 21203 • 0717 
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Additional response to letters frcm: 

A. M. Heygster 
Munson Heights Ccmtiunlty, dated 19 June 1986 
Bengston, DeBell, Elkln & Titus, P.C., dated June 2, 1986 and June 19, 1986 
Francis Courtney II, dated June 24 1986 
Michael C. Davle, dated June 28, 1986 
Joseph F. Ferrero, dated June 29, 1986 
Thcmas A. Dixon, Jr., dated June 17, 1986 
Art Turner 
Phi Nip small 
Joseph Rogers 
Irene Hebron 
Wi11 lam Denk, dated June 26, 1986 
Barbara Studer, dated June 30, 1986 
Laurie Ortel-Oanlels, dated June 23, 1986 
Patterson Mosher, dated June 12, 1986 
Skip Case, dated 13 June, 1986 

The selected alternate. Alternate 38 (Modified), was chosen over a ccmblnatlon 
of Alternate 4 with Alternate 3-0ptlon B (Alternate 4/3B) for several reasons. 
First, Alternate 4 requires the acquisition of land frcm the Patapsco Valley 
State Park which Is prohibited under Federal Law If a "feasible and prudent" 
alternative exists. Also, the selected alternate closely follows the corridor 
for the extension of Maryland Route 100 as Identified In the Howard County, 
Anne Arundel County and Regional Planning Council Master Plans. This corridor 
Is the basis upon which development In the area has been Implemented and plan- 
ned. Alternate 38 (Modified) Incorporates several design changes of the "his- 
torical" alignment (Alternate 3-Optlon A) that has resulted In a reduction of 
the nunber of residences displaced by WD Route 100 frcm 43 to 22. Alternate 
4/3B also traverses the southwestern corner of the Baltimore Washington Inter- 
national Airport. Federal Aviation Adnlnlstratlon regulations would require 
the highway to be constructed In a tunnel through this area which would cause 
the total cost of Alternate 4/3B to be up to $36 ml 11 ion greater than the 
selected alternate. Alternate 38 (Modified) includes several provisions for 
maintaining traffic on the local road network. These Include providing a 
bridge across Maryland Route 295 connecting Race Road with Wright Road, bridg- 
ing Harmans Road over Maryland Route 100 and bridging W.B. & A. Road over 
Maryland Route 100. The State Highway Administration believes that the selec- 
ted alternate provides the needed service to the area whIle minimizing inpacts 
to local ccmnunltles. 
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CYNTHIA E. YDUNG 

ArraRNtr AT LAW 

1303 WEST STREET 

ANNAPOUia   MARYLAND    21401 

(301)   269-7«99 

May 15,   1986 

Mr.  Louis H.  Ege,  Jr.   <Po 
Bureau of Project Planning «*'* coOc_ 
Maryland Department of Transportation S o^2S 
P.O.  Box 717 ^ =m-H 
Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717 „       2: 

§3       -• 
Re:  Contract No.  AA-682-101-570 

Md. Route 100 from 1-95 to 1-97 
PDMS. No. 022007 

Dear Mr. Ege: 

I am writing you on behalf of PATH (Preserve Arundel Trails 
for Horses) . 

PATH is concerned that the above project may -have the effect 
of severing bridle trails from Andover and Friendship Parks to 
Queenstown Park and south along WB&A Road. Mr. John T. Keene 
of the Anne Arundel County Parks Department has already 
addressed this problem in his letter to you of March 17, 1986. 

We would appreciate a culvert or other underpass so that 
our trail system will not be forever disrupted. Attempting to 
pass under 100 amid traffic on a roadway is extremely dangerous 
unless there is trail space left which is separated from the 
roadway by a guard rail or curb. Drivers cannot always see a 
horse on a road shoulder at dusk in such a location. Therefore, 
the culvert proposed by Mr. Keene would be greatly appreciated 
by us and could also serve as a pass-through for Sawmill Creek. 

I have in my possession drawings for the design of such an 
underpass, which I could make available to you if you need 
them. Let me know what PATH can do to help. 

Please do not cut forever what has taken many years of hard 
labor for us to accomplish. Please provide for PATH and leave 
our trail intact. Thank you. 

Very truly yours, 

Cynthia E. Young' 

CEY:nv 
cc: John T. Keene 

VI-106 



Maryland Department of Transportation 
Hzi 

State Highway Administration 

William K. Hallmam 
Sacratuy 

Hal Kassofl 
Adminittntor 

June 3, 1986 

RE: Contract No. AA 682-101-570 
Maryland Route 100 
1-95 to Maryland Route 3 
PDMS No. 022007 

Ms. Cynthia E. Young 
Attorney at Law 
1202 West Street 
Annapolis, Maryland 21401 

Dear Ms. Young: 

Thank you for your letter dated May 15, 1986 expressing your 
concerns on behalf of PATH (Preserve Arundel Trails for Horses) 
as they relate to the Maryland Route 100 project. 

Please be advised that during the final development phase 
of our studies PATH'S interest will be given every consideration 
and efforts will be made to develope a feasible solution. 

If you should have any questions or require any information 
please feel free to contact the project Manager Mr. Ron Moon at 
659-1106. 

^^f^s^yi^l v yo 

^-—-"^"Louis H. Ege, 
Deputy Direct© 
Project Development Division 

LHErcd 

cc: Mr. N. J. Pedersen 
Mr. E. H. Meehan 
Ms. C. D. Simpson 
Mr. R. E. Moon 

VI-107 

My talephona number is. 659-1130 
Teletypewriter for Impaired Hearing or Speech 

383-7555 Baltimore Metro — 565-0451 O.C Metro — 1-800-492-5062 Statewide Toil Free 
P.O. Sox 717 / 707 North Calvert St.. Baltimore. Maryland 21203 • 0717 



The Liberty Tree Project 
P O    BOX   8448 
ANNAPOLIS,  MARYLAND 21403 

O 

May 5, 1986 

&? 

Mr Hal Kassoff 
State Highway Administrator 
Maryland Department of Transportation 
P. 0. Box 717 
Baltdiaore, Maryland 21203-0717 

'Wmm 

Gentlesir: „- 

Thank you for the Public Notice, as of May 1st, concerning proposed 

construction of Maryland Route 100 south of BWI Airport. We would likss o 
rn 
-c-o to have a copy of the Draft Environoental Trnpact Statement because  as   o  — 

•<r"0 
several versions of the proposed highway would cut through the Maryland:- ^ o <^ 

•^   ^T «v ^^ 

State Tree Nmrsery in several ways. If this is not possible, we oust sag rrfn-* 

cr» that the availability of Statements seems well intended, but it is 

inadequate. The hours in which the statement is open for inspection 

may correspond to the Department's schedule, but this discriminates— 

like the Library of Congress is now doing—against those who have to 

be elsewhere at work then. The locations also are certainly spread-out, 

if not wide-spread. In order to remedy, at least in part, these inadequacies, 

please arrange to place the Draft Environmental Impact Statement at: 

The Maryland Agricultural Experiment Station, And The University of Maryland,*/ 
College Park, Maryland, 20742 

The Departanent of Natural Resources Library, and the Maryland State Library,,. 
Roue Boulevard, Annapolis, Maryland 21401 

,/The Enoch Pratt Free Library, Cathedral Street, Baltimore, Maryland. 

Thus may better opportunity for study and cocment be open to more, if not all. 

Copies: Board of Public Works 
The General Assembly 
The Agricultural Experiment Station 
The State Library 
the press 

President 
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V3: 
MarylandDepartmentofTransportation 
State Highway Administration 

William K. Heilmann 
Sicntiry 

m 2 21386 
RE:  Contract No. AA 682-101-570 

Maryland Route 100 
Interstate Route 95 to 
Maryland Route 3 
PDMS No. 022007 

Hal Kassoff 
Administrator 

CO 

CD     — 
CO 

O 
m 
<-o 
r-o 
-am 
m-H 

Mr. Arthur Kungle, Jr., President 
The Liberty Tree Project 
Post Office Box 3446 
Annapolis, Maryland 21403 

•Dear Mr. Kungle: 

In response to your letter dated May 5, 1986, I am forwarding 
you a copy of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the 
Maryland Route 100 project. 

The Environmental Impact Statement has been placed in locations 
convenient to those living in the project area.  The document is 
available at the Linthicum Library, which has evening hours. 

Should you require any further information, please contact the 
Project Manager, Mr. Ronald E. Moon, at 659-1106. 

ORlJtBfiKteBYS 
HAL KASSOFF 

HK:bh 
Attachments 

Hal Kassoff 
Administrator 

cc:  Mr. Neil J. Pedersen 
Mr. Edward H. Meehan 
M^. Louis H. Ege, Jr. 

Cynthia D. Simpson 
r. Ronald E. Moon 

MK 

MS 
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My telephone number l$_   659-1111 
Teletypewriter for Impaired Hearing or Speech 

383-7555 Baltimore Metro - 5654)451 D.C. Metro - 1-800.492-5062 Statewide Toll Free 
P.O. Box 717 / 707 North Calvert St.. Baltimore. Maryland 21203 • 0717 



73/ 
The Liberty Tree Project 
P.O.   BOX   3446 
ANNAPOLIS,   MARYLAND 21403 

July 5,  1986 

*"        m 
— m?o 

Mr Louis H. Edge Jr s — SS 
Deputy Director ^ ^2-om 
Office of Planning and Preliminary Engineering to o x2_ 
State Highway Administration   g: ^^ " 
707 North Calvert Street -  ^ 
Room 310 en ' 
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 

Gentlesir: 

In comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
for Maryland Route 100, it is totally inadequate with regard 
to the Maryland State Forest Service Buckingham Tree Nursery. 
More generally the Enivronmental Assessment Form (x-xiv) 
often answers no what could be yes, i. e. 12, 15, 22, 26-30, 
40-47. 

With regard to the Tree Nursery, the Statement considers: 
Stoney Run but not as it goes through the nursery; area parks 
but not the restorer of parks; threats to flora but not to 
the sustaining flora of the nursery; threats to water supply 
but not danger and damage to the rebuilder of forests (see 
J. Evelyn, Svlva. 1662); threats from air pollution to people 
but not to plants or soils; costs of moving and building but 
not really with regard to the Tree Nursery; future impact to 
the area but not for Maryland and Delaware if we lose one of 
our best means of countering clearing, concrete--the death of 
soils and life, and development--which is destruction. 
Other serious considerations for us include some orobably 

less familiar to you and the Highway Administration s distinguished 
analysts: Genetic diversity in species as well as among species 
(see N. Mvers. GAIA. 1985), and paths for plants to move and soils 
to grow (see LTP's Svlva. herba and terra--as Time moves on, 1985), 
the effect of local as well as long distant transport of air 
pollutants (see, EPA's Acid Deposition and Air Pollutant Transport 198 
& AMVA's "Auto Emissions Conference" Baltimore, 1986).Only a road 
over, and no** through, the Tree Nursery is acceptable--with no fill, 
no run-off, no leaching, no poisoning water or soil. It is no answer 
to say the nursery could be moved because if we can t learn to live 
in a sustainable and non-destructive way here and soon, how in heavens 
name can we expect to^sso somewhere and sometime hence? Land Use or 
Abuse? (Leider, 1986) Nature's Garden for Victory and Peace (Carver, 
2/14/42), 'In the end men will destroy the earth.  (Scweitzer, 20th 
cent.) "Which shall it be?' (Wells, Of Things to Come). 

Alternate 3 would go through the tree nursery, alternate 4 through 
the airport--to which it too objects--but a buried road through tj^ 
edge of the BWI airport could safely allow planes to taxi and fly^p 
OVer' Siapere^, S//1 fl 
Copies as appropriate        //^^'/^ryrv L   . , 

CAttnur Kungle /r, ^President and for 
VI-110  The Liberty Tree Project 
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Response to letter frcm Arthur Kungle Jr., dated July 5, 1986: 

The selected alternate. Alternate 38 (Modified), was chosen over a ccmblnatlon 
of Alternate 4 with Alternate 3-Optlon B (Alternate 4/3B) for several reasons. 
First, Alternate 4 requires the acquisition of land frcm the Patapsco Valley 
State Park which Is prohibited under Federal Law If a "feasible and prudent" 
alternative exists. Also, the selected alternate closely follows the corridor 
for the extension of Maryland Route 100 as Identified In the Howard County, 
Anne Arundel County and Regional Planning Council Master Plans. This corridor 
Is the basis upon which development In the area has been Implemented and plan- 
ned. Alternate 4/3B also traverses the southwestern corner of the Baltimore 
Washington International Airport. Federal Aviation Adnlnlstratlon regulations 
would require the highway to be constructed In a tunnel through this area 
which would cause the total cost of Alternate 4/3B to be up to $36 ml 11 Ion 
greater than the selected alternate.Coordlnatlon with the Maryland [Department 
of Natural Resources concerning the Buckingham Forest Tree Nursery has been 
ongoing throughout this project. In addition, a study of the impact of the 
project on the nursery was performed and Is aval Iable for review at the State 
Highway Adnlnlstratlon Library, 707 N. Calvert Street, Baltimore, Maryland and 
at alI State Depository Libraries. 
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Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

July 21, 1986 

William K. Hellmam 
Sieretiry 

Hal Kassoff 
Adminlttntor 

RE:  Contract No. AA 682-101-570 
Maryland Route 100 
Interstate Route 95 to 
Interstate Route 97 
PDMS No. 022007 

Mr. Frank Mundell 
Ms» Victoria Mundell 
Mount Pilgrim Baptist Church 
1429 Dorsey Road 
Hanover, Maryland 21076 

Dear Mr. Mundell' and Ms. Mundell: 

This letter has been written in care of the Mount Pilgrim 
Baptist Church due to the lack of return address information. 

In response to your letter concerning the Mount. Pilgrim 
Baptist Church as it relates to the Maryland Route 100 project, I 
want to assure you that every consideration is being given to 
minimize the impacts as presented at the recent Public Hearing. 
We are currently evaluating means to lessen impacts to the church 
property.  No decisions will be made until these studies have 
been completed. 

Thank you for your letter, and if you should have any 
questions, please feel free to contact the Project Manager, Mr. 
Ronald E. Moon, at 659-1106. 

Very truly yours, 

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

NJP:tlh 
cc:     Mr. Edward H.   Meehan 

Mr. Louis  H.   Ege,   Jr. 
^^uJr» "Eohald  E.   Moon 
Ms. Angela B. Hawkins 
Note: For additional response, see page VI-144 
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My telephone number l$__fi53=UJLQ  
Teletypewriter for Impaired Hearing or Speech 

383-7555 Baltimore Metro — 565-0451 D.C. Metro — 1 •800-492-5062 Statewide Toll Free 
P.O. Box 717 / 707 North Calvert St., Baltimore, Maryland 21203 • 0717 
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Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

July 21, 1986 

William K. 
Sacrttiry 

Hal Kas&off 
Administrator 

Hsllma 

RE:  Contract No. AA 682-101-570 
Maryland Route 100 
Interstate Route 95 to 
Interstate Route 97 
PDMS No. 022007 

Mrs. Lora Weedon 
Ms. Nanette Weedon 
Ms. Angela Weedon 
11733 South Laurel Drive 
Laurel, Maryland 21078 

Dear Mrs. Weedon, Ms. Weedon, and Ms. Weedon: 

In response to your letter concerning the Mount Pilgrim 
Baptist Church as it relates to the Maryland Route 100 project, I 
want to assure you that every consideration is being given to 
minimize the impacts as presented at the recent Public Hearing. 
We are currently evaluating means to lessen impacts to the church 
property.  No decisions will be made until these studies have 
been completed. 

Thank you for your letter, and if you should have any 
questions, please feel free to contact the Project Manager, Mr. 
Ronald E. Moon, at 659-1106. 

Very truly yours, 

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

NJP:tlh 
cc:  Mr. Edward H. Meehan. 

Louis H. Ege, j/. 
Ronald E. Moon/ 

Mr. 
Mr. 
Ms. Angela B. Hawkins 

Note: For additional response, see page VI-144 

My telaphona number is, 
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659-1110 
Teletypewriter for Impaired Hearing or Speech 

383-7555 Baltimore Metro — 565-0451 D.C. Metro — 1-800-492-5062 Statewide Toil Free 
P.O. Box 717 / 707 North Calvert St., Baltimore, Maryland 21203 • 0717 
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Maryland Department ofTransportatmn 
State Highway Administration 

William K. Hellmann 
Stcrttary 

Hal KassoH 
Administrator 

July 14, 1986 

Re:  Contract No. AA 682-101-570 
Maryland Route 100 
Interstate Route 95 to 
Interstate Route 97 
PDMS No. 022007 

Ms. Tonya Ross 
Mount Pilgrim Baptist Church 
1429 Dorsey Road 
Hanover, Maryland 21076 

Dear Ms. Ross: 

This letter has been written in care of the Mount Pilgrim 
Baptist Church due to the lack of return address information. 

In response to your letter concerning the Mount Pilgrim 
Baptist Church as it relates to the Maryland Route 100 project, 
I want to assure you that we are investigating means to try to 
minimize the impacts as presented at the recent Public Hearing. 
No decision regarding alternatives will be made until these 
studies have been completed. 

Thank you for your letter, and if you should have any ques- 
tions, please feel free to contact the Project Manager, Mr. 
Ronald E. Moon, at 659-1106. 

Very truly yours, 

%£& ty We*^ 
Neil J. Pedersen, Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

NJP:tn 
CC:  Mr. Edward H. Meehan 

Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jir. 
Ronald E. MoonV Mr. 

Ms. Angela B. Hawkins 

Note: For additional response, see page VI-144 
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My telephone number Is        659-1110 

Teletypewriter lor Impaired Hearing or Speech 
383-7555 Baltimore Metro — 5650451 D.C. Metro — 1-80O-492-5062 Statewide Toll Free 

P.O. Box 717 / 707 North Calvert St., Baltimore. Maryland 21203 • 0717 
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To Whom It May Concern: 

I am a member of Mount Pilgrim^Baptist Church. 

I do not feel that the church and it's crounda should 

be destroyed for a highway. I am sure you can find 

a better area to build your highway without destroying 

our church and it's ground around it. 

I am sure you are aware that we have loved ones 

buried on the church grounds. Surely, you would not 

like for anyone to remove your loved ones from their 

resting place. The thought of this makes me ill. 

I pray night and day that this will not happen. 

If the shoe was on the other foot how would you 

feel and what would you do? 

Please take into consideration that this church 

has been a landmark in our community for many years. 

Let your conciencious be your guide, and take 

your time and consider all the facts and feelings of 

the community before you make such a drastic decision. 

Sister BeverlyJ)6\t 

mcmED 
..in'n't i   1000 JUN1'! 1 1986 

DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF 
PLANNING & PRELIMINABY EtlGlNEEMNG 
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Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

July 11,   1986 

William K. Hellmam 
Stcrttaiy 

Hal Kassoff 
Admlnistntor 

Re:  Contract No. AA 682-101-570 
Maryland Route 100 
Interstate Route 95 to 
Interstate Route 97 
PDMS No. 022007 

Sister Beverly Dow 
Mount Pilgrim Baptist Church 
1429 Dorsey Road 
Hanover, Maryland 21076 

Dear Sister Dow: 

This letter has been written in care of the Mount Pilgrim 
Baptist Church due to the lack of return address information. 

In response to your letter concerning the Mount Pilgrim 
Baptist Church as it relates to the Maryland Route 100 project, 
I want to assure you that we are investigating means to try to 
minimize the impacts as presented at the recent Public Hearing. 
No decision regarding alternatives will be made until these 
studies have been completed. 

Thank you for your letter, and if you should have any ques- 
tions, please feel free to contact the Project Manager, Mr. 
Ronald E. Moon, at 659-1106. 

Very truly yours, 

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

NJP:tn 
cc:    Mr.   Edward H.  Meehan 

Mr.   Louis H.  Ege,   J^. 
Mr.  Ronald E.  Moon*/ 
Ms.   Angela B.   Hawkins 

Note:  For additional  response, see page VI-144 

VI-128 
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Teletypewriter tor Impaired Hearing or Speech 
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Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

July 28,   1986 

William K. Hellmam 
Sacratary 

Hal Kassoff 
Administrator 

Re:  Contract No. AA 682-101-570 
Maryland Route 100 
Interstate Route 95 to 
Interstate Route 97 
PDMS No. 022007 

Mrs. Sylvia Wise 
Ms. Shawn Wise 
Mr. Rodney Wise 
Mr. Craig Wise 
Mount Pilgrim Baptist Church 
1429 Dorsey Road 
Hanover, Maryland 21076 

Dear Mrs. Wise, Ms. Wise, and Messrs. Wise: 

This letter has been written in care of the Mount Pilgrim 
Baptist Church due to the lack of return address information. 

In response to your letter concerning the Mount Pilgrim Bap- 
tist Church as it relates to the Maryland Route 100 project, I 
want to assure you that every consideration is being given to 
minimize the impacts as presented at the recent Public Hearing. 
We are currently evaluating means to lessen impacts to the church 
property.  No decisions will be made until these studies have been 
completed. I 

Thank you for your letter, and if you should have any ques- 
tions, please feel free to contact the Project Manager, Mr. 
Ronald E. Moon, at 659-1106. 

Very truly yours, 

NJP:tn 
cc:  Mr. Edward H 

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

Meehan 
Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr. 

i^Mr. Ronald E. Moon 
Ms. Angela B. Hawkins 

Note: For additional  response, see page VI-144 

VI- 
My telephone number is. 

133 
659-1110 

Teletypewriter for Impaired Hearing or Speech 
383-7555 Baltimore Metro — 565-0451 D.C. Metro — 1-800-492-5062 Statewide Toll Free 

P.O. Box 717 / 707 North Calvert St.. Baltimore, Maryland 21203 - 0717 
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State Highway Administration Sieratiry 

July 21, 1986 Hal KassoW 
Administrator 

RE:  Contract No. AA 682-101-570 
Maryland Route 100 
Interstate Route 95 to 
Interstate Route 97 
PDMS No. 022007 

Mr. Charles R. Mundell 
Mr. William F. Wheeler 
Ms. Rosie B. Wheeler 
Mount Pilgrim Baptist Church 
1429 Dorsey Road 
Hanover, Maryland  21076 

Dear Mr. Mundell, Mr. Wheeler, and Ms. Wheeler: 

This letter has been written in care of the Mount Pilgrim 
Baptist Church due to the lack of return address information. 

In response to your letter concerning the Mount Pilgrim 
Baptist Church as it relates to the Maryland Route 100 project, I 
want to assure you that every consideration is being given to 
minimize the impacts as presented at the recent Public Hearing. 
We are currently evaluating means to lessen impacts to the church 
property.  No decisions will be made until these studies have 
been completed. 

Thank you for your letter, and if you should have any 
questions, please feel free to contact the Project Manager, Mr. 
Ronald E. Moon, at 659-1106. 

Very truly yours, 

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

NJP:tlh 
cc:  Mr. Edward H. Meehan 

Mr.  Louis  H.   Ege,   Jc^ 
Mr.   Ronald  E.   Moonj/ 
Ms.   Angela  B.   Hawkins 

Note:  For additional  response, see page VI- 

VI-135 
My telephone number is    659-1110 

Teletypewriter tor Impaired Hearing or Speech 
363-7555 Baltimore Metro — 565-0451 D.C. Metro — 1-800-492-5062 Statewide Toll Free 

P.O. Box 717 / 707 North Calvert St., Baltlmoro, Maryland 21203 • 0717 
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Dear Mr. Pedersen, 

I have only oae question to pose to you* V/liyY 

I realize that v/e are living, in a fast paced world, where there 
must be changes to enhance and make progress; but WHY should we 
deiitroy what has. gone on before1.'' 

Yes, I know you have heard all of this before, but not from me 
and not for the cause of the most sacred thing that I know of. 
GOD'S house of wouship and resting place for his saints* 

Thure are many sentimental and spiritual reasons that I could 
give for not wanting Mt. Pilgrim Baptist Church and it's ground 
destroyed, but somehow I don't think that they would be good 
enough, in. the eyes of "Progress". So I will ask my one and 
only question. WHY? 

WHY have you decided to take our church and cemetery? There is 
vacant ground next door to our church for at least a rnile long, 
headed in the direction of Washington Boulevard. This does not 
take into consideration how wide this area stretches t  but it is. 
there. 

V/IIY take away something that can scatter GOD'S flock,, when you 
have land that could be used instead. The ironic side of this 
thought is that NO OWE or AMYTI1IHG is on that land. 

WHY I ask. you, perform sometning so sacrilegious? 

I beg of you, PLEASE consider the possibility of using the. land 
that I have mentioned. 

V/hatever your, final decision might be, I pray that it is done 
after total consideration of tae LITTLE PEOPLE and LITTLE 
CONGREGATION:: which will be hurt . 

.c you for yourt consideration. 

fc7 

.ce Sparrow / v 
Member of Mt. Pilgrim Baptist Church 

RECEIVED 
JUN   17 !P$« 

OIRECTOK, OrHtf lit 
P.IAMNS & PREUMlNAHy UimtWM 

VI-136 



1/5^ 

Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

July  14,   1986 

William K. Hellmann 
Sacratiry 

Hal Kassoff 
Administrator 

Re:  Contract No. AA 682-101-570 
Maryland Route 100 
Interstate Route 95 to 
Maryland Route 3 
(Interstate Route 97) 
PDMS No. 022007 

Ms. Alice Sparrow 
c/o Mt. Pilgrim Baptist Church 
1429 Dorsey Road 
Hanover, Maryland 21076 

Dear Ms. Sparrow: 

Thank you for your letter of June 10, 1986 expressing your 
concerns about the effects of the proposed Maryland Route 100 on 
the Mount Pilgrim Baptist Church and cemetery.  We appreciate 
your views and assure you they will be fully considered before 
a final decision is made concerning the project.  In regard to 
the effects of the proposed highway construction on the church, 
I also want to assure you that every consideration is being given 
to your concerns and that we are investigating what options might 
be available that would avoid or minimize impacts to the church 
property. 

Again, thank you for letting me know of your concerns.  Your 
letter will be entered into the public hearing transcript and be- 
come a part of the official project record.  Via the project mail- 
ing list, you will be made aware of future developments and advised 
of the decision made by the State Highway Administration. 

Very truly yours, 

oytol ft ijaiw„ 
Neil J. Pedersen, Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

NJP:tn 
cc:     Mr. Edward  H.   Meehan 

Mr. Louis H.   Ege,   Jr. 
Mr. Ronald  E.  MoonV 
Mr. James T.   Johnson,   Sr. 

Note: For additional  response, see page VI-144 

My telephone number is. 

VI-137 
659- 1110 

Teletypewriter for Impaired Hearing or Speech 
383-7555 Baltimore Metro — 565-0451 D.C. Metro — 1-800-492-5062 Statewide Toll Free 

P.O. Box 717 / 707 North Calvert St.. Baltimore, Maryianrl 21203 • 0717 



*     r- 
Vff 

June 211, 1986 

Vevdp not wish MDUNT FILCSJX BAPTIST GHORCH LQGIEED- 
;-1429 Doraey Bead, to be re- located. 
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ta'V'Fii.eHiM BAPT.—GH; 1429 DORSET BD. 
Please help us save our Church and Cemetar^ located at: llgS S   * _   

.]   ^    Doffsey Rd,  »    ?aur sigaature and address would"'bB-'sreatly*"aSpreciItad 
-.<j;;-.^ The Pastor and members THANK YOU. 
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Yoar algsatoros' aad addresa .would be greatly appreciated. 
The Pastor and .waaloera thank, you. 
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Maryland Department ofTransportation 

V*/ 
State Highway Administration 

July 16,  1986 

William K. Hsllmam 
Sacratary 

Hal KassoH 
Adminittratar 

RE:  Contract No. AA 682-101-570 
Maryland Route 100 
Interstate Route 95 to 
Maryland Route 3 (Interstate Route 97) 
PDMS No. 022007 

The Reverend William Wheeler 
c/o Mrs. Alice Sparrow 
6 Coolpond Court 
Baltimore, Maryland 21227 

Dear Reverend Wheeler: 

The purpose of this letter is to advise you that we have received 
the petition containing the signatures of members and friends of the 
Mt. Pilgrim Baptist Church, located at 1429 Dorsey Road in Hanover, 
Maryland. 

In response to the concerns that have been expressed by your 
church membership about the effects of the Maryland Route 100 project 
on the church and cemetery, I want to assure you that we are investigat- 
ing means to try to minimize the impacts as presented at the recent 
Public Hearing.  A decision regarding alternatives will not be made 
until these studies have been completed. 

The petition will be made a part of the official project record 
and will be entered into the Public Hearing transcript.  I would like 
to thank you and the members of the Mt. Pilgrim Baptist Church for let- 
ting us know of your concerns.  If you should have any questions or 
need any further information, please contact the Project Manager, Mr. 
Ronald E. Moon, at (301) 659-1106. 

Very truly yours, 

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

NJP:tlh 
cc:  Mr. E. H. Meehan 

Mr. L. H. Ege, Jr. 
Ms. A. B. Hawkins 
Mr. R. E. Moon*/ 
Mr. J. T. Johnson 

Note: For additional response, see page VI-144 

My telephone number Is 659-1 110 
Teletypewriter for Impaired Hearing or Speech 

383-7555 Baltimore Metro — 565-0451 O.C. Metro — 1 •800-492-5062 Statewide Toll Free 
P.O. Box 717 / 707 North Calvert St., Baltimore, Maryland 21203 • 0717 
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Additional response to letters concerning the relocation of the Mt. Pilgrim 
Baptist Church: 

Under the selected alternate, Alternate 38 (Modified), the alignment of the 
relocated Ridge Road has been located so as to not require the relocation of 
the Mt. PI I grim Baptist Church or the cemetery next to the church (see Figure 
11-31). 

VI-144 
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'  • Umber Ridge Drive 
Hanover, HD. 21076 
May 28, 1986 

Mr. Hal Kassoff S ^ 
State Highway Administrator j^ o^"0 
State Highway Administration ^22 
Post Office Box 717 _e- r;o2 
Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717 -en     -"TS'ZI «n      O X 0 

Dear Mr. Kassoff: 3 ""3 
oS  -* 

Due to previous engagements, I can't be at the MD 100 location/design pubfTc hearing 
on June 12, 1986. I would appreciate it 1f this letter would be entered into the 
records regarding community reaction to the project. 

There are, 1n our perception, several problems with the MD 100 project. The first 
is procedural: the State Highway Administration considers only highway generated noise 
impact on a community affected by the new alignment, even though another state agency, 
the State Aviation Administration, 1s also a noise generator. In the cases of Timber 
Ridge and Queenstown, at least, the BWI Airport generates easily as much noise within 
these communities as is expected by the highway. Thus, the highway could easily push 
the average day-night noise levels of such communities to the point that they don't any 
longer comply with existing noise standards for residential communities. Thus, we feel 
that the cumulative Impact of Airport and highway noise, both generated by state 
agencies, should be considered when evaluating environmental Impact on our comnunltles. 
The practical results would be in the form of detailed highway location, the use of 
sound barriers, berms, trees and highway elevation. 

Included in this cumulative noise assessment should be the proposed new 10-28 runway 
locations now under study by the State Aviation Administration. There we are 
contemplating a runway half as far from Timber Ridge as the present location. Due to 
the Inverse square law of noise level with distance from the runway, we should 
anticipate an eventual 6 dB overall Increase in airport noise. Add this to a 3 dB 
increase in highway noise and this puts portions of Timber Ridge up to the 25 dB area. 

The other concern Is the same as expressed in 1973. The MD 170/176 Intersection 
should be reworked to eliminate the traffic light so as to allow continual free flow of 
commuter traffic from MD 100 to M0 170 and hence to Westlnghouse and NSA in the 
morning. This is a potential generator of intense air pollution due to the known fact 
that Idling Internal combustion engines spew out far more pollution than ones running at 
their maximum efficiency points. Also, of course, a car driving through the 
intersection is there less of the time than is one awaiting a light change. 

In 1973 we were told that the SAA would not consider this intersection "because it 
wasn't in the study area". It wasn't there either because the SAA didn't think of it, 
or didn't want to bother with the issue. In 1986 we would like the M0. D.O.T. to 
"bother with It" because it directly affects our livelihood which the state 1s duty 
bound to protect. 

^V:«cieus mCEWW 
W        N. J. Pederson ..uiVg- 

..Buck 

JUN   4   1986 
JLN as ii: o; F-^ 

DIRECTOR, OtflCE QF 
FlANNlNfi & PRELIMINARY BiSlfJEEfilfJS 
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Maryland Department of Transportation wmiam K. Heiimam 
Stcritiry ^^B   i 

State Highway Administration ^ Ka$80j| ^^   > 

AdmlnliUitof 

RE:  Contract No. AA 682-101-570 N 
Maryland Route 100 
Interstate Route 95 to 
Interstate Route 97 
PDMS No. 022007 

Mr. Dan Buck 
916 Timber Ridge Drive 
Hanover, Maryalnd 21076 

Dear Mr. Buck: 

This is to acknowledge receipt of your letter dated May 28, 
1986 expressing your comments on the Maryland Route 100 project. 

Your letter will be made a part of the official project record 
by being entered into the Public Hearing transcript, and your com- 
ments will be addressed in the Final Environmental Impact Statement. 

We appreciate your views and assure you they will be considered 
before a final decision is made concerning the project. 

You will be advised of the decision made by the State Highway 
Administration and kept aware of future developments via the project 

mailing list. 

Sincerely, 

Hal Kassoff 
Administrator 

HK:tlh 
cc:  Delegate Tyras Athey 

Councilman Theodore Sophocleus 
Mr. Neil J. Pedersen 
Mr. Edward H. Meehan 
Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Ms.   Cynthia D.   Simpson 
Note: For additional response, see page VI-149 

My telephono number Is   659-1111  
. Teletypewriter for Impaired Hearing or Speech 
\ 383-7555 Baltimore Metro - 565-0451 D.C Metro - 1 •800-492-5062 Statewide Toll Free 
\ P.O. Box 717 / 707 North Calvert St., Baltimore. Maryland 21203 • 0717 
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION tf    SfitSfe- 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 0     S^S 

o-> > Contract No. AA 682-101-570 - PDMS No. 022007 
Combined Location/Design Public Hearing 

Maryland Route 100 
* 1-95 to Maryland Route 3 (1-97)        * 

v        Thursday, June 12, 1986 - 7:30 p.m. - Andover Senior High Schol 
> 

NAME TTWOCI      r.Rf^^ nATct/MM 

CITY/TQWM   MMyfrGt? . STATe  .AALS ZIp  eonF^lfl^ 

I/We wlah to comment or Inquire about the following aspects of this project: 

Tl^AU IfimfiF^V^^, ArtTi A  /^ fcttiUs-m ^fegnqnO T/JHSicSL, 

.;     *»»>"-0»*0?g>sm*V3 AJrT./nnfrA^.ijtinrnPi^ m^^ACf A>^ATBr 

V-** tit? ifrWGH&Q U* 9\M Tft* r-fx Kt? -Hf&t,*   ,*«.„ „ ^  ^/^r^^T 
^^^ If VHU lW\MfA)T, iHl»rcnu 74to<M<: ^csT-^^Prfi&.xT- 

i ^/7h ^^T^toTTb 77^06^ niMisAM* Arm Mim Jnn /AJTS*?^ 

r CVMHf* TNa CMrom WCLufif- ZaW l/^nUc fisr CMCT Mt-USA* J t 
^h   r>nt^gig^   7Te^^^i;xsC   POff, jvo^z)  ^Kr^gpr-v/iA/. 

dl Please add my/our namefs) to the Mailing List.* 

I Please delete my/our name(8) from the Mailing List.       VI-147 
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Maryland Department of Transportation 
Slate Highway Administration 

William K. Hellmam 
Seertiiry 

Hal Kassoff 
Administrator 

July  16,   1986 

RE:     Contract No.   AA 682-101-570 
Maryland  Route 100 
Interstate Route 95 to 
Interstate Route 97 
PDMS No.   022007 

Mr.   Daniel C.   Buck 
916 Timber Ridge Road 
Hanover,   Maryland    21076 

Dear Mr.   Buck: - 

This is to acknowledge receipt of your comments dated June 
13, 1986 expressing ypur views on the Maryland Route 100 project. 
Your letter will he made a part of the official project record by 
being entered into the Public Hearing transcript. 

You will be advised of the decision made by the State High- 
way Administration'and kept aware of future developments via the 
project mailing list.  We appreciate your views and assure you 
they will be considered before a final decision is made concern- 
ing the project. 

ou: 

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

LHE:tlh 
cc: Mr. 

Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. 

Neil J.   Pederseh 
Edward H.vMeehan' 
Ronald E.   Moonv 
James  T.   Johnson 

Note: For Additional  response, see page VI-149 

My telephone number la 659-1130  
Teletypewriter for Impaired Hearing or Speech 

383-7555 Baltimore Metro — 565-0451 D.C. Metro — 1-800-492-5062 Statewide Toll Free 
P.O. Box 717 / 707 North Calvert St.. Baltimore. Maryland 21203 • 0717 
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Additional response to letters fran Dan Buck, dated May 28 and June 13, 1986 

The State Highway Adninistratlon believes that the selected alternate. Alter- 
nate 38 (Modified), provides the needed service to the area whlle minimizing 
impacts to local ccmnunltles. An air quality analysis was performed for all 
alternates and was approved by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (let- 
ter dated August 19, 1986) and the Maryland Department of Health and Mental 
Hygiene (letter dated August 13, 1986). This analysis, using 30 receptor 
sites (one of which was located in Timber Ridge), concluded that there would 
be no violations of the State and/or National Anblent Air Qua 11ty Standards 
for either the 1-hour or 8-hour concentrations of 00 for any alternates. This 
analysis was based on an at-grade Intersection of VD. 170 and Dorsey Road 
under Alternate 3. Since this project does not generate aircraft noise and 
because aircraft noise cannot be mitigated with normal practices (I.e. noise 
barriers), design year 2010 noise levels with aircraft were not calculated 
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Njt v«y 
IkkO  Dorsey Road 

}%l%  .       Hanover, MD 21076 

June 3, 1996 

Mr. Neil J. Pedersen - Director ^- 

Office of Preliminary Planning & Engineering ^  ^ 

State Highway Adrainiatration ^m^s 

Gentlemen: -TB S2^! 

CO©. 

•m 

vi  ^-nrn 

We, the concerned citizens for a fair (alternate) Route 1 

are taking this opportunity to inform you of the adverse impact that 

the proposed alternates one, twa'and three and the crossover of 

alternates three and four would inflict upon our minority community, 

socially, financially and environmentally. 

Due to the adverse effect we would like it to be a matter of 

record that we strongly recommend alternate four without the crossover 

but including the 3B provisions. 

We are a group of concerned minority (Black) citizens from the • 

area roughly bounded by Race and Faulkner Roads on the west, Harman 

Road on the east, the Jessup and Dorsey Park on the south and Hanover 

Road on the north. 

This is a wide area but historically we have been forced into 

widely scattered areas due to convenants and real estate practices 

supported and/or tolerated by this TPree State' of Maryland. 

Our ancestors settled in this area in this area in the 1300»S as 

tenant farmers and landholders.  Those without land seized every 

opportunity that presented itself to become landholders. 

As early as iSlj^, before the demise of slavery, one of our ancestors, 

namely Mr. Peter Gambrill and his wife Elizabeth, gave a parcel of land 

to a dedicated group who sought to establish a church for the citizenry 

of this and adjacent areas. The property was located north of Dorsey 
Road off Ridge Road. 

?rom this humble beginning^most revered black institution now known 

as St. Mark DM0 Church evolved and has been in continuous operations for 

lUU. years.  In 1992 we are planning a gala celebration to commemorate our 

one hundred and fiftieth anniversary. 
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Jlot long after this church was established another community group 

affiliated themselves with a society known as the Sons and Jaughters of 

Abraham and located on Abraham Road which is just east of what is now 

exchange of the Baltimore-Washington Expressway at Borsey Road. Abraham 

Road is also nearly directly across from '.-/rights' Road. 

This society took upon itself the awesome task of affording 

opportunities for Blacks to become landowners since Blacks were not able 

to deal financially with the banks of the period. 

This was done by pooling money and buying properties from dissatis- 

fied white landowners who had come upon hard times and were reluctant to 

let their comtemporaries know of their plight. 

The society known as the Abraham Lodge would purchase the land and 

sell parcels to interested Blacks and give the purchaser as much time as 

was needed to pay back the money to the lodge. Host of the black land- 

owners in the area adjacent to the lodge purchased their homes in this 

manner. 

The land for the Old Harman School (Colored) was purchased by the 

Abraham Lodge and deeded to the county of Anne Arundel in order that the 

Black Community could avail itself of the Rosenwald Grant to get a schq^l 

in the area.  Before this was done the only building available to BladQp 

children was St. Mark Church. Here they obtained both their secular and 

religious training because the county did not provide a building to educate 

Blacks. 

As near as can be ascertained at this time 90fa of this land is still 

owned by Blacks. 

By 1927 when Dorsey Road was first paved the black community had been 

well established in the aforementioned boundaries which included Dorsey, 

Sewell Town, Matthews Town, Harman, Severn, Linthicum and other areas. 

The first church was now in its third building and had moved to Ridge 

Hoad. Ten years earlier the people from the Queenstown area had moved out 

(1917) and established a church on Queenstown Road, though a few of the 

families still attend St. Mark Church. 

In 1955 the Board of Education of Anne Arundel County declared the 

old Harman School and the property on which it stood excess property. 

The Black community rallied again and purchased the property back from the 

county.  In 1968 the St. Mark .Church built its fourth building to house 
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its congregation on this property that has 30 much hiatory and fond 

raetnoriea for many of the members of St. Hark. This move placed the 

church building much closer to its parishioners making the access to 

the church much less time consuming. 

The present estimated value "of this property is in excess of three- 
quarters of a million dollars. 

All proposed alternates with the exception of-alternate four will 
« 

split this 150 year old + community in several ways thus eviscerating 

our scattered but closely knitted Black community. 

For those of us who live on the western side of the Baltimore- 

Washington Expressway we find that to get to our beloved church we will 

be forced to enter a high speed expressway, pass our church and to circle 

back to it. The same dangerous and'time consuming task will face us when 
we enbark on our return trip. , 

The same thing will be true when these people attempt to visit their 
relatives and friends on Wright Road. 

Parishioners and friends beyond the Route 170 will also be forced on 

high speed highways to get to their church and visit friends. 

One half of the homes on this western side of the expressway are 

inhabited by retired persons and one fourth of the other homes have resid- 

ents who will reach retirement age within five to ten years.  Thus three 

fourth of these homeowners will find it most difficult financially if hot 

impossible to avail themselves of relocating efforts. After working thirty, 

forty and more years the state of Maryland is coming along with three or 

more proposals that will totally devast«h*bese people in the years when 
they are least able to bounce back. 

We, the concerned citizens for a fair 100 strongly urge the approval 

of alternate four without the cross over between alternate three and four 
but including 3B to save the Queenstown community. 

Signed,        . . 

Irene Hebron 
Designated Correspnndent 

Dr. Preston Hebron 
Designated Correspondent 

Mr. Cortia warren irren 
Convener 
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?.S. '.Ve also are wondering if the principle of gerrymandering baa been 

used in tbe planning of these alternates.  It seems as if there has b^flfe 

a concerted attempt on the part of fhose responsible for planning to ^^ 

target Black areas for disruption, upheaval or possible demise. Not too 

many years ago the Matthews Town community bad a gigantic struggle to keep 

their community intack. The Queenstowzr'Cpmmunity has had to fight and is 

still fighting diligently in an effort to slave .their community from 

destruction and now the areas mentioned in this letter are targeted. All 

of these communities are Black communities. As we look at the winding and 

curving of these alternates and couple this with the battling to save the 

Black communities we wonder if the principles of gerrymandering isn't bein, 

used to get rid of black populated areas. 
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PAUL  S.   SARBANES 

MXnvLANO 

COMMITTEES: 

-KING. HOUSING ANO URBAN AFFAIRS 

FOREIGN RELATIONS 

JOINT ECONOMIC 

jm&sj 

jUCnUcb Jhiaicsi JSb&nctU 
WAtHINGTON.   O.C.   lOSIO 

June 25,   1986 

SO-33J DlRISEN SENATE OFFICS BUUDIt 
WASHINGTON, 0. C. 20510 

203-224-4524 

1818 FEDERA1  OFFICE BUIIOINC 
BALTIMORE.  MARVl ANO 21201 

162-4436 

1110 FlOUR LANE 
SllVIR SFRINC, MANrtANO 30010 

569-M00 

CUMBERlANDt 723-8369 

SAUSIURV: 846-4098 

Hal Kassoff 
State Administrator 
State Highway Administration 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 ' 

Dear Mr. Kassoff: GO  — 
ro 

-o-> IrenAlSr^r^l-Irl^^b^^^ci^^^r^S?1^^ 

lift  aPP5eciate ^ if you would Sdd?ess Ih! conIe?is rl 
and provide my constituents with an appropria" vlsllnsl 

Your attention to this matter is appreciated.. 

o 
m 

r*o oe_ 
rco 
-n-H 

of 
ter, I 
ised . 

With best regards. 

Sincerely, 

Paul S. Sarbanes 
United States Senator 

PSS/cso 
Enclosure 

•"ATS Hsy A^ 
RECETVJED 

JUN J98P 

fm^^JSBl twrnirumoM 
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</Z9 
1l4v0 Doraey Road 
Hanover,  MD   ,21.076.. 
June  8,  1986 

RECEIVED 
Mr.  Neil  J.   Pederaen - Director #70*7 

JUN 16 1986 
Office of Preliminary Planning & Engineering 
State Highway Administration DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF 

mm & PREUMiflAiiY ENGINEERING 

Gentlemen: 
We, the concerned citizens for a fair (alternate) Route 100, 

are talcing this opportunity to inform you of the adverse impact that 

the proposed alternates one, two and three and the crossover of 

alternates three and four would inflict upon our minority community, 

socially, financially and, environmentally. 

Due to the adverse effect we would like it to be a matter of 

record that we strongly recommend alternate four without the crossover 

hut including the 3B provisions. 

We are a group of concerned minority (Black) citizens from the 

area roughly bounded by Race and Faulkner Roads on the west, Harman 

Road on the east, the Jessup and Dorsey Park on the south and Hanover 
Road on the north. 

This is a wide area but historically we have been forced into 

widely scattered areas due to convenants and real estate practices 

supported and/or tolerated by this 'Free State* of Maryland. 

Our ancestors settled in this area in this area in the iSOO's as 

tenant farmers and landholders. Those without land seized every 

opportunity that presented itself to become landholders. 

As early as 18142, before the demise of slavery, one of our ancestors, 

namely Mr. Peter Garabrill and his wife Elizabeth, gave a parcel of land 

to a dedicated group who sought to establish a church for the citizenry 

of this and adjacent areas.  The property was located north of Dorsey 
Road off Ridge Road. 

From this humble beginning^©st revered black institution now known 

as St. Mark UMG Church evolved and has been in continuous operations for 

lllij. years.  In 1992 we are planning a gala celebration to commemorate our 

one hundred and fiftieth anniversary. 
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Not long after this church was established another community group 
affiliated themselves with a society known as the Sons and Daughters of 
Abraham and located on Abraham Road which is just eagt of what is now the 
exchange of fche Baltimore-Washington Expressway at Dorsey Road. Abraham 
Road is also nearly directly across from Wrights' Road. 

This society took upon itself the awesome task of affording 
opportunities for Blacks to become landowners since Blacks were not able 
to deal financially with the banks of the period. 

This was done by pooling money and buying properties from dissatis- 
fied white landowners who had come upon hard times and were reluctant to 
let their comtemporaries know of their plight. 

The society known as the Abraham Lodge would purchase the land and 
sell parcels to interested Blacks and give the purchaser as much time as 
was needed to pay back the money to the lodge. Most of the black land- 
owners in the area adjacent to the lodge purchased their homes in this 
manner, 

The land for the Old Harman School (Colored) was purohaaed b, the 
Abraham Lodge and deeded to the count, of Anne Arundel in order that the 
Black Oonmunit, could avail itself of the Roaenwald Grant to get a school 
in the area. Before this was done the only building available to Black 
children was St. Hark Church. Here the, obtained both their secular and 

Blacks!" trainlne baCaUS9 tba "UntJ dld n0t I"'0Tide " bull,iin8 t0 edu<!<":9 

As near aa can be ascertained at this time 907. of this land is still 
owned b. Blacks. '•"•IL 

w.n !V!,2! TT ^raa7  ROad "" "rat paved the bla<!lc "o^-mty had been 
well established in the aforementioned boundaries which included Dorse, 
Sewell Town, Matthews Town. Herman, Severn, Linthicum and other area" 

Boad  •     °bUZ,Cb "" n0W in lt3 third bundln« «'» ta* »»«* to *i<Jge 
(19n, and Yr^T:*  the Pe0PlS ^ tha *«•*•  -« <»d moved out 
tZll      \a3

1
tabU3h9d a ohu"1' « «ueenstown Hoad, ftough a few of the 

families still attend St. Mark Church. 

old H!119S! fcba ^^ 0f EdUCation of **•  toa-1 Count, declared the 
old Herman School and the property on which it stood excess property. 

HIS" C^ITZ rTuedTa and puroha3ed tb9 prop9r^ b*°* "- ».. count,.    In 1968 the St. Mark .Church built its fourth building to house 
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its congregation on this property that has so much history and fond 

memories for many of the members of St. Mark.  This move placed the 

church building much closer to its parishioners making the access to 
the church much less time consuming. 

The present estimated value of this property is in excess of three- 
quarters of a million dollars. 

All proposed alternates with the exception of alternate four will 
split this 150 year old + community in several ways thus eviscerating 
our scattered but closely knitted Black community. 

For those of us who live on the western side of the Baltimore- 

Washington Expressway we find that to get to our beloved church we will 

be forced to enter a high speed expressway, pass our church and to circle 
back to it. The same dangerous and time consuming task will face us when 
we enbark on our return trip. 

The same thing will be true when these people attempt to visit their 
relatives and friends on Wright Road. 

Parishioners and friends beyond the Route 170 will also be forced on 
high speed highways'to get to their church and visit friends'. 

One half of the. homes on this western side of the expressway are 
inhabited by retired persons and one fourth of the other homes have resit 
ents who will reach retirement age within five to ten years.  Thus three 
fourth of these homeowners will find it most difficult financially if not 

impossible to avail themselves of relocating efforts. After working thirty, 
forty and more years the state of Maryland is coming along with three or 
more proposals that will totally devasttflettaese people in the years when 
they are least able to bounce back. 

We, the concerned citizens for a fair 100 strongly urge the approval 
of alternate four without the cross over between alternate three and four 
but including 3B to save the Queenstown community. 

Signed, / 

Irene Hebron 

P.S. 
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^—^Designated Cprrespnndant 

Dr. Preston Hebron    / v 
Designated Correspondent 

Mr. CnrmWrren 
Convener 
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P.S.  We also are wondering if the principle of gerrymandering has been 

used in the planning of these alternates.  It seems as if there has been 

a concerted attempt on the part of those respansible'for planning to 

target Black areas for'disruption, upheaval or possible demise. Not too 

many years ago the Matthews Town community had a gigantic struggle to keep 

their community intack.  The Queenstown Community has had to fight and is 

still fighting diligently in an effort to save their community from 

destruction and now the areas mentioned in this letter are targeted. All 

of these communities are Black communities. As we look at the winding and 

curving of these alternates and couple this with the battling to save the 

Black communities we wonder if the principles of gerrymandering isn't being 

used to get rid of black populated areas. 
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MarylandDepartmentolTransportation 
State Highway Administration 

RE: 

Mi8 
William K. Hellmarat 
Sscrataty 

Hal Kassoff 
Adminittrator 

Contract No. AA 682-101-570 
Maryland Route 100 
Interstate Route 95 to Maryland 
Route 3 (Interstate Route 97) 
PDMS No. 022007 

Ms. Irene Hebron 
Dr. Preston Hebron 
Mr. Curtis Warren 
1440 Dorsey Road 
Hanover, Maryland 21076 

Dear Ms. Hebron, Dr. Hebron, and Mr. Warren: 

r>o 
o m 

I am writing in response to your letter of June 8, 1986 to ^ 
Mr. Neil J. Pedersen, the State Highway Administration's Directory 
of the Office of Planning and Preliminary Engineering, and copied 
to Senator Paul S. Sarbanes, in which you expressed your concerns 
with the effects of the proposed construction of Maryland Route 
100 on your community. 

I want to thank you for writing and letting us know of your 
concerns, and also for the insight that you have provided in 
regard to the history and background of your community.  We 
appreciate your views and assure you they will receive every con- 
sideration before any decisions are made concerning this project. 
You can also be assured that, in the event an alternate affecting 
your community is selected for the proposed Maryland Route 100, 
the State Highway Administration will make every effort to ensure 
that the highway would have minimal impact on the community and 
would be compatible with its surroundings. 

Your letter will be entered into the public hearing trans- 
cript and made a part of the official project record.  You will 
be advised of the decision made by the State Highway Administra- 
tion and kept aware of future developments via the project mail- 
ing list. 

Sincerely, 
ORIGINAL SIGNED BY: 
HAL KASSOFF 
Hal Kassoff 
Administrator 

HKrtlh 
cc:  Senator Paul S. Sarbanes 

Mr. Neil J. Pedersen 
Mr. Edward H. Meehan 
Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr. 

J 

• 

My telephone number Is. 

Mr.  Ronald E.   Moon 
Mr.   James T.   Johnson,   Sr. 

Note: For additional response, see page VI-l 
659-1111 • 

Teletypewriter for Impaired Hearing or Speech 
383-7555 Baltimore Metro — 565-0451 O.C. Metro — 1-800-492-5062 Statewide Toll Free 

P.O. Box 717 / 707 North Calvert St., Baltimore. Maryland 21203 • 0717 
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PAUL'S.   SARBANES 
MARYLAND 

COMMITTEES: 

HOUSING AND URBAN AFFAIRS 

FOREIGN RELATIONS 

JOINT ECONOMIC 

miszi ,</f(/ 

"SlCniieb Jhlaies Aenaic 
WASHINGTON.   O.C.   J0510 

June   11,   1986 

SD-332 DlRKSEN SENATE OFFICE BUIlOlNC 
WASHINSTON, D. C. 20S10 

202-224-4S24 

1518 FEDERAL  OFFICE BUIlOlNC 
BAITIMORE.  MARUANO 21201 

9S2-4436 

1110 FIOIER LANE 
SUVER  SPRINC. MARYLANO 20910 

589-8800 

CUMBERLAND: 722<S3S9 

SALISBURY:  546-4998 

Mr. Hal Kassoff 
State Highway Administrator 
707 N. Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 

Dear Hal: 

Enclosed is a copy of correspondence I received from Mr. 
and Mrs. Willard M. Womble.  The letter raises some serious 
concerns about highway construction in their area.  I would 
greatly appreciate it if you would carefully review this 
matter and provide me with an appropriate response. 

Your attention to this matter is greatly appreciated. 

With best regards. 

PSS/gmp 
Enclosure 

Sincerely, 

Paul S. Sarbanes 
United States Senator 

•*        4 4 •• 

£5 

RECEIVED 
JUN 16 1986 

£-52 
• ^DlfiECTQR. OFFICE OF 

PLANK1HG & PRELltMRV ENGINEERING 

k* 
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7119 WR-ICHT ROAO, 

RANOVCR, MARYLAND    21076 

HONORABLC SENATE PAUL SARBANCS 
J. C. SENATE 
WASHiNGTON , D.  C.      20510 

DEAR SENATE: 

«is«rA»Nj,:^-s.wHv V'E WIMK THAT THE RE*,DENCE OF ^"^ ROAO —^ ««• 

-^•^"ss.s^.s:: ^vrs,NATEo PORT,ON TO 8E CHANC" - F—'•" TO - 
H  A^SSiS-S^?0 ',S   THAT  W*,GHT  R0AD ^  A   DEAD   •»-      ^V   USE  A   DEA0   ENo   ROAO 

JTET"707r,?!95ECoSLofaC
T^LWLrpE AaSiUS5b THE ALTERNA^ W rouRFREavAv „OM 

VNCEO. ^ '   AND   WR,GHT   R0A0  ARZA   lV0Ul-D   NOT   BE 

^uirS  SSJS^Ofl0"   THAT  WRICHT   R0A0/D0"^y   ROAO   AREA   WOULO   NOT. BE   CHANCEO 
*USE   OP   ROUTE   100,   WE   THE  AREA   RES.OENCE   HAO   EXTENff,VE   PROPERTY  .'.MPRO^ME"*   MADE. 

Ifo^  t   rEW   0F   THe  ,|MPR0VEMENT:   AOOITIONAL   ROOMS   ON   OUR   HOUSES, 

SINCERELY, 

WILLARO   M.    BEATHSAOER   M.   WOMBLE 
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•I 9 b 
Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

RE: 

JUL 0 8 1986 

L 

William K. Hellmann 
Secratary 

Hal Kassoff 
Administrator 

Contract No. AA 682-101-570 
Maryland Route 100 
Interstate Route 95 to 
Maryland Route 3 (Interstate Route 97) 
PDMS No. 022007 

The Honorable Paul S. Sarbanes 
United States Senator 
Suite SD 237 
Dirksen Senate Office Building 
Washington, D.C.  20510 

Dear Senator Sarbanes: 
cr> 

O m 
— m^j 

- o <-_ 
— -rrm. 

This is in response to your letter of June 11, 1986 in regard 
to concerns that have been raised by Mr. and Mrs. Willard M. Womble 
about highway construction in their area.  I would like to thank you 
for bringing this matter to my attention, and want to clarify some of 
the issues that were raised in Mr. and Mrs. Womble's correspondence. 

The State Highway Administr 
worked closely and consulted wit 
citizen associations in develop! 
Maryland Route.100 that would mi 
still fulfill the primary goal o 
highway system serving northern 
involvement has resulted in sign 
ments and reductions in the numb 
would be required, particularly 
We are continuing to further ref 
so as to reduce even further res 

ation has, over the past several years, 
h various community organizations and 
ng alternates for the construction of 
nimize community impacts, and yet would 
f providing a much needed link in the 
Anne Arundel County.  This community 
ificant changes in our proposed align- 
er of residential relocations that 
in the Queenstown and Harmans areas, 
ine and revise the project alternates 
idential and community impacts. 

Recently, a draft Environmental Impact Statement for the proposed 
Maryland Route 100 was prepared and, with the concurrence of the Federal 
Highway Administration, circulated for public and agency review and 
comment.  That document discusses the need for the project, the various 
alternates under consideration, as well as the social, economic, and 
environmental impacts of those alternates.  A Public Hearing was held 
on June 12, 1986 to present the results of our studies and to gather 
additional comments and citizen input.  Although we have stated a pref- 
erence for Build Alternate 3-B for the Maryland Route 100 project, I 
want to assure you that a final decision will not be made until all 
comments have been thoroughly evaluated and considered. 

My telephone number Is    659-1111 
Teletypewriter tor Impaired Hearing or Speech 

383-7555 Baltimore Metro — 565-0451 D.C. Metro — 1-800-492-5062 Statewide Toll Free 
P.O. Box 717 / 707 North Calvert St., Baltimore, Maryland 21203 • 0717 
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1/97 

The Honorable Paul S. Sarbanes 

Page Two 

JUL 081986 

With regard to the issues involving the effects of Maryland 
Route 100 in the vicinity of Wright and Dorsey Roads, either Alter- 
nate 2, or the preferred alternate, Alternate 3-B, will require a 
number of residential relocations, all of which are occupied by 
minority families.  I regret that misinformation has been given to 
the residents of this area by outside' sources that an alternate not 
affecting Wright Road would be used for the proposed Maryland Route 
100 and that no changes would be made to the area.  In regard to 
the issue of Wright Road being used as an express route; this will 
not be the case.  The construction of Maryland Route 100 would require 
a portion of Wright Road to be relocated; however, the character of 
the road would not be altered and it would still serve as a local access 
road from Dorsey Road. 

I hope that this has provided you with sufficient information 
to respond satisfactorily to your constituents.  Again, thank you 
for your interest in this much needed highway improvement project. 

Sincerely, 
ORIGINAL SIGNED-BY: 
HALKASSOST 

Hal Kassoff 
Administrator 

HK:tlh 
cc: Mr. 

Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. 
Ms. 
Mr. 

Neil J. Pedersen 
Edward H. Meehan 
Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Ronald E. Moonv 
Angela B. Hawkins 
James T. Johnson, Sr. 

Note: For additional response, see page VI-184 
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PAUL S. SARBANES 

^    „••        »    MAdVlANO 

^^NK 

eOMMITTCTS: 

INO. HOUSINO ANO UMAN A*fAIW 
POWION MLATIONS 

JOINT KONOMie 

QiCnrieb Pieties /Scnaic 
wASMiNareM. o.c. teno 

June  18,   1986 

JBCCISESJ 
SO-332 OMKK* UUAM Qma 1111101110 

WAfMMCTOM, 0. C. JOS 10 
303«234-4t24 

itit PCDtiuu. orfici lu&CMie 
•AlTMO«V. UtJmMO 11*01 

N3-44JI 

1110 PBUR UW 
•avm SfRMC. MMTUMO JOtIO 

• Mt-U00 

CUMMRUUe: 732«IMi 

Mr. Hal Rassoff 
State Administrator 
State Highway Administration 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 

Dear Mr. Kassoff: 

RECEr^TT 
JUN 20 1986 

f-tt 
DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF 

PUNNING & PREieiARY ENSiNEERINC 

•4tM 

I am enclosing for your review a letter I received from 
Virginia Warren. The letter raises some serious concerns 
about the allignment of the proposed Route 100 from 1-95 to 
Maryland Route 3/1-97. Although this is not primarily a 
federal matter, Z would appreciate it if you would address the 
concerns raised and provide Ms. Warren with an appropriate 
response. 

Tour attention to this matter is appreciated. 

With best regards. 

Sincerely, 

Paul S. Sarbanes 
United States Senator 

PSS/cso 
Enclosure 

ATS HWlf filu 

JIM £a   t: 21 
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w 
• : * 7117 WRIGHT KOAT 

HANOVCR*   LURYUANC 
' " JUNC 2, 19B6 

HONORABUC   SENATC   PAUL  SARBANCr 

u. S. SENATE 
\NASHINSTON,   C.   C        Zw^lt- 

THE HONORABLE PAUL SARBANES: 

>; AND 3B   FROM  170  TO    l-?5.    I   *»* '"^   rAVOR  0r *«-TERNATE  ^ -  FREEWAY  FROM  ROUTE   if 

^.rSL ASD wSo THE  LAND TO TMC1R   CHILDREN.      THE  RESIDENTS ARE  RELATED  TO   SOME 
««^ Jo  ^CH ^  BLMO Z  WELL. AS   MARRIAGE.      THE   PRESSURE    I   HAVE   EXPERflENCE   *INCE 
iSST^I   B««   B^ESS?".   COMPAI*|N6   PATAPSCO  VALLEY  STATE   PARK   TO  A   COMMUNITY  NEARLY  A 
CEiTU^  oil    U  Zlll*  THE   VALUE   OF  THE   UIFE  OP   PEOPLE US   NOT   EQUAL  TO   DESTRUCTION   Or 

TREES • 

THr PAA   HAS   NOT'MADE  A   DEOI^ION   ON   LOCATIONS   OF   RUNWAYS AT  THE BWl   A'IRPORT.   THE 
J^NcfA^VA!*^   DEPARTURE   SY     RAOAR ANO  OTHER   SOPHIST.CATED  ELECTRONIC   DEVICES. 

EACH  ciMMU^ITY WAS   NOT TREATED THE   SAME,   FOR UNSTANCE,   VWlCH ROAD  RESIDENTS WAS 

NOT UNFORMED WERE  THEY   COULD  RELOCATE. 

TU- DRAPT ENVIRONMENT IMPACT STATEMENT STATES IIMPROVEMENTS OF^MARYLAND ROUTE 176 
IM££7i^E^NED  DEVELOPMENT  OF  HOUS»,NC.   WHY  TEAR   DOWN   SOME  HOUSES AND 

BUILD OTHERS. 

THE ALTERNATE   W   FOUR FREEWAY »S  LESS  EXPENSIVE ANO WOULD  NOT  DIBTRUB   OR llNTERRUPT 

ANY  OOMMUMITY. 

I   WOULD APPRECIATE ANY ASSISTANCE   YOU   COULO   C?1VE. 

SINCERELY, 

VllRrflNIA   I.   WARREN 

V 
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s^> 
Maryland Department ofTmnsportation 
State Highway Administration 

William K. 
Stcrttiry 

Hal Kassoff 
Admlnlttntof 

Hellmann 

JULO1? 

Re:  Contract No. AA 682-101-570 
Maryland Route 100       ^ 
Interstate Route 95 to (run 
Maryland Route 3 (Interstate Routi^l?) 
PHMS No. 022007 ^ -^^^ 

»-^  '.^ -T <Z> Mrs. Virginia I. Warren 
7117 Wright Road 
Hanover, Maryland 21076 

Dear Mrs. Warren: 

This is in response to your letter of June 2, 1986 to Senator 
Paul S. Sarbanes in which you expressed your concerns about the pro- 
posed construction of Maryland Route 100 from Interstate Route 95 
to Maryland Route 3.  Senator Sarbanes has forwarded your letter to 
my office and asked that I reply directly to you. 

We appreciate your views and the concerns you have with the 
proposed construction of Maryland Route 100.  I want.to assure you 
they will be fully evaluated and will receive every consideration 
before an alternate is selected for Maryland Route 100. 

Thank you for writing and letting us know of your concerns. 
Your letter will be made a part of the official project record by 
being entered into the Public Hearing transcript.  You will be ad- 
vised of the decision made by the State Highway Administration and 
kept aware of future developments via the project mailing list. 

Sincerely, 
ORIGINAL SIGNED BY: 
HAL KASSOFF 

Hal Kassoff 
Administrator 

HK:tn 
cc:  Senator Paul S. Sarbanes 

Mr. Neil J. Pedersen 
Mr. Edward H, . Meehan 
Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Ms. Angela B. . Hawkins 
^Mf. Ronald E, . Moon 

Note: For additional response, see page VI-184 

My telephone number U        659-1111 
Teletypewriter for Impaired Hearing or Speech 

383-7555 Baltimore Metro — 565-0451 O.C. Metro — 1 •800-492-5062 Statewide Toll Free 
P.O. Box 717 / 707 North Calvert St., Baltimore, Maryland 21203 - 0717 
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PAUL S.   SARBANES 
MARYLAND 

COMMITTEES: 

INO. HOUSING AND UNBAN AFFAIRS 

rOKEICN RELATIONS 

JOINT ECONOMIC 

QlCniicb Jblales J&enaie 
WASMINSTON.   O.C.   10910 

June 6, 1986 

Mr. Hal Kassoff 
State Administrator 
State Highway Administration 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 

Dear Mr. Kassoff: 

SO-J32 OmtCEN SENATE OFFICE BUHDWC 
WACHmeTON, D. C 20510 

203-224-4B24 

161i FEOERAi  OFFICE BUIIDING 
BALTIMORE. MARVIAHO 21201 

•62-4438 

1110 FKXER LANE 
SILVER SFRINS, MARTLANO 20910 

BM-II00 

CUMIERIANO   722-5389 

SAll$»URT^M-49BI 
a:    o 

§5S. 
CO 

• m • 

o-> 

I am enclosing for your review a letter I received from 
Thomas Dixon. The letter raises some serious concerns about 
the allignment of Route 100. Although this is not primarily a 
federal matter, I would appreciate it if you would address the 
concerns raised and provide Mr. Dixon with an appropriate 
response. 

Your attention to this matter is appreciated. * 

With best regards. 

Sincerely, 

<^i *uJ\ AUsi/kt*^ 
Paul S. Sarbanes 
United States Senator 

PSS/cso 
Enclosure 

••KECft 

'*•' Hay RL i\u£ 

JUN \o   198' 

DIRECIUr.. 0.tiut \ii 

U £5 ^ fr 
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51 v-z- 
Harmons Civic Association, Inc 

\\ au vyno-y i» 

The Honorable juae ]    1956 \±>h*h 
Senator Paul Sarbanes 
U.S. Senate 
Wa£hlngton4 D. C. 20510  * 

Bear Senator: 

This letter concerns the proposed construction of 
Route 100 from 1-95 to the proposed aew 1-97 formerly 
Route 301 • My name is Thomas A. Dlxon, Jr,t President 
of the Harmans Civic Association and Chairman of the 
State Tax Assessment Appeals Board in Anne Arundel County. 

^ j.  ?? ?0 wailt to Bee Route 100 constructed, we feel 
that it is needed* We do feel however, that of all the 
alternates, alternate k  would best suit our total 
community. We feel that under Section 4F-77U135 that an 
exception should be made because long standing minority 
communities should not be disturbed. They are families 
that are related in all communities  , starting with Race 
Ro*d in Dorsey, Maryland, Wright Road in Hanover. Maryland 
and on Dorsey.Road in the vicinity of St. Marks' Church. 
85% of these individuals are on fixed incomes. This is 
an even betteT reason to choose alternate h  with a 3B 
crossover in Queenstown. 

So under theiCivil Rights Division of the Federal 
Department of Transportation in which we are dealing with 
sL*^??1^ communities, alternate 4 should be chosen. 
The Chief of Police and lire Department are concerned 
about the various dead ending of roads under the other 
proposals they find disturbing- because of response time. 

» 
I shall await your reply. 

01 Sincerely, 

Judge 
rn^^  «,«„• + Thomas A* Dixon, Jr. Copies sent to:-  .  -, 

•Senator Charles McCMathias 
Elizabeth Doles / 
Office of the Chief Counsel ' 
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Maryland Department of Transportation „„„,„, K mXmzm 
Sacrataiy 

State Highway Administration 
Hal Kassoff 
Administrator 

JUL02t§$ 

RE:  Contract No. AA 682-101-570 
Maryland Route 100 
Interstate Route 95 to 
Maryland Route 3 
PDMS No. 022007 

Mr. Thomas A. Dixon, Jr., President 
Harmans Civic Association, Inc. 
7677 Ridge Chapel Road 
Hanover, Maryland 21076 

Dear Mr. Dixon: 

This is in response to your letter of June 1, 1986 to the 
Honorable Paul S. Sarbanes of the United States Senate in which you 
expressed your concerns with the proposed construction of Maryland 
Route 100 from Interstate Route 95 to Maryland Route 3.  Senator 
Sarbanes has forwarded your letter to my office and asked that I 
reply directly to you. 

The State Highway Administration has, as you know, worked very 
closely over the past several years with the Harmans Civic Associa- 
tion in developing an alternate for the proposed Maryland Route 100 
that would have a minimal impact to your community.  More recently, 
we have met on several occasions with the Queenstown community to 
learn of their concerns and, as a result, have developed a modifica- 
tion to Alternate 3 that avoids disruption to most of that community. 
This revised Alternate, Alternate 3-B, was presented at the Public 
Hearing on June 12, 1986, along with two other Build Alternates, as 
well as options that were applicable to the basic Build Alternates. 

I want to assure you that we are continuing to investigate the 
reduction of impacts of proposed Maryland Route 100 on residential 
communities, and in order to avoid any disruption to community services, 
such as police and fire protection, are reevaluating the proposed 
closing of Harmans and W.B.&A. Roads. 

My talephone number Is  659-1111  
Teletypewriter for Impaired Hearing or Speech 

383-7555 Baltimore Metro — 565-0451 D.C. Metro — 1 •800-492-5062 Statewide Toll Free 
P.O. Box 717 / 707 North Calvert St., Baltimore, Maryland 21203 • 0717 
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Sof 

Mr. Thomas A. Dixon, Jr. *""  * 

Page Two 

0+ . Although Alternate 3-B remains the preferred alternate of the 
State Highway Administration, a final decision will not be made until 
all comments received at the Public Hearing, and as a result of the 
review of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, have been fully 
evaluated and considered. ^uny 

Sincerely, 

ORIGINAL SIGNED BY? 
HAL KASS<W 

Hal Kassoff 
Administrator 

HK:tlh 
cc:     Senator Paul  S.   Sarbanes 

Senator Charles  McC.   Mathias 
Secretary Elizabeth Dole 
Secretary William K.   Hellmann 

bcc:     Mr. Neil  J.   Pedersen 
Mr. Edward H.   Meehan 
Ms. Angela B.   Hawkins / 
Mr. Louis H.   Ege,   Jr.v 
Mr. Ronald E.   Moon 

Note: For additional  response, see page VI-1&4 
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Additional response to letters frcm: 

Curtis Warren, dated June 12, 1986 
Irene Hebron, Dr. Preston Hebron and Curtis Warren, dated June 12, 1986 
WlI lard M. and Beathsader M. Wcmble 
Virginia I. Warren, dated June 2, 1986 
Thorns A. Dlxon, Jr., dated June 1, 1986 

The selected alternate. Alternate 38 (Modified), was chosen over a ccmblnatlon 
of Alternate 4 with Alternate 3-Optlon B (Alternate 4/3B) for several reasons. 
FIrst, AIternate 4 requI res the acquIs111on of I and frcm the Patapsco Va11ey 
State Park which is prohibited under Federal Law If a "feasible and prudent" 
alternative exists. Also, the selected alternate closely follows the corridor 
for the extension of Maryland Route 100 as Identified In the Howard County, 
Anne Arundel County and Regional Planning Council Master Plans. This corridor 
Is the basis upon which development In the area has been Implemented and plan- 
ned. Alternate 38 (Modified) Incorporates several design changes of the "his- 
torical" alignment (Alternate 3-0ptlon A) that has resulted In a reduction of 
the ntmber of residences displaced by MD Route 100 frcm 43 to 22. Alternate 
4/3B also traverses and southwestern corner of the Baltimore Washington Inter- 
national Airport. Federal Aviation Administration regulations would require 
the highway to be constructed In a tunnel through this area which would cause 
the total cost of Alternate 4/3B to be up to $36 million greater than the 
selected alternate. Alternate 38 (Modified) Includes several provisions for 
maintaining traffic on the local road network. These Include providing a 
bridge across Maryland Route 295 connecting Race Road with Wright Road, bridg- 
ing Harmans Road over Maryland Route 100 and bridging W.B. & A. Road over 
Maryland Route 100. The State Highway Adnlnistratlon believes that the selec- 
ted alternate provides the needed service to the area while minimizing Impacts 
to local cormunltles. This project has been reviewed by the Equal Opportunity 
Section of the State Highway Adninlstratlon and found to be In ccrrpl lance with 
Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (see letter dated June 26, 1986). 
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Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

<fdf 
William K. Hellmam 
Sterttary 

Hal Kassott 
Administrator 

July   14,   1986 

RE:  Contract No. AA 682-101-570 
Maryland Route 100 
Interstate Route 95 to 
Maryland Route 3 (Interstate Route 97) 
PDMS No. 022007 

Mrs. Dorothy Horringer 
7209 Bentwoods Road 
Hanover, Maryland 21076 

Dear Mrs. Horringer: 

This is in 
dated June 10, 
project.  Your 
record by being 
to assure you t 
on your home an 
be constructed 
you they will b 
made on the sel 

reference to your letter to Mr. Ronald E. Moon 
1986, expressing your views on the Maryland Route 100 
letter will be made a part of the official project 
entered into the Public Hearing transcript.  We want 

hat we appreciate the concerns you have with the effects 
d the Bentwoods Community should Maryland Route 100 
on the Alternate 4 alignment.  I also want to assure 
e fully considered and addressed before a decision is 
ection of an alternate for Maryland Route 100. 

Thank you for writing and letting us know of your concerns.  Via 
the project mailing list, you will be kept aware of future developments 
and advised of the decision made by the State Highway Administration. 

tis H. Eg( 
Deputy Direct!; 
Project Development Division 

LHE:tlh 
cc:  Mr. Neil J. Pedersen. 

Mr. Edward H. MeehaV 
Mr. Ronald E. Moon* 
Mr. James T. Johnson Sr. 

Note: For additional response, see page VI-189 

My telephone number Is 659-1130 
Teletypewriter for Impaired Hearing or Speech 

383-7555 Baltimore Metro — 565-0451 O.C. Metro — 1-800-492-5062 Statewide Toll Free 
P.O. Box 717 / 707 North Calvert St., Baltimore, Maryland 21203 • 0717 
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Add,t,ona, response to (etter fran torothy and Jack ^,,.,._ ^ June )o_ 

Aviation Adnlnlstratlon.   aT:,ona, Airport should be directed to the State 
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION ro   ^S2 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS o      r^g 

^ :t: m —* 
Contract No. AA 682-101-570 - PDMS No. 022007       -   3 

Combined Location/Design Public Hearing       en 
Maryland Route 100 

1-95 to Maryland Route 3 (1-97) 
Thursday, June 12, 1986 - 7:30 p.m. - Andover Senior High Schol 

D 
NAME     c^Weg A?.   loAtozu-ft nATC lAOu/se£Q 

^fN
A
T

SE    AnnpCfta    /03^3   /frfPOLe\Aj*/  

CITY/TQWM   CVL (//*?&/* STATP     /V^ 7IP   CODE_£^L_ 

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

Olf/C  flte»?&e&  QKJrto'i&rneNSif fife %Mjrn~ro«r d/zyece CLUB   MP THtr ty""/? 

CYCLISO  OF- AJ. G   TOAjfae TTVCJ   Axe A-FrecXED ny A^r&iA/4-re's 3 MO^ AQ- 

• ITf' A/P (IT/OO   is   a&/rsT*acT(£B  #s AT* exfAess^**   UMP**.  /Krs 3^.^ 

TTfgV    jMP t^tAi  /Hr/frrrsr   fS/crccisrs  otJ exr&esSWAT'S    e*sout-P   pnoht-iyir 

tJ&l/LV    tier   rl£ST*/lT(rQ    TO Ve/ff-   4-  tfe!<rH-V41<H*Q0   /tftTlYlTV.   LO/V^T? 

/^ff2> y»^2l^^s-   TO   ~rH€M/W*   BVS/jvesses.   uJHtcn   ^^g   //•  T/f^ A-fie^ (3/cy- 

CL/(j(r  IN AID  IS  exnfHSNlT  4VD    GrOowircir-   AtrtW»   Xr //   tteXLTfrftlL, y//- 
FXfef*Sire} eppeense  -rzws&HLT/tfiwt tiajr SVOIU.P NOT ae-.se ctm-n^LeQ. 

*.  FeTtPAMr LA^J RmtiiAzs IWT exisTirff- srev^cg" /^cg-i-i- MUST fbe /h/h/vT&i/veo* 

9  Qd* ePT'orV tvfticit  UJOULO w A<HLeeABU£ ro f/}fr£Q: Revise- MP L>»W T-Q 

y^Ldia/  ts/evcur  *ecgrf   rp  MX> /HM ll S ex9*.(£sf~*>.'*ry fjj H€R&~ AT ft or^-eTg 
ALT&RtfsfTZ'  eusrs  TO  PAioiz. /t-ccess yy sicycuSTs. /JAJOT//^ OPT/OAJ: g^j 

Sgj Please add my/our nametsTto^ the Mailing List-V ^^y -t^-^w j^amor .siJZe^~**ci£^m>) 

CZ3 Please delete my/our name(a) from the Mailing List,  ^fi-QWPA/tfoas $&I\JI<Z-/ZJB/H>.&0 

'Persons who have received a copy of this brochure through the mail are already 
on the project Mailing List. ®Ttt6K   UXJL- A-CCtSSS   flMOS, 
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Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

5V* 
William K. Hellmann 
Sacrauty 

Hal Kassoff 
Administrator 

July  16,   1986 

RE:     Contract No.  AA 682-101-570 
Maryland  Route 100 
Interstate Route 95 to 
Interstate  Route 97 
PDMS No.   022007 

Mr.   James M.   Tordella,  President 

^sTS^fela"10" ^ B1Cy0le 0rgaI't~"°- 
Columbia,  Maryland    21044 

Dear Mr.  Tordella: 

12    19a8S-i^H?Ck'10''ledgf reoelPt of your oonmeats dated June 

being  entered Into the PublS LariS t^nscript^ re00rd * 

way iSLSiiaSTo^IirLS ^UTSF&z?**'?*• sJate Hleh- project mailing list       WA anIS•f-?    futUre developments via  the 
?hey will  be plnsid^ed be?o?e f finarSLI«rS ^ aSSUre  yOU 
ing  the project. oeiore a final  decision is made concern- 

Tuls fl.   Ege,  Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Project  Development Division 

LHErtlh 
cc:  Mr. Neil J. Pederseh 

Mr. Edward H.>Meehan 
Mr. Ronald E. Moon I 
Mr. James T. Johnson 

Note : For additional response, see page VI-192 

My telephone number is     659-1130 

aaa 7w A.I.1 Jele*ypewriter for Impaired Hearing or Speech 
383-7555 BaUlmoreMnro - 565-0451 D.C. Metro - lioo^-SoS Statewide To., Free 

P.O. Box 717 / 707 North Calvert St., Baltimore. Mary.and 21203 - 0717 
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Additional response to letter frcm James M.  Tordella, dated 12 June 1986: 

Alternate 38 (Modified) Includes several provisions for maintaining traffic on 
the local road network. These Include providing a bridge across Maryland 
Route 295 connecting Race Road with Wright Road, bridging Harmans Road over 
Maryland Route 100 and bridging W.B. & A. Road over Maryland Route 100. Bicy- 
cle traffic would be maintained on those roads where It currently exists. 
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

r*sJ 

ro 

Contract No. AA 682-101-570 - PDMS No. 022007 
Combined Location/Design Public Hearing 

Maryland Route 100 
r-95 to Maryland Route 3 (1-97) 

Thursday, June 12, 1986 - 7:30 p.m. - Andover Senior High Schol 

o 
m 

o-» 

NAME    fi&r. Viane-  ^ct-KLHie^nil/ 

PmNTSE   APDBEfta   69S-S-     Ds>r-s&«     /L^e^tl 

CITY/TOWN   Afr-Cgg STATE      ftj) 

HATP   g/Zz/fi-g 

.ZIP CODE ^2.2-7 

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

M 

/j/    Jls^-L    I      gut     An^L^Lr^     Vrivt       <s»*r    

\*r*A      -hrTL&c     £l. a^u>     as feSS ,L/< 
.7  -hur -j-L. 

Wtx- oe-k'tcttr    ^S,A^.+   -Uk.?*^      SuM    . ,.>- L ',   *K.      ^ 

rB&cCs 

SCL*~ic&H* 

^^ fa>g^^^?     cJtheut   J^JL?^      UJo     c^s/tUm^'   -4%+.   p**y& 

^<7 

^f ^ 

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

Q Please delete my/our name(s) from the Malllnq List. 

^^'•"VoJe^rMa'ii'nV u" * "^ 0f thiS "^O^e through the mail are a.ready 
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5^ 
Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

William K. Hellmann 
Stcrataiy 

Hal Kassoff 
Administntar 

July 16, 1986 

RE:  Contract No. AA 682-101-570 
Maryland Route 100 
Interstate Route 95 to 
Interstate Route 97 
PDMS No. 022007 

The Reverend Diane Summerhill 
6955 Dorsey Road 
Dorsey, Maryland 21227 

Si 

Dear Reverend Summerhill: 

This is to acknowledge receipt of your comments dated June 
12, 1986 expressine^yOur views on the Maryland Route 100 project. 
Your letter will be made a part of the official project record by 
being entered into the Public Hearing transcript. 

You will be advised of the decision made by the State High- 
way Administration and kept aware of future developments via the 
project mailing list.  We appreciate your views and assure you 
they will be considered before a final decision is made concern- 
ing the project. 

Louis H. EgenJl 
Deputy Direct6r\ 
Project Development Division 

LHE:tlh 
cc:     Mr.   Neil  J.   P^dersen 

Mr.  Edward H.   Meehan 
Mr.   Ronald  E.   Moon/ 
Mr.  James  T.   Johnson 

Note:  For additional  response, see page VI-195 

My telephone number is. 659-1130 
Teletypewriter for Impaired Hearing or Speech 

383-7555 Baltimore Metro — 565-0451 D.C. Metro — 1-800-492-5062 Statewide Toll Free 
P.O. Box 717 / 707 North Calvert St., Baltimore, Maryland 21203 • 0717 

VI-194 



Addltiona, response to .etter fron the Rev. Diane Sunw-hm, dated June .2, 

ternate, Alterrote » •^T«i^,  ^?! dlrect|y '""Parted by the selected al- 

.nterchan^. a«ess £ ^oSet^^^- «£ » ^..SJ^; "«• ' 
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4351 Garden City Drive 
Suite 300 
Landover, Maryland 20785 
301-459-8700 

OXFORD 0x,ord Development 
Enterprises, Inc. 

June 12, 1986 

Mr. Ronald E. Moon 
Project Manager 
Project Development Division 
State Highway Administration 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 

RE: Maryland Route 100 Project 

Dear Mr. Moon: 

Attached is a copy of the statement and exhibits I presented for the 
public record at the Public Hearing for the referenced project on 
June 12, 1986. 

I am a Vice President with Oxford Development Enterprises, Inc. and am 
representing the Troy Hill Business Park Partnership. This Is a Maryland 
General Partnership between Transcontinental Properties and Oxford with 
Oxford being the Managing Partner. 

Sincerely, 
TROY HILL BUSINESS PARK PARTNERSHIP 

Steven D. Armsey      sjT 

SDA/jp 
enclosure 

4963/PD30.03A 
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Presentation to Maryland State Highway Administration 

at Maryland Route 100 Location/Design Public Hearing 

June 12, 1986 

My n»e 1, Steven 0. A•ey, vice Pres.dent of Oxford Development Enterpr.ses 

Inc. I a* here representing the Troy Hill Business ParK Partnership which has 

submitted a sketch plan to Howard County for the development of a 192-acre 

site fronting on the west side of U.S. Route 1 Just north of the proposed U s 

Route ./Maryland Route ,00 .nterchange. He have proposed to develop the 

parcel Into a business park, known as Troy Hill Corporate Business Park, under 

the right of existing zoning. 

Given the traffic generated by our proposed development (a large portion of 

which has already been considered In your planning) and the proximity of the 

proposed two site access points to the Interchange, the eventual design of the 

Interchange wHl have impact on access to the deve,opment and vice versa. In 

Hght of the mutual desire for s»oth and safe traff.c flow for through 

traffic as well as those desiring access to properties along U.S. Route 1. I 

offer the following comments for your consideration:  • 

1. 
The traffic analysis that we commissioned for our proposed 

development confirmed that the Interchange design as proposed by the 

Maryland State Highway Administration is needed to meet the traffic 

demand for all users In the area. An at-grade intersection at this 

location will eventually becce Jammed with continued development and 

traffic growth.  The heavy left turn cements from eastbound 

Maryland Route ,00 to northbound U.S. Route . and from northbound 

U.S. Route 1 to westbound Maryland Route 100 require the loop ramp 

interchange design as proposed.  Hence, we support the Interchange 

design as proposed. 
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Presentation to Maryland State Highway Administration 
page two 

2. We offer one minor revision to the interchange design in the interest 

of safety. We suggest that the high speed off-ramp for westbound 

Maryland Route 100 traffic to turn right to northbound U.S. Route 1 

be aligned to Intersect with U.S. Route 1 at or near the same 

location for the ramp for left turns onto U.S. Route 1. The attached 

sketch Illustrates this concept. We feel this would be desirable 

because It will provide more weaving distance for motorist desiring 

to turn left Into the Troy Hill Corporate Business Park and other 

properties that the first access point will serve. As a benefit to 

the State of Maryland, It will reduce acquisition of right-of-way in 

that quadrant and reduce construction costs. Such a revision will 

not adversely affect the overall operation of the Interchange. 

3. We also support the relocatio.i of Amberton Drive as proposed by the 

State. However, we recommend that the exact relocation of 

Intersection coincide with our proposed southern access point to 

avoid an undesirable offset Intersection situation. The attached 

sketch plan, as submitted to Howard County, Illustrates this 

alignment. 

4. If Howard County approves our development plan, the State may not 
* 

have to build the service road connection to U.S. Route 1 In the 

•northwest quadrant. The Internal public road system for the Troy 

Hill Corporate Business Park would Include a public road connection 

to the properties south of our parcel affording them access to U.S. 

Route 1. This plan will also reduce the amount of right-of-way 

acquisition required by the State in the affected area. 
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In conc.us.on, as a .andowner/deve,oper ,„ the area of the proposed Mary.and 

Route ,00/U.S. Route , f„terchange, we stroag.y support the State's p.anned 

highway .^prove^ent and spedf.cally the t„terchange design. We trust you 

wtU cons.der our suggested .od.f.catiohs. Furthernore. as our project roves 

forward, we Intend to coordinate with your agency for required Improvements 

along U.S. Route 1 that.win serve the needs of through traffic as we,, as 

access to our property and others adjoining us. 

Note: For additional response, see page VI-203 
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BMI PROPOSED MODIFICATION 
TO RAMP DESIGN 

Exhibit 
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June 12, 1986 

939 Smith Rd., 
Severn, MD. 21144 

2f^laCd JePartment of Transportation 
btate Highway Administration 
Bot^lvT   Plannin9 and Pr»"«in*ry Engineering 
Baltimore, MD. 

Gentlemen: 

First of all, I would like you to know that r am a T ««« 4. • 

it, and want to keep it. 0  the land!' paid ta><es or» 

The proposed Alternate 3B would seriouslv B^^O^* *.•,  .c road path would cut th= -e^m  <« Z  i? seriousiy effect the farm.  The 
of the farm near Queenltown road fisS" a dia90"al line *• NE "rner 

^hrr2^i;erSrS^ 

farm, but I woufd have toTrllel   TevTrli %tZ\Z0  th" ?ther Side ^ the 
other side of the farm   Th« n•i ! J, *   "* from my home to reach the 

from the community of Severn/ fw^d ^^"fe,3B W?Uld alSO CUt me 0^ 
of my way to get to th.Po-Jn.eI-.      t0 travel several miles out 
blocked/  Thf nS? result of ttlV^1^  ?*: 652 t0 170 would be 

destroy our farm^nd^ii^ value^r^he'land!"^ ^ r0md  "^ 

extent?" ^tfthrou^r ^ '^ ^  bUt not to as •'"••t an 
.any of thS disLvanta^es^ Jhe^lJe^te^ JS "1"°"" re?Ult in 
in favor of Alternate 3A either? HiZernate  oB Path-  Therefore I am not 

~uthIorSi? fir: and^^uL^f^It; ? ^^ Path ""^ be Shi^ed 

Roads purchased many year^ ajo. ^"^ property that the State 
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I would also like to know why the State Road Commission -favors 
Alternate 3B which is the most expensive to construct ($153.9M according 
to your estimates).  I would think that the 3/4 Crossover, which is ^k 
considerably cheaper <*15.8M less) would be a more appropriate coursd^P 
It does not e-f-fect the Queenstown community any more than alternate 3B. 
And, it keeps the hustle, bustle, tra-f-fic, and noise near Rt. 176, the 
Airport, and the industrial centers -for which it is intended to serve. 
Why destroy what is left o-f a small rural area and waste additional tax 
payers dollars. 

One final comment.  I tried to mail you my comments using the 
business reply form that was attached to the back of the Combined 
Location/Design Public Hearing Document (PDMS NO 022007).  It was 
returned to me by the Post Office stamped Return to Sender, Business 
Reply Permit Cancelled. 

Sincerely, 

Howard E. Wagner 
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Hearing by HwJSTXni? ^ SSc^nlS   th "*? <*•"•<*»* * the Publ Ic VI.B.I. agner,  jr.        Responses   thereto   are   given    In Section 
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'•-}&**, 

' *~^Tsl c7 ^rirvK-^ y^^JKid-UJ^w   . c-I-'-'^0"<iii>'c*'—^   TH^< .tkQrKCpHzi 

(j ^^^—/f 

llHUdJl? dj)./u^7i>ifj  -ji£,+&dL- ^nuZvxx    CV-idt-^.  'vA44<-/f -HUL«Jl ^QtfKW  buCLu^ 

a.^(U"u('v»4"J unii-CLL.  (Lc^iuji^^ 'V^M? ^v-tiA^ /vicK-i    7^ JI^CL^-AJ^U^// ^X-*- 

fg  T-CJ     ^-v    a'57>v    W^   ^/Jcc   ^AiX ^-rtL ^CXAAO ouvu^ co 



Jb?^ 

G^b^bz^ JW.'^UTXSL '^e^k ^ ^LPO^  ujL-t^. diduv\ c^jt o^  qt^vw 

'-•^ 

/ 
/ 
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1. At the meeting that Mr. Moon had in April with the Sandalwood 
Association, it was recognized that Alternate 4 could also utilize 
the Option B that Alternate 3 uses.  Nowhere in the Draft 
Environmental Impact Impact statement (DEIS) is this pointed out. 
There was low attendance at that meeting which did not give the 
State Highway Administration (SHA) or our local officials a good 
impression.  As a result, those of us who did attend were concerned 
as to how the community actually felt.  So.  I canvassed the 
Sandalwood community on Saturday (June 7) with a petition.  Over 1/2 
of the residents were home. No one was in favor of Alternate 3. and 
I found widespread support for Alternate 4 with Option B.  Here are 
the many signatures. 

2. Alternate 4 has the least relocations of homes and businesses. 
It tafces more farmland, but less that Alternate 3 in acres being 
actively used. Alternate 4 takes less woodland acres than Alternate 
3. even with going through Patapsco state Park.  It would cost less 
in right-of-way. relocation, and construction costs.  It has less 
noise impacted sites than Alternate 3. Alternate 3 Option B affects 
the historic Smith Farm property, as well as. three archeological 
sites.  Alternate 4 impacts no historical or archeological sites 
even utilizing Option B because of where the two would connect. 

3. The least amount of stream crossings there are. the better the 
likelihood of not disrupting existing floodplain levels. Alternate 3 
has more stream crossings, and takes almost 4 times as much 
floodplain acreage as Alternate 4.  Alternate 4 also takes less 
wetland acreage which is essential as a buffer system to flood 
waters.  Section 4. pages 38 & 39 of the BIS discuss all the 
problems associated with construction across and in floodplains. 
Our floodplain level is already in jeopardy.  Between the builder's 
grading, and the dumpage of debris into the stream behind us. there 
is already a threat to Lemon Tree Ct. and Leeds Rd.  The BIS also 
states that floodplain problems could increase flood stages 
upstream.  These streets would be upstream of Alternate 3. 

4. The BIS states that Alternate 3 would "open a new corridor". 
That is not true. We currently have one east/west road. Alternate ' 
would cul-de-sac Dorsey Rd.. and still allow for just one east/west 
road.  If Alternate 4 were constructed, there would be two uninter- 
rupted thoroughfares that could be utilized.  This really should be 
done. When one examines the projected levels of service, it becomes 
even more obvious.  Levels of service measure the amount of traffic 
using a road.  It goes from A to P with F being stand-still 
traffic.  Currently. Dorsey Rd. is at a level of E.  After 
construction. Rt. 170 would be at levels of E and F. and so would 
part'of Dorsey Rd.  This makes no sense.  With Alternate 4. more 
traffic would utilize the New Ridge Road Extension than they 
project, but with Alternate 3 the traffic would still be sitting in 
lin£ waiting to get on Rt. 100.  If Alternate 4 is built, both roads 
would be available for traffic to utilize.  The BIS states that the 
aim of this project is "to relieve existing problems along major 
routes in the study area".  Alternate 3 does not accomplish this 
goal at all. 

1056q 
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either cul-de-sacs? relolates or hJ5J   au«nate 3 Is a mess I  it 
but one (oueenstowi JI "? "IwU ?h« ^eorni"^ ro?d *' orosses 
netwocic intact? The BIS stages "iJo ShJ??!• ML! U""" •Sad 
needed service for transportation with »,•„!»!?? *    3B »tov»>>«« the 
communities". Alternate 3 lust s<.u»«^ K mal ^P30" « adjacent 
communities. By Alternate I  ,*?«????  J b^ seve«l existing 
the least amoun? o£

ltunSec:ssar"dis2rlSpt??"0,, B- ** WOUld Pr0Vide 

ih iuiSu^Le^A^^feS^^j• iii^irrvoption-the 
construction just east of Md    ?Qe  i•- 5hat: the  "interchange 
Wright Ed.     Thus   locll   SMMIC  "ufrSiSJ't^Si??-   l7.6  *?***«*** 
at  the New Ridge Rd.  Extensi•.     ?£* result WOUI^K! t^e  ^^"^ange 
travel and increased travel  Mm* i~Z 1     -i    would be circuitous 
Department",     ifyou measure III I?^fnSldfntS and the Fire 

that  interchange,   it il  uX? ItL til *?? from the Fire Hous« to 
the distance trim the Fill HoSse to t^l^    Whereas,   if you measure 
interchange utilized wlt£ AISMLS 5he

}f
el?cated *i*9* Road 

If the Crossover Option is so bff    rhln      Jl^ft a,nounts to one mile. 
Alternate 4 was built    the Pir« SlnS?11 S0  ls Alter^te 3!     if 
(because  it would  be left oltn)  orPRt    ?nn  c??"-"ili*. Dorsey Rd. 
there the quickest.     This alsS .SliM  JS0 "hx5hever ^md get  them 
additional point to be ralde for  III SL S-^6 l0cal  re8i^ents.     one 
elimination of a  largl Srt Sf tS ii?I?-HlJse Rd-  Extension  is  the 
Hd.   because they cou?! S^tSt^tSfiSSTS: SJ^.S^"^ 

tonSl Coi;nty%P^itSeenDeja%tn:e\tt\\^^tL
erVi?e affect^-     The Anne 

Alternate 4  over Alternl?e a       SK! 5mitted a  letter  to SHA favoring 
"sub-dividing ol preseSrcoLunrt?JeP«h^nt  is conce«e<i with thJ 
increase in tMpoS.! JiLrS SiJJI ;«?llCh f0Uld result  in an 

cul-de-sacs HarSans Rd    meanina i  IrfSf-J"^?*'-     Plu8'  Alte«ate 3 
utilizing Ridge Chap"? RSJ! ShlcS  ffe^ndfuf  ^crease  in traffic 
Elementary School? h iS  right  in front ^ Harmans 

8.     The airport also submitted a  letter to  <?HA       T*     .  . 
there are no potential problems vUh 2!t:S2J5\     I ? ?*   S  that 

reasons why Alternate 4  is  bad      A maior  nofnf ?'   but  lists  numerous 
Extension interchange.     They are Lnrlrn 5  ^ 1S  the New Rid9e Rd. 
headlights affectino th. JiILIf? con?erned about automobile 
Run t^y. "^i?r.?%S:pSJJal;{£«;"" ?he existin9 stoney problem for the drivers.  Sell iJ iS ff the planes being a safety 
shows that these same"«b?eis'could exist^or^Jf 0Pti0n B' it 

Rd. Runway and would be even worse if  S? K ^^ current Dorsey 
IS L 33 R which would be elst of ?hi T£!1  ^ii* lts PC0P0"d runiay . 
this is stated (in the Iwi let?fr?  ??rSey Rd* Runway-  But none of 
Option B.  I'm just atatina XU I* *  n0t trying t0 Put d°wn 
Alternate 4 look IS bad assessible'andT^ W0Uld like  t0 -*. 
when in actuality, the airnorr ifi  and Alternate 3 look wonderful, 
because it wants to expfnj5 Besfdef 0Slera?1

Wi,:l1 both P^P^sals 
Dorsey Rd. with aircraft llnfl?n««'  e a^1 curfently travel down problems.      aircraft landing over us with no major safety 

1056g 
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9. It is going to be tough getting Alternate 4 built through 
Patapsco State Park.  However, if the Federal Highway Administration 
(PHA) had not considered it a viable alternate, then it would not 
have been studied in the first place. Now we only have to convince 
the Department of Natural Resources (DNR) and the Federal Department 
of Interior.  The state would be required to replace the parkland 
taken and the EIS states that a noise barrier is also feasible for 
the park.  Plus, that section of the park is such rough terrain that 
it would be difficult for hikers to even utilize it. However. DNR 
insists that Alternate 4 would be a significant impact, therefore, 
we must appeal to the Federal Department of Interior.  If we 
influence SHA enough to consider building Alternate 4. and they 
can't get past DNR permits, then we have got to go above DNR to the 
Interior Department. The Section 4(f) evaluation states that "no 
other feasible and prudent alternative" be available or parkland 
cannot be taken. We've got to insist that Alternate 3 is not 
feasible, but utterly ridiculous.  I have the address for the 
Department of Interior, as well as some points to make in a letter 
to them if you would like to see me afterwards. 

10. "The counties acknowledge the need to improve this traffic 
corridor to better serve expanded light industrial development and 
the associated truck traffic in the BWI Airport area." Alternated 
provides excellent access for Landco. Friendship Airpark. BWI 
Commerce, and Baltimore Commons Industrial Parks. An access road 
from Alternate 4 to Race Rd. could be provided to accommodate 
Parkway Industrial if the state wanted to alleviate all the truck 
traffic,  with Alternate 3 only Parkway Industrial truck traffic 
would be off of Dorsey Rd.  Also, the EIS states that the "local 
businesses might experience some loss of activity under the build 
alternates since a large portion of the through traffic would be 
moved away from the Md. 176 corridor".  Well, not only would that be 
a problem for businesses, but for all the existing traffic.  Where 
would it go? Alternate 4 would cause less traffic tie-ups. 

11. The EIS states that "the transportation goal of this project is 
to identify an alignment that adequately and safely accommodates the 
traffic needs of the study area".  That alignment has been 
identified, and it is Alternate 4 with Option B!  The document 
states (Page IV-12) that Alternate 4 allows "continued, uninter- 
rupted access and travel for area residents", and that's what we 
want built! 
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Connie L. Both 
7527 Cranber-ry Court 
Hanover. Maryland 21076 
July 4. 1986 

Governor Harry R. Hughes 
The State House * 
Annapolis* Maryland 21401 

'^«**# 

r--' 

Dear Sip: 

I am writing in regard to the proposed extension of Maryland Route 100. 
The State Highway Administration (SHA) had a Combined Location/ Design 
Public Hearing on June 12. 1986. At this hearing, it quickly became 
apparent that Ideal support is overwhelmingly behind the construction of 
Alternate 4 with Option B.  SHA's preferred alignment is Alternate 3 with 
Option B.  I realize that your term in office is coming to a close, but 
I also realize that you are very concerned about important local issues. 
I hope that you will use your influence to help us in this matter. Our 
local representatives have not researched all of the ramifications of 
Alternate 3. and therefore have lent their supportTto its construction. 
Testimony at the hearing brought out facts that they were unaware of. and 
hopefully., the convincing evidence has swayed them to change their 
positions. 

Alternate 4 has two obstacles.  It would traverse Patapsco State Park and 
a corner of the BWI Airport property. Even so. as an environmentalist. 
I feel that the benefits of Alternate 4 far outweigh its negatives; 
throughout the entire alignment. Alternate 3 causes more environmental 
degradation than Alternate. 4.  I have enclosed the speech that I pre- 
sented at the Public Hearing which highlights these impacts. 

A major.concern that I have come to realize (since speaking) is the 
-impact that Alternate 3 would cause to the Buckingham Forest Tree 
Nursery.  It is the only reforestation nursery for the entire state of 
Maryland and is presently also ^supplying Delaware with sapplings.  The 
nursery is ideal with rich floodplain soil, surrounding clear ponds. 
nearby wildlife populations, and good topography. The Department of 
Natural Resources (DNR) should be more concerned with the devastation 
caused by Alternate 3 than with Alternate 4. DNR stated that Alternate 4 
would cause a significant impact to the park. However, I disagree. That 
particular section of Patapsco State Park is such rough terrain that it 
would be difficult for hikers to even utilize it.  If Alternate 4 is 
built, the land would be replaced by SHA acre for acre with much better 
property. Plus, the Draft Environmental Impact Statement states that a 
noise barrier is feasible for the portion of the park crossed. 
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BWI A£cport claims that Alternate 4 would cause safety problems. 
Hbwever. I feel that any alignment that is constructed will cause the 
airport problems because of its desire to expand. Alternate 4 could be 
built below grade across the BWI property.  This would allow for safe 
yerhead air traffic - safer than currently exists on Dorsey Road (Route 

V76). 

Aside from the environmental issues. Alternate 4 with Opfion B would 
allow for two uninterrupted thoroughfares.  Whereas, Alternate 3 disrupts 
the entire local road network with numerous cul-de-sacs and relocations, 
including dead-ending Dorsey Rdad at Route 295.  Alternate 4 would also 
allow Westinghouse traffic to access Route 100 directly via Stoney Run 
Road.  This would further relieve traffic congestion on Dorsey Road. 

Alternate 4 is a much more compatible alignment allowing for continued, 
uninterrupted access and travel for local and through traffic.  It has 
the overwhelming support of local residents, as well as. businesses. 
Several businesses spoJce at the Public Hearing against Alternate 3 and in 
favor of Alternate 4.  SHA had sent them separate letters urging them to 
support Alternate 3. but they did not.  For instance, the BWI Commerce 
ParJc supported Alternate 4. while the Parkway Industrial Center chose to 
point out all of the bad points of Alternates 2 and 3. 

T 

Please consider these points carefully and help us get the best possible 
road built. Alternate 4 with Option B appeases the majority of those 
involved and also causes the least environmental damage. 

Thank you for your kind attention to this matter, and I look forward to 
hearing from you. 

Sincerely. 

Connie L. Both 

JBf 

V 

/ 
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1. AC C&e meecinij that Mr. Moon had in Apcil with the S^^ualwood   5^^ 
..Association, it was recognized that Alternate 4 could also utilize 
the Option B that Alternate 3 uses.  Nowhere in the Draft 
Environmental Impact Impact Statement (DEIS) is this pointed out. 
There was low attendance at that meeting which did not give the 
State Highway Administration (SHA) or our local officials a good 
impression. As a result, those of us -who did attend were concerned 
as to how the community actually felt.  So,  I canvassed the 
Sandalwood Qommunity on Saturday .with a petition.. Over 1/2 of the 
residents were home. No one was in favor of AlteVhate 3, and I 
found widespread support for Alternate 4 with Option B.  Here are 
the many signatures. ... 

• 

2. Alternate 4 has the least relocations of homes and businesses. 
It takes more farmland, but less that Alt. 3 in acres being actively 
used. Alt. 4 takes less woodland acres than Alt. 3. even with going 
through Patapsco State Park.  It would cost less in right-of-way. 
relocation, and.construction costs.  It has less noise impacted 

, sites than Alt. 3. Alt. 3 Option B affects the historic Smith Farm 
property, as well as. 3 archeological sites. Alt. 4 impacts no 
historical or archeological sites even utilizing Option B because of 
where the two would connect. 

3. The least amount of stream crossings there are, the better the 
likelihood of not disrupting existing floodpl'ain levels. Alt. 3 has 
more stream crossings, and takes almost 4 times as much floodplain 
acreage as Alt. 4. Alt. 4 also takes less wetland acreage which is 
essential as a buffer system to flood waters.  Section 4. pages 38 & 
39 of the EIS discuss all the problems associated with construction 
across and in floodplains. Our floodplain level is already in 
Jeopardy. Between the builder•s grading, and the dumpage of debris 
into the stream behind us. there is already a threat to Lemon Tree 
Ct. and Leeds Rd.  The EIS also states that floodplain problems 
could increase flood stages upstream. These streets would be 
upstream of Alt. 3. 

4.. The EIS states that Alt. 3 would "open a new corridor".  That is 
not true. We currently have one east/west road. Alt. 3 would 
cul-de-sac Dorsey Rd.. ang still allow for just one east/west road. 
If Alt. 4 were constructed, there would be two uninterrupted 
thoroughfares that could be utilized.  This really should be done. 
When one examines the projected levels of service, it becomes even 
more obvious. Levels of service measure the amount of traffic using 
a road.  It goes from A to P with F being stand-still traffic. 
Currently. Dorsey Rd. is at a level of E. After construction. Rt. 
170 would be at levels of E and P. and so would, part of Dorsey Rd. 
This makes no sense. With Alt. 4. more traffic would utilize the 
New Ridge Road Extension than they proje'ct. but with Alt. 3 the 
traffic would still be sitting in line waiting to get on Rt. 100. 
If Alt. 4 is built, both roads would be available for traffic to 
utilize.  The EIS states that the aim of this project is "to relieve 
existing problems along major routes in the study area".  Alt. 3 
does not accomplish this goal at all. 
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0        (        5.  the BIS states tn«  Suild alterna...^ improve accu-^ co parJcs and 

\.   keep the existing coad network intact". Alt. 2  is a mess!  It 
- either cul-de-sacs, relocates or both, every/froad it crosses but one 

(Queenstown Rd.). 'How is that Keeping the existing road network 
intact? The EIS states also that "SHA finds 3B provides the needed 
service for transportation with minimal impacts to adjacent 
communities".  Alt. 3 just squeezes by several existing 
communities.  By Alt. 4 utilizing Option B, it, would provide the 
least .amount of unnecessary disruption. 

6.  (Page IV-90)  In stating a problem of the Crossover Option, the 
BIS also summarizes Alt.. 3.  It .states that the "interchange 
construction just east of Md. 295 requires that Md. 176 deadend at 
Wright Rd. Thus local traffic would have to utilize the interchange 
at the New Ridge Rd. Extension. The result would be circuitous 
travel and increased travel time for residents and the Fire 
Department,,.  If you measure the distance from the Fire House to 
that interchange, it is just over one mile. Whereas, if you measure 
the distance from the Fire House to the Relocated Ridge Road 
interchange utilized with Ait. 3, it also amounts to one mile.  If 
the Crossover Option is so bad. then so is Alt. 3!  If Alt. 4 was 
built, the Fire Department could utilize Dorsey Rd. (because it 
would be left open) o£ Rt. 100 whichever would get them there the 
quickest.  This also applies to the local residents. One additional 
point to be made for the New Ridge Rd. Extension is the elimination 
of a large part of the Westinghouse traffic from Dorsey Rd. because 
they could* use that interchange via Stoney Run Rd. 

. 7. The Fire Department is*not the only service affected. The Anne 
• Arundel County Police Department submitted a letter to SHA favoring 

Alt. 4 over 3.  The department is concerned with.the "sub-dividing 
of present communities, which could result in an increase in 
response times to calls for service".  Plus. Alt. 3 cul-de-sacs 
•Harmans Rd. meaning a tremendous increase in traffic utilizing Ridge 
Chapel Road which is right in froot of Harmans Elementary School. 

a. The airport also submitted a letter to SHA.  It states that 
there are no potential problems with Alt. 3. but lists numerous 
reasons why Alt. 4 is b^d. A major point is the New Ridge Rd. 
Extension interchange.  They are concerned about automobile 
headlights affecting the departing aircraft at the existing stoney 
Run Runway, as well as. the visibility of the planes being a safety 
problem for the drivers.  Well, if you investigate Option B, it 
shows that these same problems could exist for the current Dorsey 
Rd.. Runway and would be even worse if BWI built its proposed runway 
15 L 33 R which would be east of the Dorsey Rd.. Runway. But none of 
this is stated (in the BWI letter).  I'm not trying to put down 
Option B.  !•« just stating that the airport would like to make Alt. 
4 look as bad as possible and Alt. 3 look wonderful, when in 
actuality, the airport has problems with both proposals because it 
wants to expand.  Besides, we all currently travel down Dorsey Rd. 
with aircraft landing over us with no major safety problems. 
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Maiyland Department of Transportation mim K H^^^ 

State Highway Administration ^g Q 7 IS66 *'"**" ^^ 
Hal Kassoff 
Administrator 

RE:     Contract No;   AA 682-101-570 
Maryland Route  100 ^m 
1-95 to Maryland Route  3g1-9733 
PDMS No.   022007 rn 

CD  CT'<~0 
— m^j 

ro —r"0 

Ms. Connie L'. Both w ^Z^m 
7527 Cranberry Road w o^o 
Hanover, Maryland 21076 3 ^S"4 

Dear Ms. Both: c" 

This is in response to your letter of July 2, 1986 to Senator 
Paul Sarbanes concerning the proposed construction of Maryland 
Route 100 from 1-95 to Maryland Route 3.  Senator Sarbanes forwarded 
your letter to my office and asked that I reply directly to you. 

I want to assure you that your support of Alternate 4, combined 
with Option 3-B, for the construction of Maryland Route 100 has 
been noted and that your letter and the testimony you presented at 
the public hearing will be considered along with all other comments 
received.  We are currently reviewing all comments received as a 
result of the June 12, 1986 public hearing and from the circula- 
tion of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement.  A final decision 
will not be made until all comments have been evaluated.  The 
minimization of impacts to homes and communities will be an impor- 
tant consideration when making the final decision.  We appreciate 
your input in this matter. 

Sincerely, 
ORIGINAL SJGNED BY: 
HAL KASSOFF 

Hal Kassoff 
Administrator 

HK:bh 

cc:     Senator Paul S.   Sarbanes 
Up-.   Neil J.   Pedersen 

•fifr.   Louis H.   Ege,   Jr. 
Mr.   Ronald E.   Moon 
Mr.   James T.   Johnson 

Note:  For additional response, see page VI-221 

My telephone number Is   659-1111 
Teletypewriter for Impaired Hearing or Speech 

383-7555 Baltimore Metro — 565-0451 D.C Metro — 1-800-492-5062 Statewide Toll Free 
P.O. Box 717 / 707 North Calvert St., Baltimore. Maryland 21203 • 0717 
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Response to letters frcm Connie Both, the transcript of her testimony given at 
the Pub Iic Hearing and a letter dated July 4, 1986. 

The selected alternate. Alternate 38 (Modified), was chosen over a ccmbInatIon 
of Alternate 4 with Alternate 3-0ption B (Alternate 4/3B) for several reasons. 
First, Alternate 4 requires the acquisition of land frcm the Patapsco Valley 
State Park which Is prohibited under Federal Law If a "feasible and prudent" 
alternative exists. Also, the selected alternate closely follows the corridor 
for the extension of Maryland Route 100 as Identified In the Howard County, 
Anne Arundel County and Regional Planning Council Master Plans. This corridor 
Is the basis upon which development In the area has been Implemented and plan- 
ned. Alternate 4/3B also traverses the southwestern corner of the Baltimore 
Washington International Airport. Federal Aviation Adninistratlon regulations 
would require the highway to be constructed In a tunnel through this area 
which would cause the total cost of Alternate 4/3B to be up to $36 ml 11 ion 
greater than the selected alternate. Alternate 3B (Modified), Includes sev- 
eral provisions for maintaining traffic on the local road network. These 
Include providing a bridge across Maryland Route 295 connecting Race Road with 
Wright Road, bridging Harmans Road over Maryland Route 100 and bridging W B & 
A. Road over Maryland Route 100. The State Highway Adnlnlstratlon be 11eves 
that the selected alternate provides the needed service to the area while 
minimizing Impacts to local corniun111es. The project will be designed in 
accordance with current Water Resources Acininistration and State Highway Ad- 
ministration criteria which requires that the construction results In no sig- 
nificant Increase In the 100-year floodplain. 
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PARKWAY INDUSTRIAL CENTER 
7223 PARKWAY DRIVE. SUITE 209 
DORSEY, MO   21076 
(301) 796-4446/ WASH. 621-2850 
ELN TELEX: 910-350-1615 

Mr. Neil J. Pedersen, Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 
State Highway Administration 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Md. 21203 

Dear Mr. Pedersen, 

REPLY TO: 
P.O. BOX 8754 
BALTIMORE. MARYLAND 21240 0754 

June 26, 1986 

I*SJ 

o-> 

O 
rn 

coOcT 

I met with Mr. Ron Moon on June 23, 1986 in reference to State 
Highway Administration's 2 options to link Routes 103 (Meadowridge 
Road) and 176 (Dorsey Road) pertaining to Maryland Route 100. 

As the developer of Dorsey Business Center I feel it would be 
beneficial for the State of Maryland to consider linking these 2 
roads at the entrance of our new park. Your original designs were 
predicated on our property maintaining its old character, a 
speedway. As you know we are developing an excess of 600,000 sq. 
ft. of office space at this location. Due to the change in land 
use, I am requesting the cooperation of your office to work with 
us on this matter. 

Your office should be in receipt of our traffic study for 
Dorsey Business Center-.  Mr. Moon is in favor of my company 
looking into this matter.  I will generate a  traffic study by 
Greenhome  & O'Mara, Inc. to look at my development's impact on 
your 2 options. 

I am of the understanding that you are approximately 2 weeks 
away from deciding on one of the two options.  I am hopeful you 
can delay that decision until the results of my traffic study are 
in.  At that time I would like to further discuss this matter with 
you, in person. 

I look forward to working with you on this project. 

rours, 

y 
Levy 

ProjectyMariager 
Dorsey /Buainess Center cc:  Mr.   Ron Moon 

ML:ts 
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Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

July 31,   1986 

5 V/ 

William K. Hollmann 
Secretary 

Hal Kassoff 
Admlnlstntor 

RE:  Contract No. AA 682-101-572 
Maryland Route 100 
1-95 to Maryland Route 3 (1-97) 
PDMS No. 022007 

Mr. Mark Levy 
Project Manager 
Dorsey Business Center 
P.O. Box 8754 
Baltimore, Maryland 21240-0754 

Dear Mr. Levy: 

This is in reference to your letter of June 26, 1986 concerning 
the proposed relocation of Maryland Route 176 (Dorsey Road) in the 
vicinity of the Dorsey Business Center.  Your request to modify the 
options being considered for this relocation, so as to provide a 
direct connection between Maryland Route 103 and the entrance to the 
business park, has been taken under advisement and will be investi- 
gated during the further development of the project. 

I would like to thank you f 
for your desire to develop a des 
that would be mutually beneficia 
the State Highway Administration 
look forward to receiving the re 
advise you of any decisions that 
time I do not anticipate a final 
land Route 100 or this section o 

or your interest in this project and 
ign for the relocation of Dorsey Road 
1 and in the best interests of both 
and the Dorsey Business Center.  We 

suits of your traffic study and will 
are made.  However, at this point in 
decision being made on either Mary- 

f Dorsey Road for several weeks. 

Should you like to discuss this matter further, or if you should 
need additional, information, please let me know. 

Very truly yours, 

CV^jt^    iMliAM, 

NJP:ss 
cc:     Mr. E. H. Meehan 

Mr. G. R. Straub 
Mr. L. H. Ege,   Jr, 
Mr. R. E. Moon 
Mr. J. T. Johnson 

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

Note: For additional response, see page VI-228 

My telephone number Is       659-1110 
Teletypewriter for Impaired Hearing or Speech 

383-7555 Baltimore Metro — 565-0451 O.C. Metro - 1-800-492-5062 Statewide Toll Free 
P.O. Box 717/707 North Calvert St., Baltimore. Maryland 21203 • 0717 
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SIBREA & BLOOM 

ATTORNEYS AT LAW 
808 W. PENNSYLVANIA AVENUE 

TOWSON, MARYLAND 81804 

JOHN B. SIBR2A . 
MrtLA«D D. BiOOM S* 
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SUSAN L. MacOONALO 
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Mr. Neil J. Pederson, Director 
'Office of Planning & Preliminary Engineering 
State Highway Administration • 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 

RE: Contract No. AA 682-101-570 
PDMS No. 022007 
Md. Rte. 100 
1-95 to Md. Rte. 3 (1-97) 

Dear Mr. Pederson: 

Kindly be advised that this office represents the owners of fee 
simple property, consisting of approximately one and one-half acres. 
Improved by several buildings, and situated at 67A8 Dorsey Road, in 
Howard County. 

• According to the proposals, presently before the State Highway 
Administration, Rte. 100 will be extended from Rte. 95 to Rte. 3, thus 
causing Rte 176 (Dorsey Road) to be closed at the intersection with 
Rte. 1 

Our clients presently lease the aforementiond land and buildings 
to a R.V. dealership, R.V. Unlimited, Inc., which requires public 
exposure to induce the sales and service of R.V. motorhomes, trailers 
and camping equipment. That the tenants have advised the owners 
that they will not renew the lease or exercise their option to purchase 
the property as the change of the traffic pattern will greatly damage 
their business. 

Although our clients are opposed to the pending proposal, they 
recognize that the extension of Rte. 100 will in fact be accomplished. 
Therefore, it is our request that the extension be accomplished doing 
the minimal damage to our clients and perhaps saving the State of 
Maryland additional expenses. 

I call your attention to pages 20 & 21 in the green book distributed 
at the public hearing held on June 12, 1986. Alternate 2 & Alternate 3 
show the proposed blocking of Rte. 1 and further establish the relocatioo 
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of Rte. 176 (Dorsey Road) beginning opposite the intersection of Md. 
Rte. 103 (Meadovridge Road) and U.S. Rte. 1 as fully described in the 
green book on page 13, 3rd paragraph under sub-title "Alternate 2 - 
Urban Arterial". 

We are proposing that the "Option" road be considered rather than 
the present designated road which would tie into Md. Rte. 176 near 
Magnolia Avenue. After reviewing the site and the plans we believe the 
"option " road is mere feasible for the following reasons: 

1. It would allow the "option" road to exit onto Rte. 176,to the left 
of clients' property routing traffic in front of the property 
rather than to the rear of the property as proposed by the 
original plan, 

2. That the construction of the "option" road is ouch shorter in 
length than the proposed road. Considerably reducing the building 
costs. 

3. That the "option" road would run parallel to Rte. 1 allowing it 
be a service road, if necessary. 

4. That it is our understanding there are no buildings in the path of 
the "option" road which would have to be purchased or condemned 
while the proposed road would require the razing of at least 
three houses. 

We believe that it would be to the best interests of both the State 
of Maryland, Howard County, and our clients that the "option" road be 
given primary consideration in your final plans. 

Because of the importance of this matter to both our clients and their 
tenants, we respectively request an opportunity to meet with you or your 
Representative at your earliest convenience in order that we can further 
discuss the ramifications of the existing proposals. 

I would appreciate a prompt response in order that appropriate action 
can be initiated to best protect our clients1 interests. 

Thanking you for your kindest consideration, I remain 
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c/c   Mr. Gene R. Straub 
Acting District Engineer, District #7 
State Highway Administration 
P.O. Box 308 
5111 Bredceystown Pike 
Frederick, Maryland 21701 

c/c Mr. Ronald E. Moon 
Project Manager 

• Project Development Division 
State Highway Administration 
707 N. Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 

c/c Mr. James T. Johnson 
Vice President 
Century Engineering, Inc. 
32 West Road 
Towson, Maryland 21204 
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Maryland Department ofTransportation 
State Highway Administration July 16, 1986 

RE:     Contract No.   AA 682-101-570 
Maryland Route 100 
Interstate Route 95 to 
Maryland  Route 3 
(Interstate Route 97) 
PDMS  No.   022007 

William K. Hellmarm 
Secretary 

Hal Kassoff 
Administrator 

Mr. Millard D. Bloom 
SIBREA & BLOOM 
Attorneys-at-Law 
208 W. Pennsylvania Avenue 
Towson, Maryland 21204 

Dear Mr. Bloom: 

This is in reference to your letter of June 27, 1986 
expressing the concerns of your clients as to the effects of the 
proposed relocation, of Maryland Route 176 on their property and 
business situated at 6748 Dorsey Road in Howard County. 

We appreciate your views and have noted your preference for 
an option that would best serve the needs of your clients.  I 
want to assure you that every consideration will be given to your 
recommendations in the selection of an alternate for the reloca- 
tion of Maryland Route 176; however, a decision will not be made 
until all comments- received during and subsequent to the Public 
Hearing have been evaluated. 

Thank you for writing and letting us know of your concerns. 
Your letter will be made a part of the official project record 
and will be entered into the Public Hearing transcript.  You 
indicated in your letter that you would like to meet to discuss 
the ramifications of the proposals for the relocation of Maryland 
Route 176.  I agree with your assessment of the importance of 
this matter and believe that such a meeting would be mutually 
beneficial to both your clients and the State Highway Administra- 
tion.  You may arrange a meeting by calling either my office, at 
659-1110, or the Project Manager, Mr. Ronald E. Moon, at 
659-1106. 

Very truly yours, 

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

Note: For additional 
response, see page 
VI-228 

NJP: tlh 
Moont/ cc: Mr. E. H. Meehan                   Mr. R. E. 

Mr. L. H. Bge, Jr.                Mr. J. T. Johnson 
My telephone number ls_ 659- -1110 

Teletypewriter for Impaired Hearing or Speech 
383-7555 Baltimore Metro — 565-0451 O.C. Metro — 1-800-492-5062 Statewide Toll Free 

P.O. Box 717 / 707 North Calvert St., Baltimore, Maryland 21203 • 0717 
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Additional response to letters from: 

Mark Levy, dated June 26, 1986 
Ml I lard D. Bloom, dated June 27, 1986 

Under the selected alternate. Alternate 38 (Modified), an adjustment to the 
'Option' for relocating Dorsey Road at U.S. Route 1 has been chosen (see Fig- 
ure 11-27). 
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PARKWAY INDUSTRIAL CENTER 
7223 PARKWAY DRIVE, SUITE 209 
DORSEY, MD. 21076 
(301) 796-4446/ WASH. 621-2850 
ELN TELEX: 910-3S0-161S 

REPLY TO: 
P.O. BOX 8754 
BALTIMORE. MARYLAND 21240 0754 

June 24, 1986 

Mr. Ronald E. Moon 
State Highway Administration 
707 North Calvert St. 
P. O. Box 717 
Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717 

Re: Route 100 @ Parkway Industrial Center 

Dear Mr. Moon: 

This letter will serve as a clarification of 
Parkway Center's recent testimony at Andover High School 
regarding the development of Route 100 and its impact upon 
our tenants and our company. As the representative of 40 
companies, with more than 5,000 employees, we are understand- 
ably concerned that the State Highway Administration is aware 
of our concerns regarding future access to Parkway Industrial 
.Center. 

The advent of Route 100 is something which we have 
been waiting for since 1965. It was apparent then, and more 
so now, that an east west corridor would be necessary for the 
area to prosper, and we supported all efforts to have the 
highway constructed, and to that effect dedicated land to the 
State of Maryland for the proposed interchange at Maryland 
295 and Maryland 176. Maryland Route 100, however, was not 
constructed, and Parkway continued to develop. 

In 1980, we acquired and developed Parkway Center 
II, and in the process spent $150,000 on road and signal 
improvements at the intersection of Parkway Drive and Dorsey 
Road. These added improvements allowed us to develop 
Parkway Center II into the premier high-tech office park in 
Anne Arundel County. Our concept for the development 
evolved from the existing road patterns. These conditions 
provided our office tenants with the convenience of immediate 
access to the Baltimore-Washington Parkway, and to the major 
"generators" North and South. Additionally, the road 
patterns enabled us to attract Red Roof Inn, a McDonalds 
Restaurant, and to develop a retail service center. 

Maryland's strategically located Business/Office Park-midvway on the Baltimore-Washington Parkway 

m VJ-229 
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Page 2 June 26, 1986 

These retail developments were undertaken for 2 
reasons; our tenants consistently requested the services,  and 
the road patterns allowed for the traffic flows necessary for 
their successful operation. All of these retail businesses 
have exceeded their sales projections, and all would be 
irreparably harmed if the current road patterns were altered. 

The harm to Parkway Center's operations would also 
be significant. Our tenants perception that the now conven- 
ient access would be altered to a pattern which is markedly 
less convenient, would deter the larger expansions many of 
our tenants are planning. This perception of a less conven- 
ient road pattern, although slight in the layman's eyes, is 
often the most significant factor in a Fortune 500 company's 
location decision. For this reason it's importance cannot be 
overstated. 

However, having said this. Parkway continues to 
believe that the development.of Route 100 is a needed and 
important highway project. We believe that its.development 
would be an important step in the future of the Greater BWI 
Area. 

Realizing its importance, we decided at our expense 
to employ Whitman, Requardt and Assoc. to investigate the 
impact of the alternative alignments on Parkway Industrial 
Center's existing access. 

Initially Whitman reviewed the Alternative 3-B. 
Various concepts for exiting and entering Parkway I & II 
were explored. Throughout this process it became apparent 
that a connection between the two parks was essential, and 
that a more convenient "service" road into Parkway II 
should be evaluated. The enclosed plans are meant to 
illustrate our current thinking in regards to the 3-B 
Alternative.  If this alternative is selected, we would like 
the opportunity to further refine this design. 
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Page 3 June 26, 1986 

Whitman also has investigated Alternative-4. We 
did not develop any drawings for this plan when it became 
apparent that this alternative would provide Parkway Center 
with the best access of all alternatives shown, and would not 
require any re-design. For this reason Alternative-4 is 
Parkway Center's preferred alignment. 

Parkway is interested in seeing the development of 
the Route 100 project proceed. We believe we have addressed 
our concerns regarding the importance we attach to the 
current access we now enjoy. As we have stated, any change 
to the existing configuration must be measured against 
the ideal interchange we have now. We believe suitable solu- 
tions can be designed and only request that these solutions 
be given proper consideration. 

Sincerely, 

IAL CENTER 
/ 

Leslie Legum/ General Partner 

cc: H. Beard - Whitman Requardt 
H.Kassof, SHA Administrator 
B. Hellman, Secretary of Transportation 
Curtis Warren - Deep Run Civic Assoc. 
Jim Hodges - Deep Run Civic Assoc. 
T. Sophocleus, Anne Arundel County Council 
B. Athey, Md. Senate, 32nd Legislative District 
M. Wagner, Md. Senate, 32nd Legislative District 
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CZNA 8. WHITMAN, l»«3 
GuSTAv J. RcouAHOT, 1978 

WHITMAN, REOUARDT AND  ASSOCIATES 

(ZJngineers 

KCNNCTH A. McCORO 
THOMA» a SHArcw 
JOHN a. GILLCTT 

J. OONALO PAULUS 

CHAMUCS R. LOWTZ 

JOHN S. MATNCS 

2315   SAINT  PAUL STREET 

BALTIMORE, MARYLAND 21218 

(301) 233-3430 

July 3, 1986 

Mr. Ronald E. Moon 
State Highway Administration 
707 North Calvert Street 
P. 0. Box 717 
Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717 

Re: Route 100 9 Parkway Industrial Center 

Dear Mr. Moon: 

Enclosed are four (4) copies of the "Parkway Center Proposal for 
Adjustments to Route 100 Alternate 3-B" Plan with revised date of 
July 3, 1986 to be attached to the letter to you dated June 24, 1986, 
from Mr. Leslie Legum of the Parkway Industrial Center. 

If you have any questions, please contact us. 

Very truly yours, 

WHITMAN, REQUARDT and ASSOCIATES 

VAOCN J. HAOOAWAT 

THOMAS R. SILCOX 

HAKRY a. BCAHO. JR. 

CHARLCS W. OCAKYNC 

RORCRT W. LONO 

HARRV C. MACKAY 

RoacRT 8. NACNY 

acvcRLY M.JOHNSON 

OONALO E. KLINOLCR 

EOWARO A. SIR* 

FRANK H. TIOMC, JR. 

JAMCS A. AVIRCTT, JR. 

JAMCS O. ARMACOST. II 
PHILUR LEC 

WILLIAM A. DCLOACHC 

THOMAS M. SMITH 

6. STUART MCNZICS 

RICHARD J. KANC 

Harry B. Beard 
W.O. #40221 
cc: Mr. Legum 

Mr. Minshall 
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....•v-'?  1986 STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION '"*    *   g 
JUL   ' QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS -co   O-C-Q 

mMjjjjjjB J fsaibciMW BlSlHSSRract  No.   AA  682-101-570 - PDMS No.   022007 ^" 5§ir 
Combined Location/Design Public Hearing ^ 03.^ 

Maryland Route  100 ^ac -^rn—f 
1-95  to Maryland Route 3  (1-97) «-£ ^ 

Thursday,   June  12,   1986 - 7:30 p.m.  - Andover Senior High ScfiCl ""• 

The First National Bank of Maryland 

Abram J.  Kronsberg, Vice President T„I,,- 7 IOQ* 
NAME    ! DATE ^V  7y1986 

Corporate Facilities Division 
PmNTE    AnnoccoP.O.  Box 1596   :   BANC 102-191   . 

riTv/rnwM .Baltimore RTATP   Maryland      71P r.nnp'21203 

l/We wish to comment or Inquire about the following aspects of this project: 

J •,/>•'-    CP^Plaasfl add my^fo^ name(s) to the Mailing List. 

-' wd Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing List. 

•Persons who have received a copy of this brochure through the mail are already 
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First National Bank of Maryland wishes to submit the following 

testimony regarding the proposed location/design of Maryland Route 100: 

1. A number of legitimate concerns have been raised by various 

groups regarding the alternates proposed by MDOT/SHA; every alternate 

will in some way have a negative impact on the community. However, one 

alternate must be selected. To accept the no-build alternative would be 

to condemn the business and residential interests in this area to     , 

continued failing intersections, increased safety problems, and limited 

development opportunities inconsistent with the objectives of general 

plans adopted by the affected counties. 

2. Of the remaining alternates, the most desirable is the one that 

will promote: 

- accessibility of commercial/industrial properties, 

- visibility of commercial/industrial properties; 

- freedom of turning movements; and 

- enhancement of through traffic movements and volumes. 

The alternate that best achieves these objectives is Alternate 3, as 

modified by a proposal submitted by Mr. Minshall of the Parkway 

Industrial Center. 

3. Alternate 4 diverts much of the main flow of traffic away from 

the commercial/industrial development along Rt. 176 (which development 

depends on accessibility/visibility) without a significant inprovement in 

the levels of service in that area. Alternate 2 comes closer to 

maximizing opportunities within the corridor, but the proposal for a 

straight at-grade intersection at Race Road near the Parkway Industrial 

Center fails to consider the stressed levels of service such an 
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intersection will experience, particularly at peaK hours. Turning 

movements will be at risk and safety could deteriorate below current 

levels due to the need to cross an upgraded multilane facility such as 

Rt. 100 will be. 

4.  Alternate 3 is the best alternate, with one. enhancement. As Mr. 

Minshall proposes, a bridge should be constructed at Parkway Drive and 

Rt. 100 to allow freedom of movement between the north and south sides of. 

the Parkway Industrial Center. This center was designed, marketed and 

built as an intergrated facility. Certainly, First National Bank depends 

heavily on business generated from the entire Center, as well as the 

contnunity at large. Without a bridge at Parkway Drive and Rt. 100, Rt. 

100 will constitute a barrier that will impair business. Additionally, a 

bridge will facilitate the through (north-south) movement of traffic in 

the Center instead of forcing such traffic to gerrymander its way through 

various intersections and interchanges. More direct access between the 

north and south sides of the Center will promote greater safety (fewer 

intersections and interchanges to negotiate) and will reduce the volunes 

such intersections and'-interchanges will be forced to initially carry, 

potentially adding to their design life. 

THE FIRST NATIONAL BANK OF MARYLAND 

By: CU^— / / 
i Kronsbfea Abram 31  Kronsterg 

Vice President 

Date: July 7, 1986 

cc: David W. Richardson 
Alan W. Kempske 
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Maryland Department ofTransportation Wllllam K> Hflllmann 

StcraUry 
State Highway Administration 

Hal Kassofl 
Administrator 

RE:  Contract No. AA 682-101-570 
Maryland Route 100 
Interstate Route 95 to 
Maryland Route 3 (Interstate Route 97) 
PDMS No. 022007 

Mr. Abram J. Kronsberg 
Vice President 
The First National Bank of Maryland 
Corporate Facilities Division 
P.O. Box 1596; BANC 102-191 
Baltimore, Maryland 21203 

Dear Mr. Kronsberg: 

This is to acknowledge receipt of your letter regarding the pro- 
posed location/design of Maryland Route 100. The testimony submitted 
by the First National Bank of Maryland will be entered into the public 
hearing transcript and will become a part of the official project 
record. 

We appreciate the support of the bank for the project and want to 
assure you that your comments will be considered before a final decision 
is made concerning the project. You will be advised of the decision 
made by the State Highway Administration and kept aware of future de- 
velopments via the project mailing list. 

Very truly yours, 

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

NJP:ss 
cc: Mr. Edward H. Meehan 

iMr. Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
/Mr. Ronald E. Moon 
Mr. James T. Johnson, Sr. 

z1 ^ 

My telephone number Is      659-1110 
Teletypewriter for Impaired Hearing or Speech 

383-7555 Baltimore Metro — 565-0451 D.C. Metro — 1-800-492-5062 Statewide Toll Free 
P.O. Box 717 / 707 North Calvert St., Baltimore. Maryland 21203 • 0717 
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Response to letters from: 

Leslie Legun, dated June 24, 1986 
Harry B. Beard, dated July 3, 1986 
Abram J. Kronsberg, dated July 7, 1986 

Several meetings have been held with representatives of Parkway Industrial 
Center concerning the Impacts of the project. As a result of this coordina- 
tion. Alternate 38 (Modified) includes a standard diamond interchange at Race 
Road and an at ignment shift Just west of MD. Route 295. 
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7870 QUARTERFIELD ROAD 
SEVERN, MARYLAND  21144 
MAY 24, 1986 

MR. WILLIAM K. HELLMAN, SECRETARY 
MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
P.O. BOX 717 
BALTIMORE, MARYLAND  21203-0717 

REi  ROUTE lOO'S IMPACT UPON THE QUEENSTOWN COMMUNITY 

DEAR MR. HELLMANi 

••TRUTH STOOD ON ONE SIDE AND EASE ON THE OTHER|  IT HAS 
OFTEN BEEN SO.*'  WAS IT JUST SIMPLER TO DESTROY THE SIN- 
GLE BLACK COMMUNITY THAN TO DISCOMFORT THE OTHERS?  IT 
SEEMS SO.  AND IF NOT, YOU HAVE FAILED YOUR RESPONSIBILITY 
FOR YOU, AS A PUBLIC OFFICIAL, MUST AVOID NOT ONLY THE UGLY 
FACT BUT ALSO THE SUSPECT APPEARANCE. 

SINCERELY,, 

NANCY  W. GIST 

CCi  T. ATHEY, M. WAGNER 

WT-O-ao 



Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

William K. Hellmam 
Secratary 

Hai Kassoff 
Adminittntor 

JUN 2 41986 

Ms. Nancy W. Gist 
7870 Quarterfield Road 
Severn, Maryland 21144 

Dear Ms. Gist: 

This is in response to your letter of May 24, 1986 to 
Secretary Hellmann. 

The State Highway Administration has had several meetings 
with the Queenstown community and has developed an alternate 
that avoids disruption to most of the community.  This alter- 
nate, 3B, was presented at the Public Hearing recently held on 
June 12, 1986, along with several other options. 

All comments received at the hearing and as a result of 
the circulation of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
will be considered before any final decision is made. 

Sincerely, 
ORIGINAL SIGNED BY: 
HAL KASSORF 

Hal Kassoff 
Administrator 

HK:bh 

cc:     Mr.  Neil J.   Pedersen 
uMrT"Louis H.   Ege,   Jr. 

Ms.   Angela B.   Hawkins 
Note: For additional response, see page VI-260 

VI-239 
My telephone number is    659-1111 

Teletypewriter for Impaired Hearing or Speech 
383-7555 Baltimore Metro — 56&0451 D.C. Metro — 1-800-492-5062 Statewide Toll Free 

P.O. Box 717 / 707 North Calvert St., Baltimore, Maryland 21203 - 0717 



fW 

Mary E. Galther 
503 Queenstown Road 
Severn, MD 21144 

MR. WILLIAM K. HELLMAN. SECRETARY 
MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
P.O. BOX 717 
BALTIMORE, MARYLAND 21203-0717 

RE I  ROUTE 100•S IMPACT UPON THE QUEENSTOWN COMMUNITY 

DEAR MR. HELLMANi 

I HAVE TO ASK, TO WONDER, AND TO PRAY ABOUT A PUBLIC AGENCY 
THAT WOULD ALLOW FORTY TO SIXTY MINUTES OF DAILY WEEKDAY 
TRAFFIC TO DESTROY A COMMUNITY THAT HAS STOOD SINCE THE BEGIN- 
NING OF THE CENTURY.   I DO NOT WANT TO MOVE, AND I WILL DO 
EVERYTHING PRACTICAL AND POSSIBLE NOT TO MOVE.  ROUTE 100 CAN- 
NOT BE MORE IMPORTANT THAN MY COMMUNITY, MY HOME, MY FAMILY. 

SINCERELY, 

MARV GAITHER 

CCt  T. ATHEY, M. WAGNER 

RECEIVED 
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Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

William K. Hellmam 
Secratiry 

Hal Kassoff 
AdmlniJtrator 

JUN 2 41986 

Ms. Mary E. Gaither 
503 Queenstown Road 
Severn, Maryland 21144 

Dear Ms. Gaither: 

This is in response to^your letter to Secretary 
Hellmann. 

The State Highway Administration has had several meetings 
with the Queenstown community and has developed an alternate 
that avoids disruption to most of the community.  This alter- 
nate, 3B, was presented at the Public Hearing recently held on 
June 12, 1986, along with several other options. 

All comments received at the hearing and as a result of 
the circulation of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
will be considered before any final decision is made. 

Sincerely, 

ORIGINAL SIGNED BY; 
HAL KASSOFF 
Hal Kassoff 
Administrator 

HK:bh 

cc:     Mr.  Neil J.   Pedersen 
•-Mr-;   Louis H.   Ege,   Jr. 
Ms.   Angela B.   Hawkins 
Note: For additional response, see page VI-260 
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My tslephone number l$_ 659-1111 
Teletypewriter for Impaired Hearing or Speech 

383-7555 Baltimore Metro — 565-0451 D.C. Metro — 1-800-492-5062 Statewide Toll Free 

P.O. Box 717 / 707 North Calvert St., Baltimore, Maryland 21203 - 0717 
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416 QUEENSTQWN ROAD 
SEVERN, MARYLAND  21144 
MAY 24, 1986 

MR. WILLIAM K. HELLMAN, SECRETARY 
MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
P.O. BOX 717 
BALTIMORE, MARYLAND  21203-0717 

REi  ROUTE 100'S IMPACT UPON THE QUEENSTQWN COMMUNITY 

DEAR MR. HELLMANt 

I QUESTION A MOVE THAT WREAKS HAVOC UPON ONE COMMUNITY—A 
BLACK COMMUNITY—AND LEAVES NON-BLACK COMMUNITIES UNSCATHED, 
UNTOUCHED, VIRTUALLY UNDISTURBED.  THE ROUTE 100 PROJECT WREAKS 
NOT ONLY HAVOC—IT REEKS RACISM. 

SYLVIA GARRISON 

CCi  T. ATHEY, M. WAGNER 

STATE HV/r ADM! 
MAY 29 '*'    ' 

2 JX1" « " *,*££&«» 
« 
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The preceedlng form letter was also received frcm: 

Bertha Clark, dated May 24, 1986 
ClIfton Galther, dated May 24, 1986 
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5^ 
Maryland Department of Tmnsportatmn 
State Highway Administration 

William K. Hellmam 
StenUry 

Hal Kassoff 
Adminiitntor 

JUMiQUe 

Ms. Sylvia Garrison 
416 Queenstown Road 
Severn, Maryland 21144 

Dear Ms. Garrison: 

This is in response to your letter of May 24, 1986 to 
Secretary Hellmann. 

The State Highway Administration has had several meetings 
with the Queenstown community and has developed an alternate 
that avoids disruption to most of the community. This alter- 
nate, 3B, was presented at the Public Hearing recently held on 
June 12, 1986, along with several other options. 

All comments received at the hearing and as a result of 
the circulation of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
will be considered before any final decision is made. 

S^INALesl&lED BY: 
HAL KASSOFF 

Hal Kassoff 
Administrator 

HK:bh 

cc:     M*.  Neil J.  Pedersen 
-iilr.   Louis H.   Ege,   Jr. 

Ms.   Angela B.  Hawkins 
Note:  For additional response, see page VI-260 
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My tolephono number l»    659-1111 
Teletypewriter for Impaired Hearing or Speech 

383-7555 Baltimore Metro — 565-0451 D.C Metro — 1 •800-492-5062 Statewide Toll Free 

P.O. Box 717 / 707 North Calvert St., Baltimore, Maryland 21203 • 0717 
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• 

The preceedlng response was also sent to: 

Bertha Clark 
719 Queenstown Road 
Severn, Maryland 21144 

ClIfton Galther 
503 Queenstown Road 
Severn, ND 21144 
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RECEIVED 

JUN   2   l^p    ^ 

faonwftm   . 
OF Tm*p+cxnon 

768 QUEENSTOWN ROAD 
SEVERN, MARYLAND  21144 
MAY 24, 1986 

MR. WILLIAM K. HELLMAN, SECRETARY 
MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
P.O. BOX 717 
BALTIMORE, MARYLAND  21203-0717 

REi  ROUTE 100'S IMPACT UPON THE QUEENSTOWN COMMUNITY 

DEAR MR. HELLMANt 

HOW CAN A ROAD GO HAPPILY ALONG SKIPPING FIRST ONE COMMUNITY, 
THEN ANOTHER, AND THEN INVEIGLE ITSELF THROUGH ONE LONE, BLACK 
EIGHTY-YEAR-OLD COMMUNITY?  THE EFFORT MADE NO"ATTEMPT AT SUB-  g^ 
TLETYt  AT FIRST IT WAS THE CHURCH.  THEN IT WAS TWOSCORE HOUSES. Wf 
THEN IT WAS A LITTLE THIS (THE CHURCH'S PARKING LOT} AND A LIT- 
TLE THAT—ANYTHING AND EVERYTHING TO WIPE OUT QUEENSTOWN.  IT 
SEEMS THAT A FOOTNOTE TO THE ROUTE 100 PROJECT IS "GET QUEENS- 
TOWN :• • 

CCt  T. ATHEY, M. WAGNER 
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The preceedlng form letter was also received from: 

Josle E. Warren, dated May 24, 1986 
Ralph Robinson, dataed May 24, 1986 
Verde I la Parker, dated May 24, 1986 
Sandora Bouyer, dated May 24, 1986 
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|jP^t    Maryland Department of Transportation 
b ti 

State Highway Administration 

William K. Hellmam 
Sacratary 

Hal Kassoff 
Adminittntor 

JUN 2 41986 

Mr. Melvin L. Kelly 
768 Queenstown Road 
Severn, Maryland 21144 

Dear Mr. Kelly: 

This is in response to your letter of May 24, 1986 to 
Secretary Hellmann. 

The State Highway Administration has had several meetings 
with the Queenstown community and has developed an alternate 
that avoids disruption to most of the community.  This alter- 
nate, 3B, was presented at the Public Hearing recently held on 
June 12, 1986, along with several other options. 

All comments received at the hearing and as a result of 
the circulation of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
will be considered before any final decision is made. 

Sincerely, 
ORIGINAL SIGNED BYl 
HAL KASSOFF 
Hal Kassoff 
Administrator 

HK:bh 

cc:  Mr. Neil J. Pedersen 
vMrr"Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Ms. Angela B. Hawkins 

Note: For additional  response, see page VI-260 

VI-248 
My telaphone number is_ 659-1111 

Teletypewriter for Impaired Hearing or Speech 
383-7555 Baltimore Metro — 565-0451 O.C. Metro — 1-800-492-5062 Statewide Toll Free 

P.O. Box 717 / 707 North Calvert St., Baltimore, Maryland 21203 • 0717 
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The preceding response was also sent to: 

Josle E. Warren 
7637 Old Telegraph Road 
Severn, Maryland 21144 

Ralph Robinson 
825 Queenstown Road 
Severn, Maryland 21144 

VerdeI la Parker 
811 Queenstown Road 
Severn, Maryland 21144 

Sandora Bouyer 
810 Queenstown Road 
Severn, Maryland 21144 
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782 QUEENSTOWN ROAD 
SEVERN, MARYLAND  21144 
MAY 24, 1986 

MR. WILLIAM K. HELLMAN, SECRETARY 
MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
P.O. BOX 717 
BALTIMORE, MARYLAND  21203-0717 

REt ROUTE 100'S IMPACT UPON THE QUEENSTOWN COMMUNITY 

DEAR MR. HELLMANi 

T KMOW I OPERATE WITHIN A MOBILE SOCIETY.  RECENTLY, I LEARNED 

QUEENSTOWN COMMUNITY PROMISES TO BE LONG AND THREATENS TO BE 
UNHAPPY.  FOR QUEENSTOWN, THIS IS HOME.  AND WE ARE IN 
THE DURATION. 

SINCERELY 

RAYMOND NICHOLSON 

CCi  T. ATHEY, M. WAGNER 
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The preceeding form letter was also received fran: 

Glorestlne Toles, dated May 24, 1986 
Mary Kess, dated May 24, 1986 
Thcmas W. Thompson, dated May 24, 1986 
Elsie M. Toles, dated May 24, 1986 
Lavlnla Snlth, dated May 24, 1986 
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Maryland Department of Transportation WiIIIam K HelImann 

Sscrttarv 
State Highway Administration 

Hal Kassoff 
AdminUtratur 

JUN 2 41986 

Mr. Raymond Nicholson 
782 Queenstown Road 
Severn, Maryland 21144 

Dear Mr. Nicholson: 

This is in response to your letter of May 24, 1986 to 
Secretary HelImann. 

The State Highway Administration has had several meetings 
with the Queenstown community and has developed an alternate 
that avoids disruption to most of the community.  This alter- 
nate, 3B, was presented at the Public Hearing recently held on 
June 12, 1986, along with several other options. 

All comments received at the hearing and as a result of 
the circulation of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
will be considered before any final decision is made. 

Sincerely, 
ORIGINAL SIGNED BY: 
HAL KASSQFT 

Hal Kassoff 
Administrator 

HK:bh 

cc:     Mr.  Neil J.  Pedersen 
tMrr^Louis H.   Ege,   Jr. 
Ms.  Angela B.   Hawkins 

Note:  For additional  response, see page VI-260 
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My telephona number It     659-1111 
Teletypewriter for Impaired Hearing or Speech 

383^7555 Baltimore Metro — 565-0451 O.C. Metro — 1-800-492-5062 Statewide Toil Free 
P.O. Box 717 / 707 North Calvert St., Baltimore, Maryland 21203 - 0717 
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The preceding response was also sent to: 

Glorestlne Toles 
724 Queenstown Road 
Severn, Mary Iand 21144 

Mary Kess 
551 Queenstown Road 
Severn, Maryland 21144 

Thcmas W. Thompson 
7606 W.B.& A. Road 
Glen Burn Ie, Maryland 21061 

Elsie M. Toles 
724 Queenstown Road 
Severn, Maryland 21144 

Lavlnla Snlth 
734 Queenstown Road 
Severn, Maryland 21144 
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IT 

RE. CONTRACT NO.  AA 682-101-570 
MARYLAND ROUTE too 
FROM I-9S TO 1-97 

I EARNeSTLY REQUeST THAT YOUR OFFICE GIVE 

SERIOUS CONSIDERATION TO A CONFIGURATION 

THAT WILL COMBINE ALTERkkJJE • KITH ALTERNATE 38 

IN THE VICINITY OF FRIEXllSHIP PARK.   SUCH 

ADJUSTMENT WILL SAVE FAMILIES. HOMES. AND 

COMMUNITIES.  IT ALSO WILL RIO PROJECT 100 

OF THE STIGMA OF SEEMING RACISM. 

None 

If- 
I;- 

m' 
:fw 

[i : 

La 

r . 

Pi 

PS    ' 

'••% • 

f RE. CONTRACT NO.  AA «8a-loi-S70 
MARYLAND ROUTE 100 
FROM I-«s TO 1-97 

I EARNESTLY REQUEST THAT YOUR OFFICE GIVE 

SERIOUS CONSIDERATION TO A CONFIGURATION 

THAT WIUL COMBINE ALTERNATE \  WITH ALTERNATE a 
IN THE VICINITY OF-FRtENOSHIP PARK.  SUCH 

ADJUSTMENT WILL SAVE FAMILIES. HOMES. AND 

COMMUNITIES.  IT ALSO WILL RIO PROJECT ,00 

0* THE STIGMA OF SEEMING FUjJflSM. 

Hemi 

MdneM 

EEMING  BrtSfl: 

<Soo   QuK^'&ir^^    prf 
.g^f/tAj,     Vl^pj       ,?|,rf 

RE.  CONTRACT NO.  AA 682-101-870 
MARYLAND ROUTE ^0 
FROM I-9S TO 1-97 

I EARNESTLY REQUEST THAT YOUR OFFICE GIVE 

SERIOUS CONSIDERATION TO A CONFIGURATION 

THAT WILL COMBINE ALTERNATE • WITH ALTERNATE 38 

IN THE VICINITY OF FRIENDSHIP PARK.   SUCH 

ADJUSTMENT WILL SAVE FAMILIES. HOMES. AND 

COMMUNITIES.  IT ALSO WILL RIO PROJECT ,00 

OF THE STISMA OF SEEMING RACISH. 

NODK! 

AddAnii 
"(^"^   ^« 

-4i^ '^II«.MV*II.H».(^L. <«miiii mli q^f 
tAJl-JoLl 

RE.     CONTRACT NO.     AA   682-iot-S70 
ItARYLANO   ROUTE   ,oo 
FROM   I-9S   TO   t-97 

I EARNESTLY REQUEST THAT YOUR OFFICE GIVE 

SERIOUS CONSIDERATION TO A CONFIGURATION 

THAT WILL COMBINE ALTERNATE * WITH ALTERNATE 38 

IN THE VICINITY OF FRIENDSHIP PARK.   SUCH 

ADJUSTMENT WILL SAVE FAMILIES, HOMES. AND 

COMMUNITIES.  ,T ALSO WILL RIO PROJECT 100 
OF THE STIGMA OF SEEMING RA 

Maine 

AdcUeAA 

tGMA OF SEEMING RACISM. 

uONTRACT NO.  AA SSJ-toi-STO 
MARYLAND ROUTE loo 
FROM I-9S TO 1-97 

5 7^ 

I    EARNESTLY   REQUEST'THAT   YOUR   OFFICE   GIVE 

SERIOUS   CONSIDERATION   TO   A   CONF, ciURATION 

THAT   WILL   COMBINE    ALTERNATE  *  WITH  ALTERNATE  30 

IN   THE   VICINITY   OF   FR,ENOSHIP   PARK.       SUCH 

ADJUSTMENT   H,LL   SAVE   FAMILIES.    HOMES.    AND 

COMMUNITIES.       ,T   ALSO   WILL   Rfff  PROJECT    ,„ 

OF   THE   STIGMA   OF   SEEMING  RACISM. 

RE. CONTRACT NO.  AA 682-10,-570 
MARYLAND ROUTE ,00 
FROM I-9S TO 1-97 

I EARNESTLY REQUEST THAT YOUR OFFICE GIVE 

SERIOUS CONSIDERATION TO A CONFIGURATION 

THAT WILL COMBINE ALTERNATE 4 WITH ALTERNATE 38 

IN THE VICINITY OF FRIENDSHIP PARK. SUCH 

ADJUSTMENT WILL SAVE FAMILIES. HOMES. AND 

COMMUNITIES.  IT ALSO WILL RID PROJECT ,00 

OF THE STIGMA OF SEEMING RACISM. 

AddfULAt 
Ul.ttC- 

REi     CONTRACT NO.     AA  «8^-l01-570 
MARYLAND  ROUTE   loo' 
FROM  I-9S TO  1-97 

I EARNESTLY REQUEST THAT YOUR OFFICE GIVE 

SERIOUS CONSIDERATION TO A-CONFIGURATION 

THAT WILL COMBINE ALTERNATE 4 WITH ALTERNATE 38 

IN THE VICINITY OF FRIENDSHIP PARK.  SUCH 

ADJUSTMENT WILL SAl^fc FAMILIES. HOMES. AND 

COMMUNITIES.  IT ALSO WILL RID PROJECT 100 

OF THE STIGMA OF SEEMING RACISM. 

UOM. 

Md/ltAi 

TIGMA   OF   SEEMING RACISM. 

s 

.:::••£ 

"•   p. '• 

.•••<5i3 

fill' 

M 

RE.  CONTRACT NO.  AA 682-,0,-S70 
MARYLAND ROUTE ,00 
FROM I-9S TO 1-97 

I EARNESTLY REQUEST THAT YOUR OFFICE GIVE 

SERIOUS CONSIDERATION TO A .CONFIGURATION 

THAT WILL COMBINE ALTERNATE 4 WITH ALTERNATE 38 

IN THE VICINITY OF FRIENDSHIP PARK.  SUCH 

ADJUSTMENT WILL SAVE FAMILIES. HOMES. AND 

COMMUNITIES.   IT ALSO WILL RIO PROJECT ,00 

OF THE STIGMA OF SEEMING RACISM. 

m 

it-M ci 

• to i 

Mane 

MdASAA 
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The preceding form letter was also received frcm: 

WlIber Jones, Jr. 
Rev. & Mrs. James H. Graves 
Daniel Butler 
Marva A. Galther 
Gertrude Dal ley 
Wll lard M. Wcmble 
Jan Is K. Lindsay 
Lawreance A. Bur ley, Jr. 
Ellen R. Watkins 
Lavlnla Smith 
Barbara Jones 
SterIi ng Long 
Virginia I. Warren 
Marie B. Bur ley 
Manuel & Gladys Jones 
Ethel 0. Lang ley 
Ju11e Jones 
PhyIlls Matthews 
Wanda J. Singleton 
Lawrence & Edna Wei Is 
Charles H. Hlnes 
Nancy Gist 
Martha Bradford 
Alfonso S. Matthews 
Clifton Galther 
Timothy Graham, Jr. 
Mary A. Graham 
Mr. & Mrs. Reginald A. Brashears 
BasiI Jones, Sr. 
Sylvia Garrison 
Leroy N. Bur ley 
Wll Ms G. Henry 
Mary E. Galther 
Bnerson Hebron 
Esther V. Thcmas 
Rodney Jones 
Betty B. smalI 
Frank Hebron 
Elsie M. Toles 
Glorestlne Toles 
Winifred G. Queen 
Mr. & Mrs. Wl 11 lam Bouyer 
Nellie L. Butler 
Lionel Butler 
Michael Cornish 
Mabel J. Snipes 
Irene Hebron 
Dorothy V. Faulkner 
Daisy Jones 
Anita R. Turner 

Mr. & Mrs. Joseph N. 
Ernest C. Rogers 
Daisy Baker 
Ray Moore, Jr. 
Evelyn J. Moore 
Robert Dal ley 
Mary V. Hebron 
WlI son Hebron 
Doris Long 
Eirma C. Hebron 

Jones 
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MatylandDepartment ofTiansportatmn vmm „ Hlllllnani) 
SecraUiy 

State Highway Administration 
Hal Kassott 
Administrator 

August   5,   1986 

RE:  Contract No. AA 682-101-570 
Maryland Route 100 
Interstate Route 95 to 
Interstate Route 97 
PDMS No. 022007 

Mr. and Mrs. Elmer Aulton 
655 Queenstown Road 
Severn, Maryland 21144 

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Aulton: 

I am responding to your comments on behalf of Secretary 
William K. Hellmann and Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr., concerning the 
Maryland Route 100 project and your support for a combination of 
Alternate 4 and Alternate 3-B in the vicinity of Friendship Park, 
We have received many comments on the Maryland Route 100 project 
since the public hearing, held June 12, 1986. 

We are currently reviewing all comments received.  A final 
decision will not be made until all comments have been con- 
sidered.  The minimization of impacts to homes and communities 
will be an important consideration when making the final deci- 
sion.  We appreciate your input in this matter. 

Sincerely, 
/ 

Hal Kassoff 
Administrator 

Mr, 
Mf. 

^Ir. 

HK:tlh 
cc:     Secretary William K.   Hellmann 

Mr,.  Neil J.   Pedersen 
Louis  H.   Ege,   Jr. 

Ir.  Ronald  E.   Moon 
Mr.   James  T.   Johnson 
Note: For additional response, see page VI-260 
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Teletypewriter (or Impaired Hearing or Speech 
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P.O. Box 717 / 707 North Calvert St., Baltimore, Maryland 21203 - 0717 



The preceding response was also sent to: 

Sii 

Luther A. Hebron, Sr. 
7332 Race Road 
Hanover, MD 21076 

John R. Griffin 
500 Queenstown Road 
Severn, M3 21144 

Joseph Rogers 
P.O. Box 902 
Glen Burn Ie, MD 21061 

Mr./Mrs. Larry E. White, Sr. 
631 Jones Road 
Severn, M3 21144 

Deborah Shorter 
7110 Wright Road 
Hanover, MD 21076 

Esther Watts 
7326 Race Road 
Hanover, M3 21076 

George CaIdwe11, Jr. 
284 CaldwelI Road 
Pasadena, VD 21122 

WlIbur Jones, Jr. 
601 Jones Road 
Severn, MD 21144 

Rev. & Mrs. James H. Graves 
823 Queenstown Road 
Severn, MD 21144 

Daniel Butler 
7837 Clark Station Road 
Severn, Maryland 21144 

Marva A. Gaither 
8316 Jacobs Road 
P.O. Box 344 
Severn, MD 21144 

Gertrude Dal ley 
508 Jones Road 
Severn, MD 21144 

Wlllard M. Wcmble 
7119 Wright Road 
Hanover, MD 21076 

Jan Is K. Lindsay 
7611 Lilly Ave. 
Severn, MD 21144 

Lawrence A. Bur ley, Jr, 
501 Queenstown Road 
Harmans, MD 21077 

Ellen R. Watkins 
782 Queenstown Road 
Severn, MD 21144 

Lavlnla Smith 
734 Queenstown Road 
Severn, MD 21144 

Barbara Jones 
501 Queenstown Road 
Harmans, MD 21077 

SterIi ng Long 
7151 Wright Road 
Hanover, M3 21076 

Virginia I. Warren 
7117 Wright Road 
Hanover, MD  21076 

Marie B. Bur ley 
507 Queenstown Road 
Severn, MD 21144 

Manuel & Gladys Jones 
517 Queenstown Road 
Severn, MD 21144 

Ethel O. Lang ley 
7804 QuarterfIeld Road 
Severn, MD 21144 

Julle Jones 
501 Queenstown Road 
Harmans, MD 21077 
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Phy11ss Matthews 
509 Queenstown Road 
Severn, M3 21142 

Wanda J. Singleton 
501 Queenstown Road 
Harmans, MD 21077 

Lawrence & Edna We11s 
819 Queenstown Road 
Severn, MD 21144 

Charles H. Mines 
1411 Valentine Ave. 
Glen Burnle, MD 21061 

Nancy Gist 
7870 Quarterfleld Road 
Severn, MD 21144 

Martha Bradford 
2560 Arunah Ave. 
Baltimore, MD 21215 

Alfonso S. Matthews 
509 Queenstown Road 
Severn, WD    21144 

ClIfton Galther 
503 Queenstown Road 
Severn, MD 21144 

Timothy Graham, Jr. 
P.O. Box 22 
Severn, MD 21144 

Mary A. Graham 
P.O. Box 22 
Severn, ND 21144 

Mr. & Mrs. Reginald Brashears 
453 Queenstown Road 
Severn, MD 21144 

Bas11 Jones, Sr. 
501 Queenstown Road 
Harmons, &D  21077 

Sylvia Garrlslon 
416 Queenstown Road 
Severn, MD   21144 

Leroy N. Bur ley 
501 Queenstown Road 
Harmans, MD 21077 

Wl 11 Is G. Henry 
423 Queenstown Road 
Severn, MD 21144 

Mary E. Galther 
503 Queenstown Road 
Severn, Md  21133 

Ehierson Hebron 
Box 7318 Ridge Road 
Hanover, MD 21076 

Esther V. Thcmas 
326 Highland Drive 
Glen Burnle, MD 21061 

Rodney Jones 
627 Jones Road 
Severn, MD 21144 

Betty B. Snail 
762 Queenstown Road 
Severn, MD 21144 

Frank Hebron 
7468 Race Road 
Hanover, MD 21076 

Elsie M. Toles 
Box 724 Queenstown Road 
Severn, MD 21144 

Glorestlne Toles 
Box 724 Queenstown Road 
Severn, MD 21144 

Winifred G. Queen 
111 N. Hoi I Ins Ferry Road 
Glen Burnle, MD 21061 

Mr. and Mrs. WlI lam Bouyer 
810 Queenstown Road 
Severn, MD 21144 

Nellie L. Butler 
7837 Clark Station Road 
Severn, MD 21144 
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Lionel R. Butler 
7837 Clark Station Road 
Severn, IVD  21144 

Michael Cornish 
6778 HaIfcrown Court 
Columbia, WD    21045 

Mary V. Hebron 
7332 Race Road 
Hanover, MD 21076 

WlIson Hebron 
7649 Harmans Road 
Hanover, MD 21076 

Mabel J. Snipes 
504 Queenstown Road 
Severn, MD 21144 

Doris Long 
7151 Wright Road 
Hanover, WD    21076 

Irene Hebron 
7468 Race Road 
Hanover, WD    21076 

Dorothy V. Faulkner 
7325 Race Road 
Hanover, VD 21076 

Daisy Jones 
627 Jones Road 
Severn, MD 21144 

Anita R. Turner 
7864 Bust! Me Road 
Severn, MD 21144 

Mr. & Mrs. Joseph N. Jones 
440 Queenstown Road 
Severn, WD    21144 

Ernest C. Rogers 
922 South Wieker Road 
Severn, WD   21144 

Daisy Baker 
1430 Dorsey Road 
Hanover, WD    21076 

Ray Moore, Jr. 
733 ChapeIgate Drive 
Odenton, WD    21113 

Evelyn J. Moore 
733 ChapeI gate Drive 
Odenton, MD 21113 

Robert Dal ley 
508 Jones Road 
Severn, WD    21144 

Brma C. Hebron 
7649 Harmans Road 
Hanover, MD 21076 
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Additional response to preceding letters: 

The selected alternate, Alternate 3B (Modified), was chosen over a ccmbI nation 
of Alternate 4 with Alternate 3-0ptlon B (Alternate 4/3B) for several reasons. 
First, Alternate 4 requires the acquisition of land from the Patapsco Valley 
State Park which Is prohibited under Federal Law If a "feasible and prudent" 
alternative exists. Also, the selected alternate closely follows the corridor 
for the extension of Maryland Route 100 as Identified in the Howard County, 
Anne Arundel County and Regional Planning Council Master Plans. This corridor 
is the basis upon which development in the area has been implemented and plan- 
ned. Alternate 4/3B also traverses the southwestern corner of the Baltimore 
Washington International Airport. Federal Aviation Adnlnlstratlon regulations 
would require the highway to be constructed In a tunnel through this area 
which would cause the total cost of Alternate 4/3B to be up to $36 ml 11 ion 
greater than the selected alternate. 

CXirlng the course of the MD Route 100 study, concerns were raised regarding 
the impacts of the project. The selected alternate. Alternate 38 (Modified), 
Incorporates several design changes of the "historical" alignment (Alternate 
3-Optlon A) to address these concerns. These Include the alignment shift at 
the project's eastern end In order to minimize Impacts to the caimunlty of 
Queenstcwn, the standard diamond Interchange at Race Road and selecting the 
full clover leaf Interchange at MD Route 295. In total, the design changes 
made by the State Highway Administration resulted in a reduction in the nunber 
of residences displaced by MD Route 100 frcm 43 to 22. Alternate 38 (Modi- 
fled), also Includes several provisions for maintaining traffic on the local 
road network. These Include providing a bridge across Maryland Route 295 
connecting Race Road with Wright Road, bridging Harmans Road over Maryland 
Route 100 and bridging W.B.& A. Road over Maryland Route 100. The State High- 
way AdnlnI stration be11eves that the selected alternate provides the needed 
service to the area while minimizing Impacts to local ccmnuni11es. This pro- 
ject has been reviewed by the Equal Opportunity Section of the State Highway 
Adnlnlstratlon and found to be In cctnp11ance wIth Title VI of the Civil Rights 
Act of 1964 (see letter dated June 26, 1986). 
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A M IN FAVOR        OF 

ALTERNAT   E 

STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION "^   H^-o 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS ca   ^Pg 

Contract No. AA 682-101-570 - PDMS No. 022007   rj ^^O 
Combined Location/Design Public Hearing    "^ "-m-S 

Maryland Route 100 ^   ^J 
1-95 to Maryland Route 3 (1-97) 

Thursday, June 12, 1986 - 7:30 p.m. - Andover Senior High Schol 

NAME  ROBERT E. flayrrg <?l n^ qfypL 

?mNATSE  ADDRESS  TSflrS   Acrhtifflifpr  

CITY/TOWN ttfihJMt.^ RTATP    A^b. 7IP  CODE. 

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

i    i 

It ..is   the   only" logical   choice   for   a 

COST       CONSC    IENC   E 

State     Highway     Administration ! 

It     is  / provides   : 

1. Shortest length 

2. Minimum disruption on congested Dorsey Road. 

3. Fewest residential and business relocations. 
A'     =======§=i=i=U=l=I=^=i=^====i=I=i=i=i  involved ! 

5.  Finished Project provides: 

A. 4 . to 6  lanes of THRU traffic as  an outter 

loop between 1-95  and Gibson Island. 

B. Local thru traffic unaffected by keeping Improved 
Dorsey Road in tack. 

C. With 8 to 10 lanes for traffic this Alternate 4 

plus Dorsey Road will resolve traffic problems 
until the year 2000 ! I ! ! ! ! 

MAKE     THE    2=0==§:==5===g==g=N==|=g==I==|==N=g:=| 

CHO  IC  E     ALTER  NA  TE    4  !!!•!!! 

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

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

•Persons who have received a copy of this brochure through the mail are already 
on the project Mailing List. •"•«ey 
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The preceding form letter was also received frcm: 

Wl11 lam F. Bramer 
Nancy Barry 
John F. Barry, Jr. 
Robin Mahlstedt 
Eunice Grap 
Edward M. Calvert, 
Lucy BowlIng 
Walter A. Harris 
Herman D. Slzenore 
Wl11 lam Henry 
Robert Bradshaw 
Garnet Ward 

Jr. 

Mr. and Mrs. 
Mr. and Mrs. 
Mr. and Mrs. 
John CIi ne 
Ty Schw  
Tern Llscwsky 
Stephen Uscwsky 
Adele K. Karp 
Charlotte Winters 
John S. Bowers 
Mr. & Mrs. Carl L 

Ernest M. Wallace 
P.E. Harris, Jr. 
W. Leroy Heatwole 

Cruise, Sr. 
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Ma/y/and Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

William K. Hellmam 
Secretary 

Hal Kassoff 
Admlnistntor 

October 3,   1986 

RE:     Contract No.   AA  682-101-570 
Maryland   Route  100 
Interstate  Route 95 to 
Maryland   Route 3 
PDMS  No.   022007 

Mr.   and  Mrs.   Robert  E.   Baxter,   Sr. 
7395  South  Afton  Court 
Hanover,   Maryland    21076 

Dear  Mr.   and  Mrs.   Baxter: 

Thank you for your  recent comments in  which you indicate 
support   for   Alternate 4  for the  Maryland   Route  100 project. 

A decision will  not be made on  the  final  alternate until   all 
comments  received  during  and   subsequent  to  the  public  hearing 
have been reviewed.     Your support   for   Alternate 4 will  be given 
serious  consideration. 

As  requested,   your   name  has been  added   to  the  project 
mailing  list. 

Very  truly  yours, 

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

by: gSfrA Moon 
Project   Manager 

tf.^ZzlA^ 

LHE :^EM): cd 

Note: For additional response, see page VI-265 

VI-263 
My telephone number Is     659-1106 

Teletypewriter for Impaired Hearing or Speech 
383-7555 Baltimore Metro — 565-0451 D.C. Metro — 1-800-492-5062 Statewide Toll Free 

P.O. Box 717 / 707 North Calvert St., Baltimore, Maryland 21203 • 0717 
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The preceding response was also sent to: 

WllIlan F. Bramer 
9717 Early Spring Way 
Columbia, MD 21046 

Nancy Barry 
7392 South CXinrobln Court 
Hanover, MD 21076 

John F. Barry 
258 Dogwood road 
Ml IlersvlIle, M3 21108 

Robin Mahlstedt 
7400 South Robin Court 
Hanover, WD 21076 

Eunice Grap 
C 86-HolIday Moblle Est. 
Jessup, MD 20794 

Edward M. Calvert, Jr. 
9809 Langs Road 
Baltimore, M3 21220 

Lucy BowIlng 
7396 South Afton Court 
P.O. Box 53 
Hanover, WD 21076 

Walter A. Harris 
24 Leeds Road 
Hanover, MD 21076 

Herman D. Slzemore 
205 Maple Avenue 
Pasadena, MD 21122 

Wllllan Henry 
18 Leeds Road 
Hanover, WD   21076 

Robert E. Bradshaw 
428 W. Greenwood Road 
Llnthlcun Heights, UD    21090 

Garnet Ward 
6 Leeds Road 
Hanover, MD 21076 

Mr. & Mrs. Ernest M. Wallace 
20 Leeds Road 
Hanover, MD 21076 

Mr. & Mrs. P.E. Harris, Jr. 
24 Leeds Road 
Hanover, MD 21076 

Mr. & Mrs. W. Leroy Heatwole 
15 Leeds Road 
Hanover, MD 21076 

John ClIne 
2511 Pitt Iand Lane 
Bowie, MD 20716 

Tan Llsowsky 
1366 Weeping WiI low 
Hanover, MD 21076 

Stephen LIsowsky 
1366 Weeping WII low 
Hanover, MD 21076 

Adele K. Karp 
9505 White Spring Way 
Colunbla, MD 21046 

Charlotte Winters 
7399 South El den Court 
Hanover, MD 21076 

Mr. & Mrs. Carl L Cruise, Sr. 
7398 South Eldon Court 
Hanover, MD .21076 
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In addition, the following response Is offered: 

The selected alternate. Alternate 38 (Modified), was chosen over a ccmblnatlon 
of Alternate 4 with Alternate 3-Optlon B (Alternate 4/3B) for several reasons. 
First, Alternate 4 requires the acquisition of land frcm the Patapsco Valley 
State Park which Is prohibited under Federal Law If a "feasible and prudent" 
alternative exists. Also, the selected alternate closely follows the corridor 
for the extension of Maryland Route 100 as Identified In the Howard County, 
Anne Arundel County and Regional Planning Council Master Plans. This corridor 
is the basis upon which development In the area has been implemented and plan- 
ned. Alternate 4/3B also traverses the southwestern corner of the Baltimore 
Washington International Airport. Federal Aviation Adnlnlstratlon regulations 
would require the highway to be constructed In a tunnel through this area 
which would cause the total cost of Alternate 4/3B to be up to $36 ml 11 Ion 
greater than the selected alternate. Alternate 38 (Modified), Includes sev- 
eral provisions for maintaining traffic on the local road network. These 
Include providing a bridge across Maryland Route 295 connecting Race Road with 
Wright Road, bridging Harmans Road over Maryland Route 100 and bridging W.B. & 
A. Road over Maryland Route 100. The State Highway Adnlnlstratlon believes 
that the selected alternate provides the needed service to the area while 
minimizing impacts. 
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

CO/ 

'  Contract No. AA 682-101-570 - PDMS No. 022007 
Combined Location/Design Public Hearing 

Maryland Route 100 
1-95 to Maryland Route 3 (1-97) 

Thursday, June 12, 1986 - 7:30 p.m. - Andover Senior High Scfflsl 

o m 
mm 
r-o 
-om 

m-» 

NAME DAT 

PLEASE 
PRINT 

Annpgaa     /Z&Q Uyj2jZ^ty        O^tM^      Z&K 

CITY/TOWN STATE. rhA       „, nnnc    2-^ 7C 
I/We wish to comment or inquire about the following aspects of this project: 

sx^r*' 

S/frig'   0^i>      TT/tF^C      frrMSS     %^£&x. ^s^J- 7~ £~\/j£ZsiJ 

/5L 
^/ x r  r 

^rz- 
^S2^0&**d(    r 

/l^frrz. ~J <ZZA-   (X 2-/^S&~-^ 

/%uC  /ej- say) 
fctm 

yfy^r^y     ^fr^u^L-t^^c^-^^  a^^ 

s*-J?  /cr f?o  ^ 
ytSOAj     ^ Od^/fJ- 

-Z? 

-7^, 

{ s 
//y2* j^tru- j£^eJZ^ 

filT&R iJ-±± 
I    I Please add my/our name(s) to the Mailing List.* 

i    \ Please delete my/our naine(s) from the Mailing List. 

•Persons who have received a copy of this brochure through the ma 
on the project Mailing List. u 1-266 

already 
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

CO 
rn    i—1 -o    O 

m 

Contract No. AA 682-101-570 - PDMS No. 022007 _. <r-o 
Combined Location/Design Public Hearing :oo <— 

Maryland Route 100 2 ^^S 
1-95 to Maryland Route 3 (1-97) r? ^ rri-H 

Thursday, June 12, 1986 - 7:30 p.m. - Andover Senior High Schol "I   2: 

/far / NAME ,„      ^ /sam/y .— ?/y^<s* 
^fN

A
T

SE   AnnBPA^   ft&S        ^-Ajy?  U-t*     t^'dMr^-S 

CITY/TQWM   VV^^V^^STATP /S**^     y|p  CQQE__El£^£J^ 

r/We wish to comment o«\Inquire about the following aspects of this atoject: 
 wi—. '- ^r    J ;  ^-> ^ ZJ  

^'Ai^^b^^ 
ing aspects or tnis ncc 

V?*^    s* 
y<^^^.   .   c^^- 

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

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

•Persons who have received a copy of this brochure tKrou^h the mail are already 
on th* project Mailing List. 
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Maryland Department ofTransportsvon mmmt.mm* 
State Highway Administration ^ 

Hal Kassotf 
Adminlttritor 

October 3,   1986 

RE:     Contract No.   AA 682-101-570 
Maryland  Route 100 
Interstate  Route 95 to 
Maryland   Route 3 
PDMS  No.   022007 

Mr.  Authur Lisowsky 
1366 Weeping Willow  Road 
Hanover,  Maryland    21076 

Dear  Mr.   Lisowsky: 

Thank you for your recent comments in which you indicate 
support  for  Alternate 4 for the  Maryland   Route 100 project. 

A decision will  not be made on the final  alternate until  all 
comments received  during and  subsequent to  the public hearing 
have been reviewed.     Your support   for   Alternate 4 will be given 
serious  consideration. 

As  requested,  your  name has been added  to  the project 
mailing list. 

Very truly  yours, 

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

by: ^A'&P'''^ ^ 
Project  Manager 

LHE:lEM:cd 
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Wix_xam D. Miller, Jr. 
7539 Ridge Road 
Hanover, Maryland 21076 

June 1, 1986 

Mr. Neil J. Pedersen, Director 
Office of Planning and Preliminary Engineering T?T?<r>'!?]P[7"T7T\ 
State Highway Administration r^LLt^jfjl V JLU 
707 North Calvert Street .nM fe6 7 
Baltimore,  Maryland 21202 JUN   0   1986 

Mr.  John W.  Gladding, Jr.,  Chief nfl     DWECTOR. OFFICE G? 
District #5 Office of Real Estate "A" & PW:A.:J Eg ! CT$ 
State Highway Administration 
138 Defense Highway 
Annapolis, Maryland 21401 

Gentlemen: 

I own property located in the Proposed Route 100 study area. I 
have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Document as well as 
the State Highway Administration (SHA) document issued on or 
about May 30, 1986 and titled: Combined Location/Design Public 
Hearing Maryland Route 100 1-95 To Maryland Route 3 (1-97). In 
my efforts to fully comprehend and assess the myriad of issues, 
factors and ramifications associated with Route 100, and in order 
to prepare intelligent comments for the public record, I request 
your responses to the following: 

(My questions are oriented, generally, towards the impact of 
Alternate 3 (a or b) based upon my understanding that SHA has 
a preference for that alternate) 

1) What consideration has been given to the projection that 
selection of Alternates 3B, 4 or Crossover 3/4 would result in 
disproportionate impact upon •,minority,, residences (34% for 3B, 
38% for Alt. 4 and 49% for therCrossover 3/4)? 

2) Utilizing a scaled map and corresponding reference sheet, 
identify (by owner name, site address and plat number) the 
,,minority,, residences affected by Alternate 3B. 

3) What criteria or definition has SHA utilized in determining 
whether a residence constitutes a "minority" residence? 

4) Utilizing a scaled map and corresponding reference sheet, 
identify (by parcel and owner name) the projected amount of 
acreage required for right-of-way in the "residential", 
"commercial, "industrial", "agricultural" and "parkland/public 
recreation categories, assuming Alternate 3B is selected. 
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5) Explain the criteria utilized to categorize required 
right-of-way acreage as "residential", "commercial", 
"industrial", "agricultural" and "parkland/public recreation". 

6) In estimating the cost of right-of-way (Alternate 3B), what 
criteria, guidelines and/or standards have been employed? e.g. 
"best economic use", "present use", "zoning status". If such 
information is contained in policy, procedure or operating 
manuals, or in memoranda or other SHA documents, provide copies 
of same.- . ~ 

7) The estimated cost of right-of-way associated with Alternate 
3B is $22.8 million. On a parcel by parcel basis (or site by 
site if you prefer), how is estimated cost allocated? e.g. Smith 
parcel/Hanover-$150,000improvemehts/$55,OOOacreage. 
(If confidentiality is a concern, identify sites by numbers or 
letters within a particular geographic area) 

8) The estimated cost of relocation associated with Alternate 3B 
is $1 million. On a parcel by parcel basis, assuming that basis 
was utilized by the SHA, how is estimated cost allocated? 

Gentlemen, these are only a few of the questions I wish to 
resolve prior to completion of my public comments on Route 100. 
I shall not, however, burden you with additional questions and 
concerns at this time inasmuch as there is little time left 
before the public hearing on June 12. I do^ respectfully request 
your response to my inquiry no later than June 8 so that I can 
complete my public comments prior to the hearing. 

Thank you in advance for your attention in this matter. 

Sincerely, 

illiam D. Miller, Jr. 

•REGISTERED MAIL 
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED 

VI-270 



sfc 
Maryland Department of Tmnsportation 
State Highway Administration 

August   1,   1986 

William K. Hsilmam 
StcrtUry 

Hal Kassoff 
Adminittntor 

RE:  Contract No. AA 682-101-570 
Maryland Route 100 
Interstate Route 95 to 
Maryland Route 3 
PDMS No. 022007 

Mr. William D. Miller, Jr. 
7539 Ridge Road 
Hanover,. Maryland 21076 

Dear Mr. Miller: 

This is in response to the questions you submitted with your 
letter of June 1, 1986 concerning the Alternate 3 alignment for 
proposed Maryland Route 100 from Interstate Route 95 to Maryland 
Route 3 and in response to your June 11, 1986 letter to Mr. Jack 
Gladding. 

In response to your specific questions in your June 1, 1986 
letter, the following is submitted: 

1. What consideration has been given to the projection that 
selection of Alternates 3-B, 4, or Crossover 3/4 would 
result in disproportionate impact upon "minority" resi- 
dences (34% for 3-B, 38% for Alternate 4, and 49% for 
the Crossover 3/4)? 

• Consideration of impacts upon minority communities was 
undertaken as required in 23 CFR, Section 710.405. 
Furthermore, the study alignments were modified to mini- 
mize impacts to all improved properties. During the 
design stage, additional engineering feasibility studies 
will be conducted to further minimize impacts. 

2. Utilizing a scaled map and corresponding reference sheet, 
identify (by owner name, site address, and plat number) 
the "minority" residences affected by Alternate 3-B. 

• Attached are scaled maps (1"=400') of Alternate*3-B. 
Residences that would be affected by this alternate are 
indicated by a hexagonal symbol with the letter "R" on 
these maps.  Those residences that are minority occupied 
are not specifically identified on these maps.  The 
information that has been developed in this stage of 

My telephone number Is. 659-1110 
Teletypewriter for Impaired Hearing or Speech 

383-7555 Baltimore Metro — 565-0451 O.C. Metro — 1-800-492-5062 Statewide Toll Free 
P.O. Box 717/707 North Calvert St., Baltimore, Maryland 21203 • 0717 
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Mr. William D. Miller, Jr. 
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the study is for the purpose of estimating costs and 
determining environmental impacts. Neither the actual 
ownership of affected properties nor the ethnic back- 
ground of these property owners will be determined 
until such time as final plans and metes and bounds 
plats are prepared.  You should be advised that the 
information regarding occupants of dwellings that 
may be required for the proposed Maryland Route 100 
was obtained from the best source available at the 
time, and has not been verified by interview. 

3. What criteria or definition has the State Highway 
Administration utilized in determining whether a resi- 
dence constitutes a ,,minorityM residence? 

• The criteria or definition that the State Highway 
Administration uses in determining whether a residence 
constitutes a "minority" residence is in accordance 
with the provisions of 23 CFR, Part 710 - Right-of-Way - 
General.  Information including minorities is obtained 
from visits to the project area and from Census Tract 
data. 

4. Utilizing a scaled map and corresponding reference sheet, 
identify (by parcel and owner name) the projected amount 
of acreage required for right-of-way in the "residential", 
"commercial", "industrial", "agricultural", and "parkland/ 
public recreation" categories, assuming Alternate 3-B is 
selected. 

• The projected amount of acreage required for a right-of- 
way for Maryland Route 100 has not yet been determined 
on a parcel by parcel basis.  The individual property 
owners who may be affected have not been identified 
during this stage of the study. The actual ownership 
of affected properties will be determined at such time 
as metes and bounds plats have been developed and titles 
researched. The amount of acreage required for right- 
of-way in the categories you refer to has been estimated 
from Anne Arundel and Howard County zoning maps, and may 
not represent the actual land use in all cases. 

5. Explain the criteria utilized to categorize required 
right-of-way acreage as "residential",' "commercial", 
"industrial", "agricultural", and "parkland/public 
recreation". 

• The criteria you refer to categorize the types of land 
being affected, (i.e., residential, commercial, indus- 
trial, etc.), and are based on current zoning maps 
prepared by Anne Arundel and Howard County.  These maps 
and the designated land use categories are utilized in 
grouping the different zoning areas being affected. 

VI-272 



59/ 
Mr. William D. Miller, Jr. 
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6. In estimating the cost' of right-of-way (Alternate 3-B), 
what criteria, guidelines and/or standards have been 
employed, e.g., "best economic use", "present use", 
"zoning status"? If such information is contained in 
policy, procedure, or operating manuals, or in memoranda 
or other State Highway Administration documents, provide 
copies of same. 

• In the Project Planning stage of the study, right-of- 
way costs are based on the current zoning use for the 
land.  After right-of-way plats have been developed 
and individual parcels are identified, land appraisals 
are initiated. The appraisers investigate each indi- 
vidual property's highest and best use from an economic 
viewpoint, and evaluate it accordingly to determine its 
fair market value. This appraisal policy is established 
by standardized appraisal practices and procedures estab- 
lished by recognized professional appraisal societies. 
To evaluate the fair market value of property requires 
considerable research and changes over the time it may 
take to develop the required right-of-way plats. 
Therefore, in the Project Planning phase of the study, 
estimates are based on current zoning. 

7. The estimated cost of right-of-way associated with Alter- 
nate 3-B is $22.8 million.  On a parcel by parcel basis 
(or site by site if you prefer), how is estimated cost 
allocated, e.g., Smith parcel/Hanover-$150,000 improve- 
ments/$55,000 acreage? (If confidentiality is a concern, 
identify sites by numbers or letters within a particular 
geographic area), and 

8. The estimated cost of relocation associated with Alter- 
nate 3-B is $1 million. On a parcel by parcel basis, 
assuming that basis was utilized by the State Highway 
Administration, how is estimated cost allocated? 

• The estimated right-of-way and relocation costs have not 
been developed on a parcel by parcel basis, or allocated 
between land and improvements.  The estimates that are 
developed in this stage of the study are for planning 
purposes only, and are determined from on-site visits 
to the project area.  Detailed appraisals will be 
completed when actual effects of the project are known. 

If you beJLieve that your property may be affected by this 
project, or if you need additional information regarding right- 
of-way or relocation issues involving the proposed Maryland 
Route 100, please feel free to contact the State Highway Adminis- 
tration's Office of Real Estate in Annapolis at 841-5464. 
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S95 

to oJain AII  ? J0.ySUr June 11' 1986 request to Mr. Jack Gladding 
to obtain detailed information regarding all right-of-way acquisi- 
tions « Anne Arundel County, we cannot honor your request d2e to 
the size and complexity of the data requested. The staff work 
iu^f?!L ? honor your request would be far greater than can be 
f??«i i? • ! a p^llc expenditure.  If you wish to make copies of 
files of information which is not confidential, you can make 
arrangements to do so at a cost of 15 cents per page? As we 
fn3^??^ ^P1•?* I »» investigating what SoSld be involved 
i q§^SiJSg ?Uinniary "formation for the Maryland Route 176 and 
blntfSf^ese^a?'3 ^ ^ ^^ ^  regarding the availa- 

Very truly yours, 
cv\a § iuj^u^ 

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

NJP:bh 
Enclosure 

cc:  Mr. Robert Finck 
Mr. Nolan Rogers 
Mr. Edward H. Meehan 
Mr. Jack W. Gladding 
Ms. S. K. Bauer 
Ms. Angela B. Hawkins 
Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson 
Mr. Ronald E. Moon 
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Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 
Office of Planning and  Preliminary 
Engineering 
Attn:    Mr. Neil J.   Pedersen 

Director 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore,  Maryland 21203 

. 850 
AUG 11. 1986 

„.,.,.. WKWM. flFFICE OF 
''"*"« ypaiMMWfflfiMEBHj 

August 9,  1986   ~    r-,-<-a-- 

•<r"0- 
^    r--om 

Dear Mr. Pedersen: CO 

I am in receipt of your letter dated August 1, 1986  regarding my June 1, 
1986 and June 11,  1986 requests for certain information concerning proposed 
Route 100 and completed SHA right-of-way acquisitions in the County of Anne 
Arundel, respectively. 

With regard  to your responses to some of the specific questions I posed 
in my June 1  letter,  please consider this my formal and adamant objection to 
the evasive, contradictory and patently erroneous responses furnished by your 
office.     I Implore you to Immediately re-consider your responses to the items 
discussed below and to provide me with supplemental answers as soon as possible. 

ITEMS 2  and 3 (of your response) 

You failed to indicate which of the potentially affected  properties SHA 
considered to be "minority"  properties.    You stated, in pertinent part, that, 
"(Ohe information that has been developed in this stage of the study is for the 
purpose of estimating costs and determing environmental impacts."    You later 
claimed  that, "(n)either the actual ownership of affected properties nor the 
ethnic background of these property owners will be determined until...final 
plans and metes and bounds plats are prepared."    Nonetheless, you went on to 
explain that,   "(information including minorities is obtained from visits to 
the project area, and from Census Tract data."    In summary, you then assert that 
the SHA projections made in accordance with applicable law "...based upon the 
best source availible at this stage of planning." (emphasis supplied) 

Mr.  Pedersen,  your refusal to supply this information cannot be justified 
by the reasons advanced in your letter.    While you recognize that federal and 
state laws require study and consideration of minority Impacts,  your response 
suggests a SHA unwillingness to subject your projections to public scrutiny. 
I suggest that you provide the information requested and I will, at my own expense 
and  time, obtain and supply you with current and accurate information regarding 
the projected minority Impacts of Route 100.     I can not stress enough that my 
request to you was received  prior to  the Public Hearing in June 1986.    Had  you 
actually responded  to my request in a reasonable period of time,   I would have been 
able to  "upgrade"   the reliability of your  projections during  the  "public comment" 
phase of the process.    There is, of course, still ample time for my data to be 
compiled  and  supplied   to  you prior to  the  final  SHA decision.    Obviously,  if  SHA 
has no interest in obtaining such accurate information,  feel free to disregard 
this portion of my request. 
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Mr. Nell J.   Federsen 
August 9,  1986 
Page 2 

ITEffi 7 AND 8 . (of your response) 

You state that, "The estimated right-of-way and relocation costs have not 
been developed on a parcel by parcel basis, or allocated between land and im- 
provements."  (emphasis supplied) You further state that, "The estimates developed 
in this stage of the study are for planning purposes only, and are determined 
from on-site visits to the project area."  (emphasis supplied) 

This response is especially offensive because it contains patently contradic- 
tory and false information.    It does, however, have one redeeming  feature: Your 
response clearly acknowledges that SHA's estimates for total right-of-way costs 
were based upon "on-site visits to the project area".    Is it your position that 
such visits did not result in compilation of parcel by parcel estimated right- 
of-way costs?    Are you actually content to suggest that your estimated cost of 
$22.8 million was arrived at without benefit of parcel by parcel estimates?    In 
any event, consider this my formal and adamant supplemental request for parcel 
by parcel estimated or projected right-of-way costs as previously set forth in 
my June 1 letter. , 

With regard to my June 11, 1986 request regarding SEA right-of-way acquisi- 
tions in Anne Arundel County, this is to formally request an opportunity to visj 
your office and review and, as necessary, make copies of SHA files containing 
information described in said request.  (I have attached a copy of that letter 
your convenience.)    Of course,  I shall be prepared  to reimburse your office for 
the costs of copies in the amount of 15 cents per page.    Please advise me as soon 
as possible regarding  the exact date, time and place I should report inorder to 
review your files.    My preference is any Monday through Saturday during the month 
of August 1986 after 1:00p.m.    In the interest of minimizing your valuable time, 
I may be accompanied by an auditor who,  I'm certain, is more adept at this type of 
undertaking  than the undersigned . 

Mr. Pedersen, consider the foregoing request a request pursuant to  the appli- 
cable "Freedom of  Information Act"  provisions governing the Maryland Department of 
of Transportation/State Highway Administration.    Should you find  this request de- 
ficient or incomplete in any respect,  please advise me Immediately. 

Sincerely, 

William D.  Miller, Jr 
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7539 Ridge Road 
Hanover,  Maryland 21076 
June 11, 1986 

Mr.  John W.   Gladding,   Jr.  Chief 
District #5 Office of Real Estate 
State Highway Administration 
138 Defense Highway 
Annapolis, Maryland 21401 

Dear Mr. Gladding: 

This is a request for information and documents regarding  State Highway Admin- 
istration (SHA)  "right-of-way" acquisitions in Anne Arundel County,  Maryland. 

In particular, please furnish a list of SHA "right-of-way" land and property 
acquisitions for the past five (5)  years including;    1) location of property 
and owner nameCs);   2) address of property acquired;  3) size of property acquired 
(by acreage or'square footage); 4)   zoning of  property at time of acquisition; 
5) use of property at time of acquisition; 6) amount paid  to owner (a)  for land, 
and the amount  paid  for improvements.    Additionally, please supply all SHA 
reportsj memoranda, summaries and correspondance regarding  said acquisitions. 
Finally, for the same five (5)  year period, furnish a list and copy of Court 
decisions resolving valuation/eminent domain disputes between SHA and  property 
owners in Anne Arundel County. 

Upon receipt and review of this request, please notify me as to the date upon 
which you expect to furnish the information discussed above.     Thank, you in 
advance for your  prompt attention in this matter. 

William D. Miller, Jr. 

CERTIFIED MAIL 
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED 
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S3 
Mr. wmiam D. Miller 
7539 Ridge Road 
Hanover, Maryland 21076 

Dear Mr. Miller: 

This is in response to your August 9, 1986 letter and several subsequent 
telephone conversations in which we discussed your information request. 

First, with regard to Items 2 and 3 of my August 1, 1986 letter, we feel 
that enough time and effort were expended in visits to the project area to de- 
termine the percentage of residential displacements which would involve minority 
families for each of the alternatives studied.   We feel  our information is suf- 
ficiently accurate to be used as input to the decision regarding the alignment 
for Maryland Route 100.    If you would like more detailed information regarding 
the methodology used to determine minority impacts,  I can arrange for a meeting 
with the Office of Real  Estate staff who performed the studies.    Of course, we 
would welcome any information which you may wish to provide regarding minority 
impacts of the alternatives under consideration. 

With regard to your request for right-of-way cost estimates on a parcel-by- 
parcel  basis for the alternates under consideration for Maryland Route 100, we 
will  not provide this information in order to protect both the State Highway 
Administration and the owners of the parcels during future right-of-way nego- 
tiations.    Our refusal to provide you this information is done so under the 
provisions of Section 10-618 of Maryland Public Law. 

During our telephone conversations, you agreed to limit the request con- 
tained in your June 11, 1986 letter to only those projects in the vicinity of the 
Maryland Route 100 corridor which have been constructed in the last five years. 
Attached you will  find a map and list showing all projects in the vicinity of the 
Maryland Route 100 corridor which have been constructed in the past five years. 
A review of our records indicates that the only projects for which right-of-way 
was required were the Maryland Route 176 projects which are currently under 
construction.    Since negotiations are still on-going with property owners on 
these projects, we will  not release information associated with individual  par- 
cels under the terms of Section 10-618 of Maryland Public Law. 

My telephone number i»    659-1110 
Teletypewriter for I mo aired Hearing or Speecn 

363-7555 Saltimore Metro — 565-0451 D.C. Metro — 1-800-492-5062 Statewide Toll Free 
P.O. Box 717 / 707 North Calvert St.. Baltimore. Maryiano 21203 - 0717 
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Mr. WiTIiam D. Miller 
October  22,   19S6 
Page Two 

If you wish to further discuss this matter, please feel  fr 

Very truly yours, 

C^ ft   -f£J6M«, 

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

NJPrtn 
Attachment 
cc: Mr. Robert J. Finck 

Mr. Nolan Rogers 
Mr. Barry Ditto 
Mr. Jack Gladding 
Ms, Angela Hawkins 

.•Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr. 

ee to contact me. 
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MD 100 CORRIDOR 
SPECIAL PROJECTS PROGRAM IMPROVEMENTS 

COMPLETED OVER LAST FIVE YEARS 

1. MD 295 - MD 175 to Hanover Road; resurface; completed FY 84. 

2. MD 176 - US 1 to Parkway Drive; safety and resurface; completed FY 
84. 

3. MD 176 - Parkway Drive to MD 652; widen and resurface and signali- 
zation; completed FY 85. 

4. MD 176 - 0.2 mile east of MD 295; carpool lot - 100 spaces; com- 
pleted FY 81. 

5. MD 174 - Old Stage Road to Thelma Avenue; widen and resurface; 
completed FY 86. 

PROJECTS UNDER CONSTRUCTION 

1. MD 176 - Bridge 2051**over Amtrak; bridge deck replacement and 
widening; under construction. 

2. MD 176 - MD 652 to Hammonds Ferry Road; widen and resurface; 
scheduled for fall, 1986. 
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Michael G. Miller 
7522 Ridge Road 
Hanover, Maryland 21076 

June 25, 1986 

Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and Preliminary Engineering 
State Highway Administration 
707 North Calvert Street > 
Room 310 =   ^ 
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 rn 

— o < -o 
Re:  FHWA-MD-EIS-86-01-D ^ <Po 

<n o c 
Dear Mr. Ege: 2 o^o 

I am deeply concerned about the plans for Route 100 as descrifegd  5 
in the environmental impact statement and further discussed ifp 
the public hearing of June 12th. Four points summarize these 
concerns: 

All of the alternates reflect a pattern of racial 
insensitivity and discrimination. Blacks are 
disproportionately displaced or adversely impacted by noise; 
compared as a percentage of the total population of the 
study area. 

Alternate 3 involves extensive "dead-ending" of existing 
roads. Ridge Road is proposed to be dead-ended directly in 
front of my house and this will result in a significant 
diminution of my home's value. 

I favor the "Sth" alternate which was overwhelmingly 
supported by the civic associations and families present at 
the June 12th hearing: Alternate 4 to the route 170 area; 
combined with Alternate 3b east of that vicinity. 

I am concerned that there be full recognition of the rapidly 
escalating property values in the BWI corridor for those of 
us who may loose property to Route 100. The appraisal 
process must safeguard the interests of those of us who may 
loose land that could otherwise be held for substantial 
gains as the long term development of this economic corridor 
materializes. 

I own property in the proposed right-of-way for Alternate(s) 3 
and respectfully request a response to the following questions. 
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Route 100 
Response to Impact "'•.atement /  ^ 
Michael G. Miller KgO^S 

QUESTIONS PERTAINING TO CURRENT RESIDENCE AT 7522 RIDGE ROAD 
(PINEY RUN HOUSE): 

WHY IS THE ALTERNATE 3 ALIGNMENT DRAWN SO AS TO TAKE A 
CORNER OF THIS PARCEL (ON RIDGE ROAD NORTH OF THE DRIVEWAY) 
WHEN THIS COULD BE REMEDIED"BY SHIFTING THE ALIGNMENT 
SLIGHTLY NORTHWARD WITHOUT IMPACTING THE HISTORIC DISTRICT 
OF SHIPLEY HOUSE.  NOTE: BOTH PROPERTIES ARE HISTORIC AND 
NEITHER HAS BEEN ACTUALLY ACCEPTED OR REJECTED FOR THE 
HISTORIC REGISTER. 

THE PROPOSED CUL-DE-SAC ON RIDGE ROAD IS DEPICTED IN ALT 3 
SOUTH OF MY EXISTING DRIVEWAY.  IS THIS ACCURATE?  WILL THE 
STATE PAY FOR A NEW DRIVEWAY FAR REMOVED FROM THE "DEAD-END" 
THAT YOU PROPOSE TO CREATE.  WILL THE ROAD BE ABOVE GRADE 
HERE? 

WITH THE CUL-DE-SAC, HOW MANY DRIVING FEET ARE THERE BETWEEN 
MY HOME AND THE NEW PRIME INTERSECTIONS (ROUTE 100 %  NEW 

. RIDGE; AND ROUTE 100 8 DORSEY RD).  HOW DOES THIS COMPARE TO 
THE EXISTING DISTANCE BETWEEN MY PROPERTY AND THE CURRENT 
INTERSECTION AT DORSEY ROAD? 

SINCE THE STUDY INDICATES MY PROPERTY WILL SUFFER AN ADVERSE 
NOISE IMPACT (I.E. GREATER THAN 10% TO 68db BASED ON 
RECEPTOR 9) AND THERE ARE NO PLANS TO PERFORM NOISE 
ABATEMENT; DOES THIS MEAN THAT MY PROPERTY WILL BE PURCHASED 
BY THE STATE OR THAT I WILL OTHERWISE BE COMPENSATED?  (ALT 
3) 

WHY IS THE NO-BUILD ALTERNATE THE ONLY OF THE 4 CHOICES IN 
WHICH THE PERCENTAGE OF DISPLACEMENTS FOR BLACKS IS LESS 
THAN OR EQUAL TO THE PERCENTAGE OF BLACKS IN THE STUDY AREA? 
BLACKS COMPRISE ONLY 21% OF THE STUDY AREA POPULATION?  WHAT 
EVIDENCE TO YOU HAVE TO ALLAY FEARS THAT THIS IS YET ANOTHER 
EXAMPLE OF RACIAL DISCRIMINATION? 

HOW MUCH OF THE PROJECTED RIGHT-OF-WAY ACQUISITION COST FOR 
ALTERNATE 3 IS COMPRISED OF YOUR ESTIMATE FOR LAND TO BE 
TAKEN FROM MY PROPERTY AT 7522 RIDGE ROAD? 

IS THE LAND I WOULD LOSE FROM MY HOUSE COUNTED IN THE 
PROPERTY OWNER IMPACT STATISTICS?  IF NOT, WHAT WOULD BE THE 
REVISED STATISTICS (TOTAL AND BY RACIAL GROUP) FOR 
RESIDENTIAL LAND TAKEN, COUNTING LOSS OF SOME LAND BUT WHERE 
THE OWNER DOESN'T LOSE THE ACTUAL HOUSE? 

IN LIGHT OF THE DORCHESTER REZONING DECISION RELEASED ON MAY 
30TH, WILL THE RIGHT OF WAY ACQUISITION BUDGET HAVE TO BE 
INCREASED, OR WAS IT ALREADY ASSUMED THAT ACQUISITION COSTS 
IN THE RIDGE ROAD & WRIGHT ROAD AREAS WOULD BE AT 
COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL PROPERTY VALUE RATES? 
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Route 100 
Response to Impact Statement 
Michael G. Miller 

QUESTIONS PERTAINING TO WRITER'S 5.14 ACRE PARCEL KNOWN AS 7531 
RIDGE ROAD: 

HOW MUCH OF THIS 5.14 ACRES (PARCEL 248) FALLS WITHIN THE 
ALT 3 RIGHT-OF-WAY, AND IS THAT THE AMOUNT OF LAND YOU 
PROPOSE TO TAKE? 

UP UNTIL WHAT DATE OR MILESTONE MAY I CONTINUE TO PURSUE MY 
DEVELOPMENT PLANS FOR THIS PARCEL.  ARE COUNTY OFFICIALS 
FREE TO ENTERTAIN/APPROVE A REZONING, IF ALL NON-ROUTE 100 
ISSUES ARE SATISFACTORY?  WOULD SHA OPPOSE MY REZONING 
APPLICATION (FOR 7531 OR 7522 RIDGE ROAD TO C2 OR W1B)? 

WHAT DOLLAR ESTIMATE OF RIGHT-OF-WAY COSTS FOR THIS PROPERTY 
WAS USED TO ARRIVE AT THE GRAND TOTAL ESTIMATED FOR ALT 3 IN 
THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT? 

WHERE DOES THE LOSS OF THIS LAND SHOW UP IN THE TABLE S-l 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS TABLE?  IF NOT INCLUDED IN THE TABLE. 
WHAT WOULD THE TABLE TOTALS BE (TOTAL AND BY RACE) IF LOSS 
OF UNDEVELOPED LOTS WERE COUNTED? 

PLEASE MAIL ME A COPY OF THE "PRELIMINARY RELOCATION REPORT" 
REFERRED TO ON PAGE IV-1 OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
STATEMENT. 

GENERAL QUESTIONS: 

PLEASE EXPAND YOUR TABLE OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS TO INCLUDE 
THE FOLLOWING FOR EACH ALTERNATE (GIVING SUBTOTALS BY RACIAL 
GROUP): 

NUMBER HOUSES DISPLACED? 

NUMBER HOUSES LOSING SOME LAND, BUT RESIDENCE NOT 
DISPLACED. 

NUMBER RESIDENCES ADVERSELY IMPACTED BY NOISE (AS 
DEFINED IN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT). 

NUMBER OF OWNERS OF CURRENTLY UNDEVELOPED PARCELS BEING 
WHOLLY TAKEN FOR RIGHT-OF-WAY? NUMBER OF OWNERS LOSING 
PARTIAL PARCELS? 

PLEASE IDENTIFY THE 3 MOST RECENT SHA ROAD PROJECTS WHICH 
RESULTED IN OVER 5 RIGHT OF WAY ACQUISITION CASES, AND 
INDICATE THE ROAD PROJECT, TIME FRAME, THE PARCELS ACQUIRED, 
THE PRICES PAID AND THE DETAILS OR SETTLEMENT, I.E. advance 
acquisition, negotiated, eminent domain, out of court, etc. 
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Route 100 
Response to Impact Statement 
Michael G. Miller 

fas' 

Thank you for your interest in citizen concerns.  I look forward 
to a written response the the specific issues raised in this 
letter. 

Sincerely, 

'Miller 
7522 Ridge Road 
Hanover, Maryland 21076 
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Maryland'DepartmentofTransportatmn 
State Highway Administration 

William K. Hallmam 
Stcratiry 

Hal Kassoff 
Administntor 

October  10,   1986 

RE:     Contract No.   AA  682-101-570 
Maryland  Route  100 
Interstate  Route 95 to 
Maryland   Route 3 
PDMS  No.   022007 

Mr.   Michael  G.   Miller,   Jr. 
7522 Ridge Road 
Hanover,   Maryland 21076 

Dear Mr.   Miller: 

i. 
Tl~l    the^Alternate 3 alignment drawn  so  as to  take 
a corner of this parcel   (on  Ridge  Road north of fhe 
driveway)   when   this could  be remed^rby shifting 
III JJ1!11•?^  slightly northward without   impactine 

J^SfT?        are historic and neither has been 
legate?. aCCePt      0r reJected  for «ie Historic 

iL?^?1^ the ^^  ^^wmental   Impact   State- 
ItllUiL  he fevf°teen  (17)  sites of historical 
SSlSS  5?:*ia^th? StUdy area  identified  by the 
Sjf££d

w
Hi8t0rl!:al  TrUSt'   two   (2)   sites  (the 

MiSiSlv^f!^?*1 ?e  Sniith  Farm)   are considered S^oII If f11^11516 for the National  Register bv the 
State  Historical  Preservation  Qfficerf     The  Pinev 
S^^^r*" dr8i«nated  as being  of ilarnlnd   Inven- 
IVZJ^^ty only.     The  alignment of   Alternate  3 was 
drawn  not only to  avoid   the  Shipley  HousS  hlatorir 
boundaries,   but  to minimize   impacts  to    and  the 
n^ber of relocations  from  the'com^ty^on^Ridge 
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Mr. Michael G. Miller, Jr. 
October 10, 1986 
Page 2 

2. The proposed cul-de-sac on Ridge Road is depicted in 
Alternate 3 south of my existing driveway.  Is this 
accurate?  Will the State pay for a new driveway far 
removed from the 'dead-end' that you propose to 
create? Will the road be above grade here? 

All work necessary to maintain access to residences 
not required for relocation will be undertaken by 
the State Highway Administration.  Ridge Road will 
remain at its existing grade.  The Alternate 3 
alignment will be approximately ten feet (10*) lower 
than the existing grade of Ridge Road. 

3. With the cul-de-sac, how many driving feet are there 
between my home and the new prime intersections 
(Route 100 at New Ridge; and Route 100 at Dorsey 
Road)? How does this compare to the existing dis- 
tance between my property and the current inter- 
section at Dorsey Road? 

The distance from your driveway to the Route 100/New 
Ridge Road interchange would be approximately 3500 
feet.  The distance from your driveway to Dorsey 
Road via the New Ridge Road would be approximately 
4500 feet.  The existing distance from your driveway 
to the current Ridge Road/Dorsey Road intersection 
is approximately 1200 feet. 

4. Since the study indicates my property will suffer an 
adverse noise impact (i.e., greater than 10% to 63 
dba based on Receptor 9) and there are no plans to 
perform noise abatement; does this mean that my 
property will be purchased by the State or that I 
will otherwise be compensated? (Alternate 3) 

The study indicates there would be an 11 dba 
increase in existing noise levels, without contri- 
buting aircraft noise, to 68 dba in the design year 
of 2010.  It is not the policy of the State Highway 
Administration to purchase property experiencing an 
increase in noise levels or to provide monetary 
compensation. 
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5. Why is the no-build alternate  the only one of the 4 
choices in which the percentage of displacements  for 
blacks is  less than or equal  to the percentage of 
blacks in the study area?       Blacks comprise only 21% 
of the  study area population.     What evidence do you 
have  to allay fears that this is  yet another example 
of racial discrimination? 

Consideration of  impacts to minority communities was 
undertaken as required in 23 CFR,   Section 7610.405. 
The study alignments were drawn  to minimize  impacts 
to all  improved properties.     The  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement has been  reviewed  by  the  Equal 
Opportunity  Section of the  State  Highway  Adminis- 
tration and  found  to be  in compliance with Title VI 
of the  Civil  Rights  Act of   1964.     As was stated 
previously,   Alternate 3B was developed  to minimize 
impacts to a minority community. 

6. How much of the projected right-of-way acquisition 
cost  for Alternate 3 is comprised of your estimate 
for land  to be taken from my property at 7522  Ridge 
Road? 

The  estimated  right-of-way cost  has not been devel- 
oped on a parcel  by parcel basis.     Specific apprais- 
als will  be made when  the  final   acquisition require- 
ments are known. 

7. Is the land  I would lose from my house counted in 
the property owner  impact statistics?    If not,  what 
would be the revised statistics  (total  and by racial 
group)   for residential   land  taken,   counting  loss of 
some land but where the owner doesn't lose the 
actual  house? 

The  following  table  lists the  total   residential 
acreage required  for right-of-way for the alternates 
presented  in  the DEIS.     These  totals have been esti- 
mated from Anne  Arundel and  Howard  Cbunties.'   zoning 
maps.     The  projected  amount of acreage required  for 
right-of-way has not yet been determined on a 
parcel-by-parcel  basis.     Neither  the  actual  owner- 
ship of affected  properties nor the ethnic back- 
ground  of these property owners will  be determined 
until such time as  final  plans and metes and bounds 
p^ats have been  prepared. 
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Alternate Residential Acreage Required 

2  -  Option  A 254.5 
2 - Option  B 261.0 
3 -  Option A 400.6 
3 - Option  B 420.2 
4 308.4 
3/Crossover/4 335.7 

8.     In  light of the Dorchester rezoning decision 
released on  May 30th,   will  the right-of-way acqui- 
sition budget have to be increased,  or was it 
already assumed that acquisition costs  in the  Ridge 
Road  and  Wright   Road   areas would  be  at commercial/ 
industrial  property value rates? 

The property was assessed on the  zoning in  place at 
the  time  the  estimate was made in  early  1986. 
Another right-of-way estimate will be prepared  for 
the  selected  alternate and  changes made where 
necessary. 

In response  to  your questions pertaining  to  your 5.14 acre 
parcel  known  as 7531 Ridge Road,   the  following is submitted: 

1. How much of this 5.14 acres  (Parcel  248)   falls 
within the  Alternate 3  right-of-way,   and is that the 
amount of land  you propose  to  take? 

As  depicted  on  the  tax maps of  Anne Arundel   County, 
parcel 248 contains  10.29 acres,  of which approxi- 
mately 6.1   acres  are  required   for  the  Alternate 3 
right-of-way. 

2. Up until what date or milestone may   I continue to 
pursue my development plans  for  this parcel?     Are 
County  Officials  free  to entertain/approve  a 
rezoning,   if all  non-Route  100 issues are satis- 
factory?     Would SHA oppose my rezoning application 
(for 7531  or 7522  Ridge Road   to  C2 or W1B)? 

Anne  Arundel   County  is  responsible  for  all   rezoning 
decisions.     The   State  Highway  Administration would 
not oppose  the  rezoning;   however,   a recommendation 
would be made  that  the  portion of  the  property 
required   for  Maryland  Route   100  not be  allowed  to  be 
developed. 
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3.     What dollar estimate of right-of-way costs for this 
So?SHr7 ^f*U8ed t0 arrive at the Srand total esti- mated  for Alternate 3 in the Environmental   Impact Statement? •uuyav.u 

Please see response Number 6 on page 3. 

4'     ^f® l0fS the loss of th:Ls land show up in the 
?J \t S:1

vl
SuJnmary of  Impacts Table?    if not included 

in the Table,  what would the Table totals be  (total 
and by race)   if loss of undeveloped  lots were 
counted? 

Please refer to the response  to Question 7  in the 
previous section. 

^     pi^St.maii me 5 COpy of the "Preliminary Relocation 
Report    referred  to on page IV-1 of the  Environ- 
mental   Impact Statement. 

'       £!J!!elinl;aTy i16100^1011 Report is a confidential 
document and is not provided the general public. 
If you believe your property is affected,  please 
contact Mr.   John W.  Gladding,   Jr.  of the   State 
Highway Administration's District #5 Real  Estate 
^Im6 ?:V3! ^f6036 Highway,   Annapolis,   Maryland 21401,   telephone 841-5464. J**.UU 

submit?JrPOnSe t0 yOUr general  *ie8tiOM.   the Allowing is 

1.     Number houses displaced? 

The residential displacements and the minority 
residential  displacements required under each 
TiS?In^e

+Hren?TfSented  in the  Senary of  Impacts Table of the DEIS,   a copy of which is enclosed. 

2'    displLed?368 l0Sing SOme land'  but residence ^t 

The projected  amount of acreage required for  a 
JiffS;?    l^ f0r Maryland Route 100 has not yet been 
determined on a parcel by parcel basis.     The indi- 
h-^^^PSf*! owners who ^7 be affected have not 
^^dentlfiS during this staSe of the study.     The actual  ownership of affected properties will  be 
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determined at such time as metes and bounds plats 
have been developed and titles researched.     The 
amount of acreage required  for right-of-way in  the 
categories you refer to has been estimated from Anne 
Arundel  and Howard Counties'   zoning maps,  and may 
not represent the actual land use in all cases. 

Number residences adversely impacted by noise  (as 
defined  in  Environmental  Impact Statement)? 

The following table lists the number of residences 
determined to experience noise impacts (as defined 
in the DEIS)   in  the design year,   2010: 

No.  Residences Experiencing 
Alternate Noi se Impact 

2  - Option A 24 
2  - Option  B 21 
3  -  Option A 42* 
3  - Option  B 38* 
4 31* 
3/Crossover/4 26*     • 

*  Includes 12  Apartment Units on Stage Road. 

Number of owners of currently undeveloped parcels 
being wholly taken  for right-of-way?    Number of 
owners losing partial  parcels? 

Please refer  to the response to question Number 2. 

•u\y yours, 

& -T- 
Suis  H.   Ege," J\' 

Deputy  Directdr 
Project Development Division 

LHErbh 

cc:     Mr';   Neil  J.   Pedersen 
•Mr.   Ronald  E.   Moon 
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© Memorandum 
US. Department of 
Transportation 

Office of the Secretary 
of Transportation 

Dratt Environmental  Impact Statement/Section 4(f)  "  
subject   Evaluation,  Maryland - Anne Arundel  and 

Howard Counties,  Maryland Route 100 Da,e     fMV  « , In^ 
from 1-95  to MD 3   (1-97) 'v'Mi   t 4 !9bc 
FHWA^D-E IS-86-01-D 

EugeC^r'te^7 JW 
Chiefs   Environmental Division 

From: 

To: Eugene W.   aeckley 
Chief,   Environmental  Operations 

Division, HEV-11 

We appreciate the opportunity to review this DEIS.     We have no 

comments. 
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Mi^w^i     United States Department of the Interior 
V\.Jg»' .yy OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OFFICE. OF THE SECRETARY 

WASHINGTON, D.C.   20240 

JUL Jf 1988 
In Reply Refer Toj 
ER 86/693        - fe-        _ 

—        m 

—mza 
en ot_ 

Mr. Emil Elinsky 2  o —S 
Division Administrator ^ ^rn—i 
Federal Highway Administration .   — 
711 West 40th Street, Suite 220 §3   ~* 
Baltimore/ Maryland 21211 

Dear Mr. Elinsky: 
* 

This is in response to the request for the Department of the 
Interior's comments on the draft environmental/Section 4(f) 
statement for SR-100 Extended (from 1-95 to SR-3/I-97) , Anne 
Arundel and Howard Counties, Maryland. 

SECTION  4ffl   STATEMENT  COMMENTS 

We find that Alternate 3A is the alternative which would have the 
least harm to Section 4(f3 resources, and the Department of the 
Interior would have no objection to its approval, under 49 DSC 
303. 

Although it appears that there will be no direct impact to 
historical sites eligible for the National Register, we, never- 
theless, recommend with riegard to the second proviso of Section 
4(f) — measures to minimize harm — that appropriate landscaping 
and screening, as determined necessary in consultation with the 
State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), be used to serve as 
a visual and sound buffer. 

With regard to archeological resources the draft statement 
indicates the need for Phase II studies, and/' accordingly, we 
recommend the continued coordination and consultation with the 
SHPO for the protection and preservation of any identified 
archeological resources. 

ENVIRONMENTAL STATEMENT COMMENTS 

Fish and Wildlife Resources 

We find the document'adequate in describing the existing natural 
resources, but inadequate in its discussion of the extent of 
impacts upon these resources and efforts to mitigate them. 
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Section II.,»Alternates — Additional alternates deserve serious 
consideration in order to significantly reduce impacts upon fish 
and wildlife resources. For example, a combination of Alterna- 
tive 2B and *3B just east of McPherson. Although inclusion of 
Alternative   3B   at   this   point  would   adversely   impact   Sawmill * 
Creek   and   its   associated  wetlands,   these   impacts   could   be r 
significantly reduced by inclusion of various mitigation measures 
such   as   spanning  the  wetlands,   reducing   the  median width  where 
possible,  and tightening fill  slopes to 1.5:1.     Similar mitiga- 
tion  measures   should   also   be   considered  for   other   alternates, 
especially Alternate 3A. 

Section Ill.C.fi.b.. pace 111-40, second paragraph — The final 
document  should  specify  the type    and height of  the obstructions 5 
and what the "other factors" are which restrict anadromous use 
of the impacted waterways. * 

section III.C.S.c. pages 111-40 through 111-41 — It is stated 
that   small   areas   of  wetlands  exist  along  Deep  Creek.      However, g 
the vegetation along this waterway (see page 111-38, second 
paragraph) is indicative of the presence of temporarily-flooded 
forest wetlands. 

section iv.C.l.b.. pace IV-39 and Section IV.C.3., pages. IV-43 
through IV-44 — It is stated that a detailed study of floodplain 
encroachment will be undertaken during the engineering design 
phase. Since it was not stated what types of structures were 
assumed to be  in place for the preliminary analysis,  we recommend 7 
that the state Highway Administration perform an analysis to 
determine the amount of ^Loodplain encroachment involved, i.e., 
culverts and fill within the 100-year floodplain. The final 
document should present the assumptions and results of this 
analysis for each alternate. 

Section IV.C.4.. pages IV-44 through IV-45 — The final document 
should   state   the   amount   of  wetlands   impacted  at  each   crossing 8 
for each alternate. ..- • 

The statement that "...wetland reconstruction will be provided 
where practicable..." should be revised to indicate that all 
unavoidable wetland losses will be  replaced. 

Further coordination with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(FWS) is recommended in order to determine the presence and 
extent of wetlands, and the impacts and appropriate mitigation 
measures before selection of an alternate. 

Mineral  Resources 

The   draft   statement   provides   a   detailed  description  of   the   sand ^ 
and   gravel   and  clay   deposits  within   the  project  area,   but   does 
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not assess potential impacts the project would 'have on the 
resources. 'Iron has also been produced within of "near the study 
area in the past, but iron deposits are not mentioned in the 
report. 

We suggest subsequent versions of the document identify all 
mineral resources and mineral producing facilities/within the 
project area and include a brief description of the potential 
impacts to the mineral environment from project implementation. 
If no impacts are expected, a statement to that effect would 
ensure that mineral resources have been considered during the 
planning process. 

FISH  AND WILDLIFE   CQnPDTNATION   ACT   COMMENTS 

Because an Army Corps of Engineers permit will be required for 
placement of fill material in wetlands, the *FWS will review and 
make recommendations on the*permit application. 

The FWS advises that its position on an Army Corps of Engineers 
permit would be to recommend: (1) selection of an. alternate that 
minimizes or adequately mitigates impacts upon fish and wildlife 
habitats; (2) implementation of measures to minimize impacts 
upon wetlands, such as spanning the wetland, tightening fill 
slopes to 1.5:1, and reducing the median width; (3) replacing 
all unavoidable wetland losses at a ratio to be determined by 
appropriate habitat evaluation procedures; (4) implementation of 
a wetland replacement plan that has been coordinated with and 
approved by the Maryland Department of Natural Resources and the 
FWS; and, (5) incorporation of an effective sediment and erosion 
control plan and a storm^ater management plan. Should Alterna- 
tive 3B be selected and iefforts are not undertaken to signifi- 
cantly reduce impacts to the 15 acres of wetlands along this 
alignment, the FWS would recommend denial of a permit. 

SHMMARY COMMENTS 

The Department of the Interior has no objection to Section 4(f) 
approval of Alternate 3A.  At this time, we object to Section 
4(f) approval of the other alternates.  Further coordination on    11 
mitigation for streams, wetlands, and wildlife habitat impacts 
is recommended with the FWS prior to the circulation of the final 
statement. 

As this Department has a continuing interest in this project, we 
are willing to cooperate and coordinate with you on a technical 
assistance basis iTi further project evaluation and assessment. 
For matters pertaining to recreational and cultural matters, 
please contact the Regional Director, National Park Service, 

10 
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70131 For   «,»*.vJ\.»   Jf    ^ •   • 597-7013,   commercial  215/597- 
pleaU con^c^TheS^ITuplrvlsor^a^ *"*"•/-oircl.. 
Service, 1825-B Virainia l?Fff? ? ' D#-,S: Fish and W"dlife 
(telephone PT? Q?9 VnnV? Street, Annapolis, Maryland 21401 vtexepnone *TS 922-2007> commercial 301/269-54481 Onocn^nt It 
mineral resources should be directed to thl AAJ*' T

Q"estlons on 

Field   ODerations   rlrXJt    °ireccea  to the Chief,   Intermountain 

vteiepnone FTS 776-0263,   commercial  301/236-0263). 

Thank you for  the opportunity to provide these comments. 

Sincerely, 

- ^>Bruce Blanchard, Director 
Environmental Project Review 

cc: '  ' 
Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 

Preliminary Engineering 
State Highway Administration 
707 North Calvert Street, Room 310 
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 

Mr. J. Rodney Little 
Maryland Historic Trust 
John Shaw House        \ 
21 State Circle 
Annapolis, Maryland 21401 
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RESPONSES TO 
U. S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

LETTER DATED JULY 11, 1986 

1. The selected alternate follows the a IIgrment of Alternate 3A frcm 1-95 to 
MD Route 170. East of MD Route 170, the Option B a I Ignment for Alternate 
3 was selected In order to minimize impacts to the unique and distinct 
minority ccinnunIty of Queenstown. 

2. The State Highway Achilnlstratlon will continue coordination with the 
State Historic Preservation Officer to Identify possIbIe measures to 
minimize harm to any historical sites eligible for the National Register. 

3. The State Highway Adnlnlstratlon will continue coordination with the 
State Historic Preservation Officer with regards to the protection and 
preservation of any identified archeologlcal resources. 

4. Ccmblnlng Alternate 2B with 3B Just east of McPherson would require the 
largest land acquisition frcm Friendship Park of any of the alternates. 
Also, ccmblnlng an urban arterial highway (Alternate 3) has several capa- 
city and safety problems as described In Section IV.B. 

5. Section III.C.G.b has been revised to Identify the obstructions which 
restrict anadrcmous use of the Impacted waterways. 

6. Section 111.C.6.C IncIudes deta11ed delIneatlpn of the wetlands In the 
area. 

7. The type of structures proposed for each stream crossing for the selected 
alternate, Alternate 38 (Modified), are shown on Figures 11-26 to 11-35. 
The project will be designed in accordance with the current Maryland 
Water Resources Achilnlstratlon and State Highway Acinin1strat Ion criteria 
which require that preconstruction and post-construction hydroIogle and 
hydrau11c models (TR-20 and HEC-2 cemputer programs) be developed and 
that the construction results In no significant increase In the 100-year 
floodplain. 

8. Section IV.C.4 Incudes the amount of wetlands Impacted at each crossing 
for the selected alternate. Alternate 38 (Modified). All unavoidable 
wetlands losses wl11 be replaced, with the first option being replacerent 
within the same watershed. All Improvements Involving wetland encroach- 
ment wl11 require a Section 404 Permit frcm the U.S. Army Corps of En- 
gineers. A field review was held on November 18, 1986 with representa- 
tives of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the U.S. Fish and WlIdlife 
Service and the Maryland Department of Natural Resources to Identify 
wetland areas along the selected alternate. Notes of this field review 
are on page VI-298. Mitigation measures will be coordinated with the 
appropriate agencies. 

9. Refer to Section IV.H for Information regarding the Impact of the project 
on mineral resources In the project area. 
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NDTES OF MEETING 

Date: November 18, 1986 
Project: MD Route 100 
Subject: Wetlands field reconnaissance of MD Route 100 Study Area 
Contract No: AA 682-101-570 

PCMS No. 022007 
CEI Contract No. 85-0025-P-41 

Prepared By: Century Engineering, Inc. 

Attendees: 
Terry Dean 
Steve Harmon 
Diane EchoIs 
Mike Hoi I Ins 
Mary E11en Dore 
Jim Dooley 
Alan K. Marteney 
John Rlst 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
U.S. Fish & WlIdlife Service 
MD DNR-Non Tidal Wetlands 
MD DNR-Wetlands Division 
MD State Highway Adninlstration 
Century Engineering, Inc. 
Century Engineering, Inc. 

The attendees met at 9:00 a.m. on site at the MD Route 100 Study Area. 

Ms. Echols of The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Imnedlately asked for clarification 
on the purpose of this field visit. Jim Dooley explained that the purpose was 
to coordinate with these various agencies, to examine the wetlands of the 
study area which would be affected by the selected alternate (Alternate 3-8), 
to confirm the general limits and types of these wetlands, and to discuss 
possible mitigation measures. 

Ms. Echols voiced strong objection to the fact that an alternate had been 
selected prior to her input on the various alternates' impacts, and before 
ccmnents on the Draft EIS had been resolved stating that her purpose for 
ccmlng here was not to mitigate a selected alternate, but rather to 
Investigate the Impacts of several alternates In a scoping process before an 
alternate was selected. She indicated that she did not belleve the EIS 
process had properly been performed. 

Mr. Hoi I Ins seconded this general opinion, stating that there were real 
questions about whether the NEPA and coordination process had been ccmplled 
with. It was his feeling that resolution of their connents on the Draft EIS 
and field Investigation of all alternates should have occurred prior to and 
been Incorporated Into the selection process. He had expected to exanlne 
wetlands for all alternates on this field Investigation. 

Mr. Dooley discussed why the other alternates were not particularly feasible 
based on considerations other than those for wetlands, and that ccmplete 
avoidance of wetlands was not possible because they were linear features 
running perpendicular to the path of the roadway. If they wished to look at 
wetlands other than for Alternate 3-8, we were prepared to do that also. 
NOTES OF MEETING (continued) 
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November 18, 1986 
IVD Route 100 
Page TVvo 

He also explained that It has beccme the Bureau's policy for recently planned 
and future projects to Involve these wetlands agencies in the Draft EIS stage, 
but that these same criteria cannot be retroactively applied to projects that 
had begun years past, as In the case of IVD Route 100. 

Ms. Echols stated that the various wetland agencies would write to Ms. Cynthia 
Simpson of the Bureau of Project Plannlng's EnvirormentaI Division to express 
their displeasure and to resolve these problems. She also stated later that 
this was an Issue she would take up with the Federal Highway AcJninlstratlon. 

It was then agreed that the group would at least investigate the wetlands 
associated with Alternate 3-B on this day. Alternate mapping showing the 
affected wetlands were passed out and the wetlands reconnaissance began at 
Savunill Creek In Friendship Park. Specific corments and descriptions for the 
several wetland areas visited are attached as separate pages to these notes, 
but general corments cannon to all wetlands Include the following: 

* Ms. Echols stated that each wetland which would be affected by any 
alternate should be shewn on a map with a nunerlcal designation. In 
the EIS each of these designated wetlands should be discussed 
Individually, as was done on the Route 29 project. 

* Each wetland discussion should contain, as a mlnlmun, a classification 
of the wetland and a description and listing of species of the 
dominant vegetative canopy and understory, performed by field studies 
of a conpetent wetlands specialist. 

* The delIneatlon of wetland I Imlts should be more exactly defined. Mr. 
Hoi I Ins stated that. In general, aM_ floodplaln areas will be wetland 
areas; but SHA cannot simply assune that. Limits should be defined by 
field Investigation of vegetation and hydrlc indicators. 

* Where the limits of wetlands cannot be visual ly defined (as was 
decided at wetland 3B-5), they should be determined by sol I probes. 
This procedure should be recorded with maps and forms, showing 
locations of probes and soil profiles. When Mr. Dooley Indicated that 
In such circunstances the SHA might assune the entire floodplaln a 
wetlands as a worst case scenario, Mr. Hoi I Ins of MD DTK stated that 
"The Corps of Engineers requires docunentatIon of wet Iands.", (this 
was agreed to by Mr. Harmon), and making such assunptlons could result 
In misleading Impact data. 

* Based on the above revised wetland del I neat Ions, new acreages should 
be developed for Impact determinations on those wetlands. 
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NDTES OF MEETING (continued) 
November 18. 1986 
IAD Route 100 
Page three 

After Investigating five (5) wetlands which covered the eastern half of the 
study area, the group broke for lunch and then reconvened for further site 
work. Apparently speaking for the other agencies, as welI as himself, Mr. 
Hoi I Ins stated that he did not believe any worthwh 11 e purpose was be I ng 
acccmplI shed on this field survey, that he had many other more pressing 
matters awaiting him back at his office, and suggested that this field 
Investigation should be ended. He Indicated that the group should ccme back 
together again after the above mentioned reccnmendatlons had been 
acccmplI shed. If this were to delay the scheduling of the project, then It 
would simply have to be delayed. Ms. EchoIs and Dore expressed agreement. 
Ms. Dore also stated that she wanted to see specific Information on each 
stream crossing with stormwater management and sediment control measures to be 
applied, along with discussions of impacts above and below these individual 
crossings. Mr. Harmon requested that all stream crossings be clearly shown on 
the mapping. Ms. Echols requested that mapping show locations and sizes of 
a 11 bridges and culverts for a worst case scenario. 

Mr. Dooley stated that much of the Information that was being requested would 
not be available until final design, but that their ccrrments would be passed 
along to higher authorities. The meeting dispersed at approximately 2:00 p.m. 
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ATTACHMENT 1 

Notes on Wetland Sites 

* Site NO. 3B-1 Sawmill Creek Crossing dt Friendship Park: 
(one system for both crossings) 

This Is a Palustrine Forested broad leaf deciduous wetlands, of "C" water 
regime. The wetland is toe to toe In this area and the mapping delineation 
and acreages affected should be revised. Dcminant Canopy is 95% Red Maple 
with 5% other species. Water table can be plus or minus one foot from surface 
during different times of the year. Soli Is currently 18 Inches to 
saturation, and there are many hurmocks. Associated secondary species In 
canopy Included Black Gun, Pin Oak and Cherry. Understory species include 
Magnolia, Wlnterberry, Skunk cabbage, Chain Fern, cinnanon fern, wood reed, 
hlghbrush blueberry, rhododendron, unlola Laxa, red chokeberry and Lyonla. 

* Site No. 3B-2 W.B. & A Road Vicinity; 

This area is classified PFOIA and very slmllar to site 3B-1. Dcminant Canopy 
Is Sweet Gun (SOX), red Maple (25%), and white oak (25%). Hydrlc Indicators 
Include high brush blueberry, arrow wood and sweet pepper bush. 

* Site No. 3B-3 Buckingham Nursery: 

All flood plains in this area, which constitute a much larger area than 
current wetlands mapping, will be wetlands. Acreages will have to be 
recalculated accordingly. Black Gun and Maple are co-dcmlnant canopy species, 
with river birch and wlI lews. Different classifications of wetlands occur In 
the area. 

* Site No. 3B-4 Area near Koppers: 

This wetlands area Incudes both Pa lustrine Forested and Pa lustrine Bnergent 
areas. Significant areas of standing water occur. Dcminant Canopy Is Red 
Maple. Associated species Include spagnun moss, sweet bay magnolia, 
wlnterberry, vlburnun, golden rods, and manna grass. Agencies need to know 
whether this Is bridged or cuIverted. 

* Site No. 3B-5 Near Harmons Park: 

This area Is not shewn on mapping as a wetlands. Hoi I Ins stated that soils 
work wl 11 have to be done In here to determine how much of the area Is 
wetlands, as much Is questionable. The Imnedlate stream corridor itself is 
wetlands. There are scattered oaks In the questionable area. The necessary 
study wl11 correlate sol Is with vegetation, and should be a fulI scale study 
and del I neat Ion. Hoi I Ins did not accept the proposition that the entire 
floodplaln could be considered a wetlands as a worst case scenario. 
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^^X United States 
'fl *J1) Department of 

Agriculture 

Soil 
Conservation 
Service 

4321 Hactwick Road, Room 522 
Collage Park, Maryland 20740 

June 10, 1986 

Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and Preliminary Engineering 
State Highway Administration 
707 North Calvert Street, Room 310 
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 

Dear Mr. Ege: 

The Soil Conservation Service has reviewed the draft Environmental Impact 
Statement/Section 4(f) Evaluation for Maryland Route 100, Anne Arundel and 
Howard Counties, Maryland. We offer the following comments: 

Section III, Figure III-3. There are some discrepancies between the map 
and legend. A forest-cover overlay which is present on the map does not 
appear in the legend.  Large portions of the map have no overlay. What is 
the land use in these areas? 

Page 111-30, Soil Associations.  The use of soil associations is good for 
general planning.  For the design phase, however, the detailed Soil Survey 
for Howard County and for Anne Arundel County should be used. The'most 
recent soils interpretations for Howard County can be obtained by 
contacting the Soil Conservation Service (SCS) or Soil Conservation 
District (SCD) in Ellicott City.  For Anne Arundel County, this information 
can be obtained from the SCS/SCD office in Annapolis. 

Page 111-38, Ecology. The sections on vegetation, wildlife, and wetlands 
are very general. Most of the information appears to have been derived 
from a review of published maps and reports. We suggest that on-site 
sampling of flora and fauna be conducted to verify this information. 

Page 111-41, Wetlands.  The report refers to palustrine forested wetlands 
that are "...of temporary or seasonal nature; with smaller areas of 
temporary, narrow leafed, emergent vegetation." This sentence is 
misleading.  It should be corrected to state that most of the palustrine 
forested wetlands were mapped as having either temporarily flooded or 
seasonally flooded water regimes, while the palustrine emergent wetlands 
were mapped as having a temporarily flooded water regime. 

In addition, you should be aware that the NWI maps were prepared by 
photointerpretation of color infrared transparencies, with limited 
ground-truthing.  The maps are suitable for general planning purposes but 
need to be field-checked during the design phase of the project. 
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Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr. 2 

Page IV-37 to IV-47, Natural 2nvironment. The description of effects in 
this section is very general and would benefit greatly from site-specific 
information. If detailed information will not be available until later in 
the planning or design process, we suggest that this be noted in the 
report. 

Thank you for the opportunity to review this draft Environmental Impact 
Statement. 

Sincerely, 

^(JZ^j J 
PEARLIE S.   REED 
State conservationist 

cc: 
J. B. Newman, Director, Ecol. Sciences Div., SCS, Washington, DC 
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RESPONSES TO 
U. S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

LETTER DATED JUNE 10, 1986 

1. The forest-cover overlay which Is present on the map Is shewn In the 
legend to correspond to Public or CcnmunIty Recreation Areas. The 
only portion of the map with no overlay Is the right-of-way for 1-95 
which Is a full access-controlled freeway. 

2. Detailed soil surveys wl 11 be used for the final design of this 
project. 

3. A more detailed wetlands analysis has been performed for those areas 
that may be Impacted by the selected alternate. Alternate 38 
(Modified), which Included on-slte Investigation. 

4. The referenced sentence has been revised. 

5- This docunent discusses specific impacts to the natural environment to 
the extent possible (see Section IV.C). 

VI-304 



13 June 1986 

Planning Division 

§   % 
Mr. Louis u. Ege# Jr., Deputy Director ^P-O 
Project Development Division (Room 310) to T^^^ 
State Highway Administration. - ^ S^ O 
707 tlorth Calvert Street *  §.rn~"* 
Baltimore, Marylazid 2122 02 ^   * 

Dear Mr. Egei ^ 

Reference Neil J. Pedersen's letter of 9 May 1986 regarding 
?5*Tc??iOW ?f ^f ?raft i:nviro^ontal Impact Statement 
CD£.Ib)/Section 4(f) Evaluation for Haryland Route 100 in Anne 
Arundel County and Howard County, Maryland.  The comments 
provided below address the proposed work as it relates to the 
Corps of Engineers' areas of concern including flood control 
hazard potential, permit requirements under Section 404 at the 
Clean Water Act, and other direct or indirect impacts on existing 
or proposed Corps of Engineers' projects. 

i« «.?Xer!5 ^IJ*0  «xistinfi or Proposed Corps of Engineers projects     i 
in the vicinity of Maryland Route 100. . * 

As stated on page IV-43 of the DEIS, flood plain impacts from 
the construction will be quantified during final detailed o 
design.  This will be adequate for compliance with Federal, state 
and local flood plain regulations. 

The DEId atatefa that any improvements involving wetland 3 
encroachment will require a Section 4C4 Permit from the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engixxeers.  The DEIS also mentions that wetlands 
potentially affected by the projected were identified based on 

!! f!?^?1^ Wetlands Inventory (flwi) prepared by the U.S Fish 
an? ff,?Hfe Service«  since the Corps of Engineers and the Fish 
and Wildlife Service use different criteria in classifying 
wetlands, delineation and determination of project area wetlands 
should be done or approved by the Corps of Engineers.  If you 
have any questions concerning wetlands in the project area, 
Pie?^^0ntact Ms- Lincia "ilchling. Western Shore Permits Section 
at (301) 962-4253. 

i 
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If you have any other questions concerning these comnta. 
please contact me or have a member of your staft contac. -y 
action officer, Mr. Larry Lower at (301) 9b2-4710. 

JAMl££i F. JOHUSOW 
Chief,   Planning Division 

-^ 

L 
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RESPONSE TO 

U. S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS 
LETTER DATED 13 JUNE, 1986 

1. No response requI red. 

2. No response required. 

3. A more detailed wetlands analysis has been performed for those areas 
that may be Impacted by the selected alternate. Alternate 38 
(Modified). This Included a field review at which representatives 
frcm the U. S. Army Corps of Engineers were present. The State 
Highway ActnlnI stration will continue coordination with the Corps of 
Engineers concerning Impacts to wetlands. 
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Mr.  Louis Ege,  Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Project Development Division (Rm.  310) 
Maryland State Highway Administration 
707 N.  Calvert Street 
Baltimore,  Maryland    21202 

Re:    Maryland Rt. 100 DEIS 

Dear Mr.  Ege: 

JUL    71966     ^ rn 

C3     "^- "*• O 

0-5 

In accordance with the provisions of the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA)  and Section 309 of the Clean Air Act, EPA has reviewed 
the Draft Environmental  Impact Statement (DEIS)  for the above referenced 
project.     The DEIS clearly presents the bridge construction options under 
consideration but EPA has rated the project EC-2 pending selection of 
the preferred option.    A summary of the rating definitions is attached 
for your reference. 

Our particular concerns are outlined below. 

Ground Water 

Based on our review of the DEIS,  it is not clear whether studies 
to determine the impact of the highway on ground water supplies, as 
referenced on page IV-42, will actually be conducted.    The document states 
that these "should" be performed, but offers no assurance that they will 
in fact be performed.    EPA requests that the FEIS make that assurance, 
since the results of the studies could show adverse effects of the highway 
on the availability and quality of drinking water from a public water 
supply system.     These impacts must be clearly stated in the FEIS and 
should be the culmination of a hydrogeologic study of the area.     Needless 
to say, the findings of such a study should play an important role in 
selecting the final alignment. 

Wetlands 

EPA recommends, to  the greatest extent possible, that all wetlands 
associated with each alternative be identified and assessed by field 
inspections conducted jointly with the appropriate State and Federal 
agencies, rather than depending solely on the delineation of the National 
Wetland Inventory.    This will supply the SHA with more accurate information 
from which the final selection can be made. 

2 
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We  also  recommend  chat aaxiaum use be made of structures  Co span 
wetlands as necessary, and  therefore minimize impacts.    During  the 
selection process, careful attention should be given to  evaluating the 
quantity and quality of affected wetlands to reduce encroachment on 
these sensitive areas.     Mitigation for damages shall be coordinated with 
the appropriate agencies to ensure that definitive mitigation plans are 
presented in the final document. 

Environmentally Sensitive Areas 

If Alternate 3 is chosen as the preferred alignment, the results of 
the Buckingham Nursery Study should be included in the FEIS. 

Section 4(f) Impacts 

All prudent alternatives to the procurement of parklands for the 
project should be thoroughly explored prior to selecting an alignment. 
Court challenges involving Section 4(f)  impacts have been particularly 
effective and failure to include adequate documentation in the FEIS for 
these acquisitions could cause unnecessary delays in implementing the 
proj ect. 

EPA appreciates having been included in the coordination process for 
this project and looks forward to participating in future coordination 
efforts.    In particular we wish to be included in any field views, scheduled 
to assess the wetland impacts.    We also wish to be afforded the opportunity 
to review the stream crossing plans scheduled to be developed from the 
hydrologic and hydraulic studies during the design phase of the project. 

Should you have any questions, or if we can be of additional 
assistance, feel free to contact Jeffrey Alper at 215-597-7817. 

Sincerely, ? 

l>   Richard V. /Pepino,  Chief    J 
NEPA Compliance Section 

Enclosure 
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POLICY AND PROCEDURES I64Q 

in737' 

SUNMAfty OF RATING DEFINITIONS 
AND FOLLOW-UP ACTION* 

£.ivtronm«ntal Iap«ct of th« Action 

LO—Lack of Objactlon* 
Tha EPA review has not Idcntlfltd any poctntlai. •nvljronaancal Impacts 
rsqulrlnf subscanelva changes to th« proposal* Tha ravlav aay have disclosed 
opportunities for application of altlgatlon aaasures that could be 
accomplished with no more than minor changes to the proposal. 

EC—Envlronacntal Concerns 
The EPA review has Identified environmental Impacts that should be avoided In 
order to fully protect the envlronaent. Corrective measures may require 
changes to the preferred alternative or application of mitigation measures 
that can reduce the envlranaental impact. EPA would like to work with the 
lead agency to reduce these impacts. 

EO—Environmental Objections 
The EPA review has Identified significant environmental ispaets that must be 
avoided in order to provide adequate protection for the environment. Corrective 
measures say require substantial changes to the preferred alterna tive or 
consideration of some other project alternative (Including the no action 
alternative or a new alternative).  EPA Intends to work with the lead 
agency to reduce these impacts. 

EU—Environmentally Unsatisfactory 
Tha EPA review has Identified adverse environmental Impacts that are of 
sufficient magnitude that they are unsatisfactory from the standpoint of 
public health or welfare or environmental quality. EPA Intends :o work with 
the lead agency to reduce these Impacts.  If the potential unsatisnetory 
Impacts are not corrected ac tha final EIS stage, this proposal will be 
recommended for referral to the CEQ. 

Adequacy of the Impact Statement 

Category I—Adequate 
EPA believes the draft EIS adequately sets forth the environmental Impaet(s) 
of the preferred alternative and those of the alternatives reasonably avail 
able to the project or action. No further analysis or data collection Is 
necessary, but the reviewer may suggest the addition of clarifying language or 
information. 

Category 2— Insufficient Information 
The draft EIS does not contain sufficient Information for EPA to fully assess 
environmental Impacts that should be avoided in order to fully protect the 
environment, or the EPA reviewer haa Identified new reasonably available 
alternatives that are within the spectrum of alternatives analyzed In the 
draft SIS, which could reduce tha environmental Impacts of the action. The 
Identified additional information, data, analyses, or discussion should be 
Included In the final EIS. 

Category 3—Inadequate 
EPA does not believe that tha draft EIS adequately assesses potentially 
significant environmental Impacts of tha action, or the EPA reviewer has 
Identified new, reasonably available alternatives that are outside of the 
spectrum of alternatives analyzed In the draft EIS, which should be analyzed 
in order to reduce the potentially significant environmental Impacts. EPA 
believes that tha Identified additional Information, data, analyses, or 
discussions are of such a magnitude that they should have full public review 
at a draft stage. EPA does not believe that the draft EIS Is adequate for the 
purpose* of the NEPA and/or Section 309 review, and thus should be formally 
revised and made available for public comment In a supplemental or revised 
draft EIS. On the bnals of the potential significant impacts Involved, this 
proposal could be a candidate for referral to the CEQ. 

'from EPA Manual 1640 Policy and Procedures for the Review of Federal Actions 
Impacting the Environment. 

Figure 4-1 
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RESPONSE TO 
U.S. ENVIRONVENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

LETTER DATED JULY 7, 1986 

1- If It Is determined to be required, the State Highway AdnlnI stration 
will conduct a hydrogeologlc study of the area to determine any 
Impacts of the project to groundwater. 

2. A more detailed wetlands analysis has been performed for those areas 
that may be Impacted by the selected alternate, Alternate 38 
(modified), that Included the use of detailed soil series mapping and 
field Investigations (see Notes of Meeting, pageVI-298). The State 
Highway Adnlnlstratlon will continue coordination with the appropriate 
State and Federal Agencies concerning the Impact of the project on 
wetlands. 

3. The Buckingham Forest Tree Nursery Study Is provided as a supplenent 
to this Final Environmental Impact Statement. 

4. Avoidance alternates for the Impacted 4(f) resources are presented In 
Section IV. I. The hydroIogle and hydraulic reports and construction 
plans will be reviewed by the Water Resources Adnlnlstratlon. The 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency will also be provided copies for 
review. 
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MA. 0«partinMto< Housing and Urban Dawtopmant 

Philadelphia Regional Office, Region III 
Liberty Square Building 
105 South Seventh Street 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19106-3392 

JUL 3 1986 ^       % 

Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr. ^^S 
Deputy Director f*0  CP-offV 

Office of Planning and Preliminary Engineering S  5.^" -H 
State Highway Administration ^J "^^ 
707 North Calvert Street - Room 310 -   ^ 
Baltimore, MD  21202 ^ 

Dear Mr. Ege: 

We have completed our review of the Draft Evnironmental Impact Statement 
for Maryland Route 100 Extended from 1-95 to Route 3/1-97.  In general, we 
find the document to be comprehensive and complete, however, we do have a 
number of specific comments, as follows. 

1. Figures IIIT3 and 4 show existing and proposed land uses 
respectively.  We feel that this information would be enhanced if 
there was included, as well, a tabular summary of the major land uses 
shown on each map.  Also, it is not clear whether the proposed land 
use map envisions a target year or is an end state plan.  However, 
since the Howard County General Plan appears to use the year 2005, it 
would be of value to know what changes in anticipated land use are 
projected to occur throughout the entire study area by that target 
year. 

2. Although impacts upon floodplains and wetlands are discussed on pages 
IV-43-44, the_ document makes no reference to compliance requirements 
required by Executive Orders 11988 and 11990. 

3. Table IV-4 - Project Noise Levels, includes Ambient Leq both with and 
without aircraft.  Design year 2010 noise levels do not, however, 
appear to reflect future noise levels contributed by aircraft. 
Inasmuch as ambient levels with aircraft were included it would seem 
that the future noise impact picture should be shown on the same 
basis, namely, with and without aircraft.  We believe that this would 
be a more forthright presentation of noise impacts. 
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4. Although 4(f) impacts are discussed extensively, we do not feel that 
we can comment fully on this matter until a firm decision is made on 
the final alignment. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 

Sincerely, 

o^aLLui&uca-^ aC^ox** 
Lawrence Levine 
Regional Environmental Officer 
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RESPONSE TO 
U. S. DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT 

LETTER DATED JULY 3. 1986 

1. The existing land use map Is based on the land use maps of the 
Maryland Department of State Planning, 1981. The proposed land use 
maps are based on the Howard County and Anne Arundel County master 
plans. 

2. Reference to the ccmpllance requirements of Executive Orders 11988 and 
11990 Is made In Sections IVC.3 and.lV.C.r, respectively. 

3. Since aircraft noise cannot be mitigated with conventional methods 
(I.e. noise barriers), future noise levels 'with aircraft* were not 
calculated. 

4. The State Highway AdnlnI stration will continue coordination with the 
appropriate agencies concerning impacts of the project to 4(f) 
resources. 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
iUational Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
Washington. D.C.   2022Q 

CFFiCE OP TH6 ACMINlSTS&rCP 

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

Division (Roan 310) 
State Highway Mministration 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, MD    21202 

July 10,  1986 

0 O" 

en 

Dear Sir: 

This is in reference to your draft environmental impact. statement for Maryland 
Route 100 fron 1-95 to 1-97.    Enclosed are ccmnents from the National Oceanic 
and Atmospheric administration. 

Vfe hope our comments will assist you.    Thank you for giving us an epportunity 
to review the document. 

Sincerely, 

David Cottingham 
Ekx>logy and Conservation Division 

Enclosure 

-'SSI*-, 

m 
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•it     ^      i\ UAIITSD STATSa afiPAPTMS^JT OF  S3MMSSCE 
^   i»k    '    t   lUationai Ccsanic and Atmospnsris Administration 
\;.^..;y       i    NATIONAL CCcAM  IH-JV:: 

JUL 0 7 1985 

TO:      BF/ECD - David Cottingheuar-s . 

FROM:    Nxl - John J. Carey vi(3J^si %\^a#4U 

SUBJECT:  DEIS 8605.04 - Contract No. AA 682-101-570, 
Maryland Route 100 

The subject DEIS has been reviewed within the areas of the 
National Ocean Service's (NOS) responsibility and expertise, 
and in terms of the impact of the proposed action on NOS 
activities and projects. 

Geodetic control survey monuments may be located in the 
proposed project area.  If there is any planned activity 
which will disturb or destroy these monuments, NOS 
requires not less than 90 days notification in advance of 
such activity in order to plan for their relocation. NOS 
recommends that funding for this project includes the cost 
of any relocation required for NOS monuments.  For further 
information about these monuments, please contact Mr. John 
Spencer, Chief, National Geodetic Information Branch 
(N/CG17), or Mr. Charles Novak, Chief, Network Maintenance 
Section (N/CG162), at 6001 Executive Boulevard, Rockville, 
Maryland 20852. 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE 

Management Division 
Habitat Conservation Branch 
Oxford Laboratory 
Oxford, Maryland  21654 

June 27, 1986 

Neil J. Pedersen, Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 
State High Administration 
707 North Calvert Street . 
Baltimore, Maryland  212012 

Attn:  Mr. Louis H. Ege 

Dear Mr. Pedersen: 

m 
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The National Marine Fisheries Service has reviewed the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) entitled Maryland Route 
100, Interstate Route 95 to Maryland Route 3, Anne Arundel and 
Howard Counties, and offers the following comments for your 
consideration. 

Although it stated that blockages preclude the use of streams in 
the project area by anadromous species (page III-4Q), it should 
be noted that several of those streams support migratory fish 
runs below the obstructions.  It would be useful to include a map 
illustrating the limit of migration in relation to the proposed 
highway alignments.  Prohibiting in-stream construction from 
1 March to 15 June (page IV-44) should reduce impacts to 
anadromous species spawning downstream.  Furthermore, 
implementation of sediment control (page IV-41) and stormwater 
management measures (page IV-40) should reduce habitat 
degradation during construction and operation of the proposed 
highway. 

It appears from the analysis provided in the document that 
Alternate 2B will result the least overall natural environmental 
impacts.  This alternate is also one of the least expensive 
options. 

We appreciate having had the opportunity to comment on the 
subject DEIS. 

Sincerely, 

RECEIVED 
JUN, 80 1986 

DIRECTOR OFFICE OF 
PLANNING & PRELIMINARY ENGINEERINO 

e^irf"Edward W.   Chrffetof 
jT    Asst.  Branch Chief 

(i 
^^^fjS 
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RESPONSE TO 
U. S. DEPARTMENT OF COVMERCE 
LETTER DATED JULY 10, 1986 

Letter from National Ocean Service, dated July 7, 1987. 

If any geodetic control survey moniments are disturbed or 
destroyed by the project, the State Highway Adnlnlstratlon wl11 
notify the National Ocean Service and provide for their 
relocation. 

Letter fran National Marine Fisheries Service, dated June 27, 1986. 

All In stream construction for Class I streams wl 11 be prohibited 
frcm March 1 to June 15, Inclusive. The standard erosion and 
sediment control practices, as developed by a Joint State Highway 
AdnlnIstratIon/Water Resources Adnlnlstratlon Task Force In 1984, 
wl11 be used on this project. These practices will be monitored 
and strictly enforced. 
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OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROGRAMS 

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND MENTAL HYGIENE 

201 WEST PRESTON STREET • BALTIMORE. MARYLAND 21201  • AREA CODE 301  • 383- 

Adele Wilzack, R.N., M.S., Secretary 

TTY FOR DEAF: Balto. Area 383-7555 
D:C. Metro 565-0451 

William M. Eichbaum, Assistant Secretary 

August 12,   1986 

Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson, Acting Chief 
Environmental Management 
Bureau of Project Planning (Room 210) 
State Highway Administration 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, MD 21202 
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RE:  Contract No. AA 682-101-570 
Maryland Route 100 
Interstate Route 95 to 
Interstate Route 97 
PDMS No. 022007 

Dear Ms. Simpson: 

We have reviewed the Draft Air Quality Analysis for the above 
subject project and  have found that it is not inconsistent with the 
Administration's plans and objectives. 

Thank you for the opportunity to review this analysis. 

Sincerely, 

Edward L. Carter, Chief 
Division of Air Quality Planning 

and Data Systems 
Air Management Administration 

ELC/cp 
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iV>^'\     UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL .-«?OTSCT10N AGENCY 
3EGICN ill | >?a3>? 

2^1 Chestnut Suiting 
.•oi^" P^tiadeioma. 39nnsyivania '9107 

AUG 1 9 1986 

Cynthia D. Simpson, Chief 
Environmental Management =• 
Project Development Division (Rm. 310)                          »    ^ 
MD State Highway Administration C^ o <"O 
707 North Calvert Street Z?1"71^ 
Baltimore, MD. 21202 rs* ^o^ 

o — -73 m 
Re: MD Route 100 Z^ 2 — 2 

Draft Air Quality Analysis = ~~ ^ 

Dear Ms. Simpson, cr» 

In accordance with the responsibilities delegated to EPA under Section 
309 of the Clean Air Act and the National Environmental Policy Act, EPA 
Region III has reviewed the above referenced document. We are satisfied 
with the approach outlined for analyzing the air quality impacts of the 
project and offer no objections to completing this portion of the 
environmental study. 

Thank you for including EPA in the coordination process! Should 
you have any questions, or if we can be of additional assistance, please 
contact Jeffrey Alper at 215/597-7817. 

Sincerely, 

Jji^sfcharS V.  Pepino, Chief 
U     NEPA Compliance Section 
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Harry Hughes ^^^^^^/f Wayne A. Cawley, Jr. 
Governor ^^^^^^P^ Secntar/ 

Joseph Curran, Jr. ^^SS^**^ Hugh E. Sinks 
U. Govamor Deputy Secretary 

STATE OF MARYLAND 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

^   o<:-o 
June  30,   1986 ZZ^ZO 

^ -fro 
CO O t_ 

Ronald E. Moon Zg ^C -r; —{ 
State Highway Administration - ~E 
707 N. Calvert Street en "^ 
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 

REF:  Comments - Maryland Route 100 Project 

Dear Mr. Moon: 

The Maryland Department of Agriculture has an interest in the proposed 
Maryland Route 100 Project. I wish to submit the following statement which 
was read at the Public Meeting on June 11, 1986 but has not previously been 
submitted in writing: 

The Maryland Department of Agriculture has an interest and a 
responsibility to promote the retention, conservation and preser- 
vation of productive agricultural and forest land.  The Governor's 
Executive Order on Policies to Guide State Actions for the Physical 
and Economic Development of Maryland requires State agencies to 
"...conduct State projects, programs and investments such as 
highways..." and "...to minimize the conversion of productive 
agricultural and forest land...".  Further on, however, the Executive 
Order also calls for "—the efficient provision of transportation 
services ". 

This project clearly requires a decision which balances the 
public's need for improved transportation, for retention of natural 
resources and agricultural land and for environmental protection. 
We would expect that with whichever route is selected, the impact 
on farmland and on natural resources areas such as the State's only 
tree nursery, for example, would be minimized to any possible extent 
such that their productive capacity and environmental quality would 
be maintained. 

Thank you for the opportunity to express our views. 

WAC:mj 

Wayne A.  Cc 
Secretary 

TELEPHONE NUMBER (301) 841 • 5880 
50 HARRY S. TRUMAN PARKWAY. ANNAPOLIS, MARYLAND  21401 

MARCOM EXCHANGE 265 FACSIMILE 341-5770 TELEX-No. 878S6 
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RESPONSE TO 
h/D DEPARTTVENT OF AGRICULTURE 
LETTER DATED JUNE 30, 1986 

Minimization of impacts on agricultural land and natural areas, as well as 
residential and connerclal areas, has been a consideration throughout the 
study. Minor allgrment shifts will be considered during final design of the 
project to reduce impacts as much as feasible. 
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MARYLAND 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE PLANNING 

301  W.  PRESTON  STREET 
BALTIMORE.  MARYLAND  21201-2365 

HARRY HUGHES CONSTANCE LIEDER 
GOVERNOR July    1,    1986    .— .^ ^-^-T-TTSfieRtifiMWj. 

RECEIVED 
JUL 7 1986 

Mr. Neil Pedersen 

Department of Transportation DI?.£CTO?i CTi^E CF 
Office of Planning and Preliminary Engineering     ftAHKHlS rPEElkliUT EHil'lEaja 
707 N. Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Md., 21201-0717 

SUBJECT:  REVIEW AND RECOMMENDATION 

State Application Identification Number:  MD860514-0369 

Applicnat: MDOT - State Highway Administration 

Description:  Draft ElS/Section 4(f) Evaluation - Md. Rte. 100 
From 1-95 to 1-97, AA682-101-570 

Location:  Anne Arundel County 

Dear Mr. Pedersen: 

In accordance with Presidential Executive Order 12372 and Code of Maryland 
Regulation 16.02.03, the State Clearinghouse has coordinated the intergovernmental 
review of the referenced subject. As a result of the review, it has been 
determined that the subject is generally consistent- with Maryland's plans, 
programs and objectives as of this date.  Several environmental issues will 
require further analysis prior to any decision regarding alternatives.  It 
is requested that the additional information needed be circulated for review 
before finalizing the EIS document. 

All directly affected State and local public officials were provided notice 
of the subject.  Review comments were requested from the following local juris- 
dictions and regional and State agencies: 

Anne Arundel County, Regional Planning Council, Department of Pubic Safety and 
Correctional Services, Department of Budget and Fiscal Planning, Department of 
Economic and Community Development, including the Maryland Historical Trust (SHPO), 
Office of Environmental Programs of the Department of Health and Mental Hygiene, 
Department of Natural Resources, including the Coastal Zone Resources Division, 
Department of General Services, Department of Education, and the Department 
of State Planning. 

The following specific comments are provided for your consideration: 

The State Historic Preservation Officer has determined that the subject may 
affect archeological or historic resources listed in, or possibly eligible for 
the National Register of Historic Places.  Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act and the federal Advisory Council on Historic Preservation's 
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regulations (36 CFR Part 800) require that the Advisory Council be given the 
opportunity to comment when a federal undertaking will affect resources listed 
in or eligible for the National Register.  In accordance with a 1981 suspension 
of Section 800.4 of the Advisory Council regulations, the time in which a 
"determination of effect" is made can be decreased, if the federal agency and 
the State Historic Preservation Officer concur that resources are eligible for 
listing on the National Register. It is recommended that the federal agency 
or State agency or local government to which compliance responsibility is 
delegated prepare and submit the requisite documentation to the Keeper of the 
National Register for a formal "determination of eligibility" within one year 
from the date the State Historic Preservation Officer and the federal agency 
concurred that resources are eligible for listing.  If the federal agency does 
not agree with the opinion of the State Historic Preservation Officer, a 
"determination of eligibility" must be requested from the National Register 
before proceeding.  For more information about the requirements of Section 106 
and the Council's regulations, the applicant should contact the State Historic 
Preservation Officer. The Trust indicated that MHT is working closely with the 
State Highway Administration to complete the Section 106 requirements. 

Department of Education noted that there appears to be no direct impact on any 
of the five school sites within the study area: Waterloo Middle, Harman Elementary, 
Severn Elementary, Quarterfield Elementary and North Arundel Voc. Tech. Alternate 
No. 3 does propose the closing of Harmans Road. The impact of this road closing 
should be studied with regard to any increases in traffic on nearby roads. 
In particular, the potential impact on Ridge Chapel Road which provides access 
to Harman Elementary School should be studied. 

Department of Natural Resources advised that correspondence (copies attached) 
dated June 27th and June 12th were forwarded to the applicant, summarizing the 
Department's comments. The Department noted that sediment and erosion control 
measures and stormwater management will- require review and approval by the 
Administration. Also, any wetland impacts will require mitigation. A survey 
should be made of the location to determine whether any rare plants are present. 
The Department also had comments relating to irrigation, water supply, air 
quality and circulation and access to the Buckingham State Nursery.  Further 
environmental analysis and discussions are requested. 

Department of State Planning noted (copy attached) that the reference subject 
was reviewed and in general the Department has no objection to the proposed 
construction. However, the Department feels that the building alternatives 
could adversely affect parkland, wetland, streams, the Patuxent River Primary 
Management Area and other environmentally sensitive locations. It is suggested 
that the Patuxent River Policy Plan be used to guide construction decisions 
within the Patuxent Primary Management Areas. Since there appears to be a 
considerable number of environmental concerns, further environmental analysis 
should be conducted and reviewed prior to any decision on an alternative route. 

Regional Planning Council noted (copy attached) that the subject is consistent 
with regional plans and programs. The Office of Planning and Zoning has been 
coordinating with the State Highway Administration on this study and is preparing 
written comments for the record, in addition to previous correspondence.  This 
subject is being reviewed concurrently by the Transportation Steering Committee. 
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In response to the review request, this letter with attachments constitutes 
the initial review.  The applicant is required to include a copy of this letter 
with attachments and a statement of consideration given to the comments and 
recommendation with the application that is submitted to the federal approving 
authority. A copy of this statement should also be submitted to the State 
Clearinghouse. Additionally, you are required to place the State Application 
Identification Number (SAI) on the application for financial assistance. 

The Clearinghouse must be informed if the recommendation cannot be accommodated 
by the federal approving authority.  The Clearinghouse recommendation is valid 
for a period of three years from the date of this letter.  If the approving 
authority has not made a decision regarding the subject within that time period, 
information should be submitted to the Clearinghouse requesting a review update. 

We appreciate your attention to the intergovernmental review process and look 
forward to continued cooperation. 

Director 
'ate Clearinghouse 
vernmental Assistance 

GWH:SB:mk 

Attachment 

cc:  Bruce Gilmore - DNR 
Clyde Pyers - DOT 
Ed Wise - DECD 
Max Eisenberg - OEP 
Daryl Rawlings - RPC 
Louis Stettler - DBFP 
Frank Hall - DPS&CS 
Betsy Barnard - DHMH 
Eric Walbeck - DGS 
Skipp Sanders - DOE 
William Smith - DSP 
Emory Harrison - DSP 
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J. Hugh Nichols. Chairman      Alfred P. Gwynn. Executive Director 
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June 20,  1986 

Mr.  Guy W.  Hager,   Director 
Maryland State Clearinghouse 

for  Intergovernmental Assistance 
Department of State Plahning 
301   West Preston Street 
Baltimore,  Maryland    21201 

Re:     Metropolitan Clearinghouse 
Review and Referral Memoran- 
dum,   Project: 0369-86094 
Draft EIS/Sec. 4(f) Evaluation 

State Clearinghouse #:       860514-0369       

Dear Mr.  Hager: 

The attached review and referral memorandum is certification 
that the above referenced project has undergone review and comment by 
the Regional Planning Council and a recommended action has been deter- 
mined based on the Council's findings. 

Comments on this project were requested from: Anne Arundel 
County. 

We appreciate your attention to Metropolitan Clearinghouse 
procedures.  If you have any questions, please contact us at 383-7110. 

Sincerely, 

Daryl L. Rawlings, Coordinator 
Metropolitan Clearinghouse 

Attachment 
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REGIONAL PLANNING COUNCIL 
2225 North Charles Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21218 

RPC Meeting:  June 20, 1986 

ANNE ARUNDEL COUNTY 

Project: 0369-86094 

Referral Source: 

Recommendation: 

Draft ElS/Sec. 4(f) Evaluation.  MDOT-SHA 
have submitted an EIS for MD Rt. 100 
Extended under Sec. 4(f) Evaluation for 
Anne Arundel County.  The purpose is to 
study proposed alternates for the construc- 
tion of MD 100 from 1-95 in Howard County 
to MD Rt. 3/1-97 in Anne Arundel County. 
It also includes improvements to existing 
highways in the area involved. 

Department of State Planning 

COMMENTS 
This project is consistent with regional 
plans, programs, and policies. 

The Office of Planning and Zoning has been 
coordinating with the State Highway Admin- 
istration on this study and is preparing 
written comments for the record, in addi- 
tion to previous correspondence. 

This project is being reviewed concurrently 
by the Transportation Steering Committee. 

Endorsement is recommended. 

HEREBY CERTIFY that at its 258th meeting, which was held on 
June 20, 1986, the Regional Planning Council concurred in this Review 
and Referral Memorandum and incorporated it into the minutes of that 
meeting. 
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PMHs   M8» Jackie McMillan DATE: ^ ^ 1986 

Office of Hianning 
and Zoning jpc mgxUIG' June 20, 1986 

Arundel Center 
Annapolis, Maryland   ^1401 p-.    joint ^SC/CmSA Review CyclT 

LJ (up to 60 days) 

RE:  REFERRAL COORDINATOR REVIEW SUMMARY 

Project:  Draft ElS/Sec. 4(f) Evaluation 

R & R File Number:    0369-66094 

Comments should be return by:    6/10/86 

This project has been forwarded to the following local depart- 
ments or agencies (check appropriate blanks and attach comments from 
the reviewing agencies): 

-^— Ila?nin8   ,   Public Works 
  Environmental Protection   Human Relations 
  Others  (Specify)       • 

JURISDICTION'S COMMENTS 

Check One 
Thl* jurisdiction has no comments on this proposal. 

  This project is consistent with or contributes to the fulfillment 
of local comprehensive plans, goals, and objectives. 

  This project raises problems concerning compatibility with local 
plans, or intergovernmental, environmental, or civil rights 
issues, and a meeting with the applicant is requested. 

  This project raises problems concerning compatibility with local 
plans, or intergovernmental, environmental, or civil rights 
issues; however, a meeting with the applicant is not requested. 

  This project is generally consistent with local plans, but quali- 
fying comments are necessary (attach comments). 

RETURN TO: Signature^^/^M^^ 

Coordinator,  Metropolitan Clearinghouse Title:<^J>*Ws&3uCS£. ££ftg£4rC_ 
Kegional Planning. Council  '>z^*,* ^A=r^s^—:  

Date:   €/lL/s6  
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XO: Ms,  Jackie McMillan Date:       
May 20,  1986 

Office of Planning and 
Zoning 

Arundel Center 
Annapolis, Maryland    21401 

RE: PROJECT REVIEW FORM 

Project:        Draft ElS/Sec. 4(f) Evaluation 

R & R File Number:   0369-86094 

Comments should be returned by: 6/10/86 

Check One 

This agency has no comments on this proposal. 

 This project is consistent with or contributes to the fulfillment 
of local comprehensive plans, goals, and objectives. 

This project raises issues concerning compatibility with local 
plans or intergovernmental problems, and a meeting with the 
applicant is requested.  (Explain below.) 

This project raises issues concerning compatibility with local 
plans or intergovernmental problems; however, a meeting with the 
applicant is not requested.  (Explain below.) 

/ This project is generally consistent with local plans, but qualify- 
ing comments are necessary.  (Explain below.) 

Comments 7/f,f Qfft&n has    bw-u    coorJ, x+J,*<>   r*,;*L   Tk*   ££/g. 

uJrl*i*A CHftf inr rrfs -^^   ^^    rf^/jy^j    ,'*'  „ r/^? t,»»     -to   nr^istrus 
rsiprfCpMufto ^t-m-   -  

RETURN TO LOCAL REFERRAL COORDINATOR Signature /Pfitz^J LLA 'LLLL. 

Title P/atMor     TTT 

Agency      m^re   ifC P.Uitwf 
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^4   11/74 

.r    " STATE OF MARYLAND n: ?r   -r STM? PLAiT  
WATER RESOURCES ADMINISTRATION -   rtr^ClWCrf 

."   „ ' June   27,   1986 ANNAPOLIS, MARYLAND   21401 H C\s t.» * »-**' 

JIJl-1   WSb 
TO:   Sam Baker, State Clearinghouse SUBJECT: . MD 860514-0369-TrerFivT 

301 W. Preston St. RM 1104 OO^^XH ^^o^.^iy^O^ 
Baltimroe, Md. 21201 ••-' -V'^P^y'^ '-fr^7^ 

- -. FROM: Virginia Tauber 

Regarding our phone conversation of this morning, I am attached 
all additional information that I have received on the subject 
Clearinghouse Project. 

Thank You. 
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. Vir ^y "'  %       ^  Date:  May 15, 1986 
>  Director 

**   Maryland State Clearinghouse 
for Intergovernmental Assistance l'c-.fl'• 1' - _ ,  -n 

301 West Preston Street RECbJ •• :-*-' 
Baltimore, MD        21201-2365 

JUN 12 l0:Sb 
SUBJECT:  REVIEW COMMENT AND RECOMMENDATION 

State Identification Number: MD860514-0369 

Applicant:  MOOT - State Highway Administration 

Description:  Draft ElS/Section 4(f) Evaluation - Md. Rte. 100 from 
1-95 to 1-97, AA682-101-570 

Responses must be returned to the State Clearinghouse on or before   June 20, 1986  

Based on a review of the notification information provided, we have determined that: 

Check One: 

  1) It is consistent with our plans, programs, and objectives. For those agencies 
which are responsible for making determinations under the following federal 
consistency requirements, please check the appropriate response: 

  It has been determined that the subject has "no effect" on any known 
archeological or historic resources and that the requirements of 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and 36 CFR 800 
have been met for the subject. 

  It has been determined that the requirements of Maryland Coastal Zone 
Management Program have been met for the subject in accordance with 
16 USC 1456, Section 307(c)(1) and (2). 

^   2) It is generally consistent with our plans, programs, and objectives, but the 
qualifying comment below is submitted for consideration.   

  3) It raises problems concerning compatibility with our plans, programs, or 
objectives, or it may duplicate existing program activities, as indicated 
in the comment below. If a meeting with the applicant is requested, please 
check here . 

"-  4) Additional information is required to complete the review. The information 
needed is identified below.. If an extension of the review period is requested 
please check here . ' 

  5) It does not require our comments. 

COMMENTS: PLEASE SEE ATTACHED COMMENTS 

(Additional comments may be placed on the back or on separate sheets of paper)  

Signature: LUhsuh j^JlOAfyttJe^ 

Name:  Dr. Askew Skipp Sanders 

VI-331 Organization: MD STATE DEPT. OF EDUCATION 
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< 

153 

OATE Jnnp   fi t   L9S6- •'. 

'0' Skipp Sanders 

FROM.      Al Abend -fC^ 

SUBJECT, intergovernmental Review:    MD. RTE 100 from 1-95 to 1-97 

.<  '•- 
Skipp, I have reviewed the above proposal for impact upon public school facilities. 

-. .f}  There appears to'be no direct impact on any of the five school sites within the study 
, firea: Waterloo Middle, Harman Elementary, Severn Elementary, Quarterfield Elementary an-' 

North Arundel Vo%.^ Tech. Alternate No. 3 does propose the closing of Harmans Road. The 
" impact of this roa'd closing should be studied with r^sard to any increases in traffic on 
nearby roads.  In particular, the potential impact on Ridge Chapel Road which provides 
access to Harman Elementary School should be studied. 

'  ACA/lpj 

cc:    Yale Stenzler 

I   ' 
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TORRCY C. SROWN. M.O. 
• SCCJICTAItr 

JOHN  R. GRIFFIN 
3*«JTV J«e»€T*«T 

JAMES W. PCCK 
oinccToa 

STATE OF MARYLAND 

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 

WATER RESOURCES ADMINISTRATION 
TAWES STATE OFFICE BUILDING 

ANNAPOUS. MARYLAND 21401 

June 27,   1986 

MEMORANDUM 

TO:  Virginia Tauber 
Clearinghouse Coordinator 

FROM:  Wanda Adams ^^ 
EIS Comments Coordinator 

SUBJ: MOOT - State Highway Administration 
MD 86051400369 

Please find attached copies of comments sent directly to SHA regarding the 
DEIS for MD 100 from 1-95 to 1-97, WRA No. 71-PP-0004, SHA No. AA-6a2-10l-570. 

WDArdas 

Attachment 

Teleohon«:_ 
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ICCKCTAH* 

JOHN  I?   SRIPriM 

JAMCS^teCC 

STATE OF MARYLAND 
0EPAHTM6NT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 

WATER RESOURCES ADMINISTRATION 
TAWES STATE OFFICE BUILDING 

ANNAPOLIS. MARYLAND 21401 

June 27, 1986 

Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Project Oevelopmenc Division 
Scace Highway AdminiscraCion 
Room 310 
707 N. Calverc Street 
Baltimore, MD 21202 

Re: WRA File No. 71-PP-0004 
SHA No. AA-682-L01-570 
MD LOO from 1-95 to 1-97 
DEIS/Section 4(f) Evaluation 

Dear Mr. Ege: 

The above referenced project was circulated throughout the Administration 
and to other Agencies within the Department of Natural Resources for review and 
comments.  The following represents a summary of comments provided by the 
Divisions within the Water Resources Administration.  Comments provided by the 
Maryland Forest, Park and Wildlife Service were forwarded directly to Mr. Hal 
Kassoff. 

As stated within the document, sediment and erosion control measures, as 
well as stormwater management for the project, will be subject to review and 
approval by the Administration in accordance with Sections 8-1105 and 8-llA-059 
respectively, of the Natural Resources Article, Annotated Code of Maryland. 

In accordance with Section 8-803 of the Natural Resources Article, Waterway 
Construction Permits will be required, as discussed in the document, for any 
project activities which will alter the course, current, or cross-section of 
Deep Run, Piney Run, Sawmill Creek or Stony Run.  Any wetlands impacts will 
require mitigation. 

No mention was made as to whether a field survey for aquatic species was 
^ performed; such a survey should be performed. • In addition, documentation that 
streams in "the study corridor are not known to serve as spawning areas because 
of obstructions and other factors" should be provided (see Page 111-40). 

Tctoohon*:.. 
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Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
June 27, 1986 
Page Two 

As two Maryland State rare plants, Helonias bullata and Carex 
barrattii, could occur within the project area if appropriate habitat is 
present and as both species are "candidates" for listing as threatened or 
endangered by the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Section V), a survey should 
be made of the project area to determine whether they are present* 

Since the subject document was not of sufficient detail to render a 
decision on the alternate which would have the least impact, the Sediment and 
Stormwater Division has recommended Alternate 2B be selected. Either of 
Alternate 2 would involve the least soil disturbance.  Option 2B involves 
slightly less wetlands as well as soil of poor quality. Alternate 4 involves 
more streams and more terrain and, therefore, has greater potential for soil 
problems than the other ones.  Alternate 3B would be the most objectional due 
to the size of the area and large amount of wetlands involved.  The 
Administration recommends the selection of the alternate to have the least 
impact on the stream channels, floodplains and environment.  Furthermore, the 
Flood Management Division of this Administration will have a new hdyrologic and 
hydrualic analyses available in the near future for Dorsey Run. 

Finally, further elaboration should be made as to whom would be responsible 
for locating and defining the uses of all active wells within the affected area 
(Page IV-42). 

Sincerely, 

Randy L. Harrill 
Chief, Waterway Permits Division 

RLH:WDA:das 

cc:  Earl Shaver, WRA Sediment & Stormwater Division 
Virginia Tauber, Clearinghouse Coordinator 
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Department 0/ Natural Resources 
FOREST, PARK & WILDLI 

Tawes Office Building 
Annapolis, Maryland 21401 

MARYLAND FOREST, PARK & WILDLIFE SERVICE M     „ 
TOfWeY C. BROWN. M.O. _ '    ...       „   .,_,, 0ONAU5 £ M*CtAUCHL 

steiHTMr Tawes Office Building owecrew 

June 12, 1986 

Mr. Hal Kassoff 
Administrator 
State Highway Administration 
P. 0. Box 717/707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717 

appreciate the excellent cooperation that you and your staff have provided in 
regards to the extension of Maryland Route 100. 

Since you and Assistant Secretary Harrison met in December 1984, our nursery sta 
has been in contact with your staff regarding the possible location through the 
Buckingham State Nursery. 

To date, the following actions have occurred regarding the nursery. 

1. The intersection with Maryland Route 170 has been redesigned to reduce 
the amount of seedling production space which will be lost. 

2. A study has been initiated by the State Highway Administration to 
determine the environmental impacts upon air and water quality. I 
would request that the study be completed as soon as possible so that 
we can have a better understanding of the potential problems facing 
us in order to react accordingly. 

3. Discussions with your design people have continued regarding the 
bridge to pass over the railroad. We have requested an extension 
to provide for access as well as for improved air flow. This is 
still in the discussion phase. I would ask for your support in the 
redesign. 

For the public hearing of June 12, 1985, I would request that the following concerns 
be entered into the hearing record. These concern?.involve both the construction 
phase and the potential impacts following construction. 

Telephone 

VI-336 
269-3776 

TTV eno nPdP. CTATCwinP •t-ann.jQ'j.^ns?- PAI TiMnoc -jco-Sfins 



r  tiji 

tr.  Hal Kassoff 
page two 
June 12, 1986 

A. Irrigation Water Supply 

1. Runoff water from highway containing salt and other chemicals. 

The land along the right-of-way and all surrounding land drains 
into the nursery irrigation system ponds. The preliminary plan 
indicates that the road surface will also drain in the direction 
of the irrigation system supply. Salt or any other chemical run-?* 
off from the highway will make it unfit for irrigation purposes. 
Contaminated water cannot be allowed access to the underground 
supplies since some of the irrigation supply comes from springs. 

2. Interference with supply stream that crosses the proposed right-of-way. 

Water is supplied to the irrigation ponds by a-combination of 
springs and a stream that flows across the highway right-of-way 
that is the carrier of surface water as well as water from additional 
holding ponds on the southwest corner of the nursery. Current and 
future projected irrigation requirements for the nursery are 90,000 
gallons per hour. Under normal conditions, this would require 720,000 
gallons of water twice a week during the growing season. - Additional 
water is used during the spring for frost protection. In order that 
this supply be maintained, the stream flow across the right-of-way 
must be uninterrupted during the construction phase as well as after 
the construction is complete. 

3. Runoff water during construction permitting chemicals and silt to access 
the irrigation supply. 

The amount of loose soil involved with the proposed construction and 
fill makes siltation a major concern. Also, cnemicals and oils that 
may be present around a large construction project such as this must 
be prevented from entering the drainage system. 

4. Chemical spills due to highway accidents. 

Accidents along any highway are always possible no matter what 
precautions are taken to prevent them. Any accident involving oil 
and chemical spills can spell disaster should it get into the water 
supply system. Some type of safeguard and backup system will have 
to be provided in case such a spill occurs. 

B. Air Quality and Circulation 

1. Pollutants from highway traffic. 

The volume of traffic this highway will carry and its elevation raise 
grave concerns about pollutants such as carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen 
oxides (NO ), hydrocarbons, unbumed gasoline vapors plus heavy metals 
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Mr. Hal Kassoff 
Page three 
June 12, 1986 

ZJStlE?.S'cS'cS.IIS•. dj-j. If not total destruction 
to many of our crops and/or seed orchards. 

2. Creation of non-circulating air pockets caused by the proposed 
construction. 

S* ur iw   ^"thlhi^er   rouSd near Route 170 already causey 

SSS^nS pSSldSg an opportunity for ^r pollutants to settle 

area. 

3. Salt spray from the highway. 

the roadway this spray can carry with the air currents. 

C.   Access to Southern Part of the Nursery 

1. Access and security during and after construction. 

TI.- m„hu,a„ win cut the property in half.    It is imperative that The highway wi  1 cut tne prop     J       f duri      construction as 
Sl'Ii^ft^tS hlSSJ   s operational/ The location of the.access well as after tne ^^J    1    J ial putfortn used to work in the 
J^oS&M: Sl^tStt- wil   elinjinate^e exist!n3 east. 

r^"drs%uT?othtHeiu^tr^ u^rt^^rii^^^r^ft-of. 
Slf will'ha°et"be fenced. It will also have to be fenced dunng 
construction. 

2. Access of construction vehicles to construction site. 

Access to the construction site by construction vehicles is also a   . 
concern! Sing existing roads through the nursery will have adverse 
impact on the operation. Existing roads are light duty and wouia no^ 
take heavy loads. • 
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Hal Kassoff 
page four 
June 12, 1986 

D.   Loss of Property and Productivity 

1.    Seed orchard preservation. 

The construction area lightly impacts the "seed orchards'; on the 
south side of the construction.    The damage can be "^Jlf^ ]J 
car" is taken with minimal disturbance or one-sided construction care is 
techniques 

2. Loss of "Brigham White Pine" seed orchard. 

The proposed R-O-W and fill proposed would eliminate the "Brigham 
Whit- Pine" seed orchard.   This two-acre orchard produces now, from 
400 to 500 pounds of seed worth about $40,000 a year ror if roved 
se-d on the open market.    It would take us about 30 years to develop 
another orchard of present capacity for this strain of white pme. 
Extenlion of the bridge and minimal impact techniques could save about 
half of the existing orchard. 

3. Loss of approximately 15 acres in addition to the white pine orchard. 

The R-O-W proposal will consume approximately 17 acres.   The area 
oresently is occupied by the Brigham seed orchard and our mulching 
?rea      ProductionPexpansion is planned for this area.    We must main- 
tain the area capable of seedling production.    We are very limited 
?n the Lount ^/adjacent land that could be acquired due to permanent 
improvements that surround the property on all sides. 

E.   Maintain constant coordination during the design phase to assure satisfactory 
accomplishment of the criteria. 

Constant neqotiations will be required at every step of the planning 
D?Scess tS Ssilve such issues as bridge length, access, contain run- 
Sf to protect water supply, airborne pollutants and one-sided con- 
struction methods. 

Tn cffimarv   ther* ar° many potential problems outlined which would severely hinder In summary, tner. ar. many pouc     ,.   H s as th9 oniy sourCe of seedlings, 
P Sf-r^SJ? and sh!de trees'for our state forestry program/ Both public and 
SJIttoElSShlS depend £on 'the nursery for planting materials.   Unless the impacts 
&• "blSnr^add'rLsed ?n a satisfactory manner. Production a       e nursery w       be 
seribusly reduced or eliminated.. Should this occur,, the only a ternat ve is to re 
locate the nursery, at a cost which could exceed eight (8) million dollars. 
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Mr. Hal Kassoff 
Page fiva 
June 12, 1986 

We look forward to hearing from you on further updates and to a continuing 
cooperative working relationship. 

Sincerely, 

DEM/JBR/ls 

Donald E. MacLauchlan 
Director 
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MEM   0   R   A   N   D   U   M 

TO: Guy   Hager 

THROUGH: Bill   SmithJ 

FROM: Harvey   Gold 

SUBJECT: Draft   EIS   Section   4f   Evaluation 

DATE: June   27,   1986 

tffr 

The comprehensive section has reviewed this proposal and in general has no 
objection to the roadway. We do however, feel that the build alternatives 
could adversely affect parkland, wetland, streams, the Patuxent River Primary 
Management area and other environmentally sensitive areas. (Specific 
comments are enclosed) Secretary Lieder has also received a letter (copy 
enclosed) from the Liberty Tree Project expressing concern about the affect 
of   the   proposed   highway   on   Buckingham   State   Tree   Nursery. 

Since there is a considerable  number  of  environmental  concerns   about  this 
project, the State Highway Administration  should  consider a meeting   with  this Otpi\r\ ti\ 
(or any other State agency that has expressed concern)  before  a decision  on 
the   alternative   is   made   on   July   7,   1986. 

It is also suggested that a member of this Department attend the quarterly 
review   meetings   for   this   project. 

HG: WMS:alg 
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June   27,   1986 

Harvey   Gold 

A-95   Comment 

Draft   EIS   section   4£   Evaluation 

MD   Rte   100   From   1-95   -   1-97 

Portions of this project are in the Patuxent River Primary Management area 
and are subject to the Patuxent River Policy Plan adopted by the General 
Assembly in 1984. The Policy Plan is a component of the States' 
comprehensive program to restore the Patuxent River. It addresses such 
problems as non source pollution, water quality, aquatic resources and growth 
through   The   Primary   Management   Handbook. 

All of the build alternatives proposed would adversely affect the streams 
(Piney Run, Stoney Run, Deep Creek and Sawmill Creek) floodplains and 
wetlands   in   the   Primary   Management   area. 

It is felt that these facts should be considered in the alternative selection 
and that if a build alternative is selected, the Primary Management Area 
Handbook should be used as a guideline to help mitigate the effect of the 
highway   on   these. 

It is also suggested that a representative of this Department be included at 
the   quarterly   interagency   review   sessions   for   this   project. 

HG:alg 
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June 18, 1986 

Harvey, 

I've reviewed the draft E.I.S. for Maryland 100 and offer the following 

general comments: 

- The most significant issue from the SCORP prospective 

is the impact on State-owned recreation and open space 

lands, especially Patapsco State Park (Alternate 4). 

Buckingham Nursery is impacted by Alternate 3. I would 

recommend against Alternate 4 due to its impact on the 

State Park. DNR is dealing with MOOT on this issue. 

- Friendship Park is heavily impacted by Alternates 2B and 

3B, and to a lesser extent by Alternate 2A and 4. 

- All alternates involve stream crossings, wetland destruction, 

and destruction of prime farmland and woodland.  From a re- 

view of the "Summary of Impacts" on page vii in the EIS, all 

of the- alternates are in conflict with policies/recommen- 

dations in the Maryland Recreation and Open Space Plan in one 

form or another. Actions proposed in the EIS which are in- 

consistent with the State Recreation and Open Space are: 

- the destruction of wetlands - all alternates 

- destruction of prime farmland/forest land - all alternates 

- impact State recreation/open space land - 
alternates 3 & 4 

- impact local parkland - alternates 2A, 2B, 3B, 4 

- impact historical sites - alternate 3B 

- impact archaeological sites - all alternates 

Pat Pudelkewicz 
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June 18, 1986 

Harvey, 

Given the short amount of time available, I have only general comments: 

1. East-West traffic in N. AA. Co. is heavy/facilities need 

improvement. 

2. All alternates involve potential environ, impacts resulting 

from streams xings, infringement on forest/park areas, etc. 

3«      Most significant issue to State vis-s-vis environment appears 

to involve intrusion into State-owned lands; DNR is involved 

to deal with these issues; Roland's group can look at, also. 

*•       I have no preference re alternative #3 affects Buchingham 

Nursery, #4 affects Patapsco Park; all others affect Sawmill 

Creek Park. If other considerations are o.k., perhaps, go 

with alt. that traverses Sawmill Park only at the southern 

end (to minimize impact); avoid Patapsco. 

Larry D. 
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MARYLAND ROUTE 100 PUBLIC MEETING 

June 12, 1086 

The Maryland Department of Agriculture has an interest and a responsibility 
to promote the retention, conservation and preservation of productive aqricultural 
and forest land. The Governor's Executive Order on Policies to Guide Stats Actions 
for the Physical and Economic Development of Maryland requires State agencies to 
"...conduct State projects, programs and investments such as highways....to 
oinimize the conversion of productive agricultural and forest land..." Further on, 
however, the Executive Order also calls for "the efficient provision of trans- 
portation services." 

This project clearly requires a decision which balances the public's need 
for iraproved transportation, for retention of natural resources and agricultural 
land and for environnental protection. We would expect that with whichever route 
is selected, the impact o-  f ami and and on natural resources areas such as the 
State's only tree nursery, fcr example, would be minimized to any possible extent 
such that their oroductive capacity and environmental quality would be maintained. 
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TABLE   S-l ttf 
ALTERNATES 

NO- 
BUILD 2A 2B 3A 38 

3 CRO 
OVER    4 

SOCIO-ECONOMIC  IMPACTS 

RESIDENTIAL   DISPLACEMENTS 

MINORITY RESIDENTIAL DISPLACEMENTS 

BUSINESS   DISPLACEMENTS 

ACCESS TO COMMUNITY FACILITIES MODIFIED 

PARKLAND AFFECTED-ACRES 

HISTORIC SITES   AFFECTED 

ARCHEOLOGiCAL  SITES   AFFECTED 

38 

20 

NO 

CONSISTENT WITH DEVELOPMENT PLANS NO 

12 

YES 

4.1 

39 

21 

12 

YES 

32.7 

NO 

42' 

21 

321 

II 

8 

YES 

NO YES 

29 37 

!I 

YES 

14.2 

YES 

21.6 

YES 

18 

YES 

4.1 

NO NO 

NATURAL ENVIRONMENT IMPACTS 

PRIME FARMLAND SOILS - ACRES 

ACTIVE AGRICULTURAL LAND-ACRES 

STREAM REALIGNMENT - LINEAR   FEET 

NEW STREAM CROSSINGS 

WETLANDS-ACRES 

FLOOOPLAIN -ACRES 

WOODLAND - ACRES 

.66 

16.8 

.66 

12.3 

7.62 

54.4 

7.62 

43.5 

9.00 

OLD FIELD - ACRES 

17.18 

47.61 39.71 

58.97 

2.12 

17.24 

46.82 

7.10 

3332 

59.47 

80.65 

15.19 

34.16 

9.13 

16.8 

11.60 

8.77 

61.35 41.63 

16.8 

9.J3 

25.70 

54.25 

7637 68.01 96.92 

THREATENED OR ENDANGERED SPECIES 

AIR QUALITY  IMPACTS    + 

NOISE LEVEL IMPACTS   + + II 10 8 

COSTS  (X $1,000,000) 
•* -•• RIGHT OF WAY 12.1 16.1 23.4 22.8 18.2 18.0 

RELOCATION 0.5 1.3 1.0 0.8 1.0 

CONSTRUCTION 101.6 103.8 119.1 130.1 I05.S 119.1 

TOTAL 114.2 121.2 143.8 153.9 124.8 13 

+ 
REPRESENTS   WORSE   CASE   COMBINATION   OF   INTERCHANGE   OPTIONS 
SITES   EXCEEDING  S/NAAQS 

•- NSA's   EXCEEDING FEDERAL NO?St  ABATEMENT CRlTv*'* ^    *   •** 'MPP«iAS 
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RESPONSES TO OCMVENTS FRCM 
MARYLAND STATE CLEARING HOUSE 

1. The State Highway AdnlnIstration wi11 continue coordination with the 
State Historic Preservation Officer to minimize Impacts of the project 
on archeological and historical resources. 

2. Under the selected alternate. Alternate 3B (Modified) Harmans Road 
will bridge over M3 Route 100 and, therefore, no significant Increase 
In traffic Is expected on Ridge Chapel Road. 

3. The State Highway AdnlnI stration will continue coordination with the 
Maryland Department of Natural Resources to minimize impacts on the 
natural environment. Detailed sediment and erosion control measures 
and stormwater management plans will be developed during final design 
and will be reviewed by the Water Resources AchilnistratIon. All 
Improvements Involving wetland encroachment wi11 require a Section 404 
Permit frcm the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. A detalled study of the 
Impacts of the project on the Buckingham Forest Tree Nursery is 
available for review at the State Highway Administration Library, 707 
North Calvert Street, Baltimore, Maryland and at alI State Depository 

. Libraries. 

4. The State Highway Adnin1strat Ion wl11 continue coordination with the 
appropriate agencies to minimize Impacts on the natural environment. ^^ 
All streams and drainage basins affected by the project drain Into the ^ft 
Patapsco River. ^r 

5. See responses to letters frcm the Office of Planning and Zoning of 
Howard County, the Anne Arundel County Department of Recreation and 
Parks and the Anne Arundel County Department of Pub IIc Works. 
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Maryland Historical Trust 

May   12,   1986 

         m 

or> 

Ms.   Cynthia   Simpson,   Manager 
Environmental   Management 
MDOT-SHA 
707 North Calvert Street 
P. 0. Box 717 
Baltimore, Maryland  21203-0717 

RE:  Contract No. AA 682-101-571 
Maryland Route 100 
from Maryland Route 3 (.1-97) 
to Interstate Route 95 
F.A.P. No. RF 162-1 
P.D.M.S. No. 022007 ' 

Dear Mr. Simpson: 

Our office has reviewed your letter of December 20, 1985, 
and plans for this project.  After site visits we have made the 
following determinations of effect: 

for 
1. 
2. 
for 
1. 

effect 
no adverse 

Alternate 2 
Smith Farm - no 
Shipley House - no adverse effect 
Alternate 3 
Smith Farm - no adverse effect provided that an 
adequate landscaping is reviewed by our office 
and then implemented.  If there is disagreement 
regarding landscaping, the matter must be referred 
to the Advisory Council for resolution pursuant 
to 36 CFR 800.6Cb). 
Shipley House 
a. Alternate 3 as shown on the MD Rt. 713 option 

plan sheet - adverse effect 
b. interchange option as shown on Plan Sheet 2 - 

adverse 

In addition, we agree with SHA that Calvary Chapel, 7300 Ridge 

VI-351 
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Ms. Cynthia Simpson, Manager 
May 12, 1986 
Page 2 

Road, is not elibilbe for the National Register. 

We have also reviewed your letter of May 1, 1986, and 
the maps showing Alternate 3 Option B.  This alignment would 
have an adverse effect on the Smith Farm. 

Please call George Andreve if you have any questions or 
comments. 

JRL/GJA/mmc 

CC:  Eleni Silverman 
Rita Suffness 
Ms. Lina Collins 

Sincerely, 

J. Rodney Little 
Director 
State Historic 
Preservation Officer 
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Maryland Historical Trust 

July 3, 1986 CD 

en 

o 
m 

o<-tj — mso 
-^••"o 
c-jOe- 
— -cm 
•^3:0 

Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
State Highway Administration 
Maryland Department of Transportation 
P. 0. Box 717 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Maryland  21203-0717 

o-> 

RE:  Contract No. AA 682-101-570 
MD Rt. 100 from MD Rt. 3 
Cl-97) to 1-95 
P.D.M.S. No. 022007 
Anne Arundel and Howard Counties 

-  State Clearinghouse ffMD860514-0369 

Dear Mr. Ege: 

We have received your letter of 26 June 1986 regarding the 
archeological concerns for the above-referenced project, and we 
have examined the draft EIS for the project. 

We understand that an additional Phase I archeological 
reconnaissance survey of the expanded project area was conducted 
during 1985-86.  According to Table IV-II in the DEIS (pg IV-78), 
the 1985-86 survey identified 17 new archeological sites and 
re-examined six previously recorded sites in the study area. 
We have not, however, received any detailed information concern- 
ing the survey results, specifically:  site descriptions and 
exact locations, explanation of testing methodology and results, 
and documented assessments of the sites' significance.  There- 
fore, we are unable to accurately evaluate the project's effects 
on archeological resources or to determine the need for further 
work.  To allow us to complete our evaluations of the identified 
sites, we requested that you provide us with a copy of the pro- 
ject survey report or a detailed executive summary which includes 
this information.  Upon receipt of this information we will 
promptly complete our review.  Thank you for your assistance. 
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t>i5 
Mr. Louis a. Ege, Jr 
July 3, 1986 
Page 2 

If you have any questions, please contact Ms. Beth Brown 
of our staff at (301) 269-2438. 

Sincerely, 

Richard B. Hughes 
State Administrator 
of Archeology 

RBH/BCB/mmc 

CC:  Mr. Paul Wettlaufer 
Mr. Sam Baker 
Mr. Tyler Bastian 
Mr. George Andreve 
Ms. Donna Ware 
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Maryland Historical Trust 

July  21,   1986 

Ms. Cynthia Simpson 
Manager, Environmental Management 
Maryland Dept. of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 
P. 0. Box 717 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 2120 3-0717 

RE:  Contract No. AA 682-101-570 
AA 682-101-571 

Md. Rt. 100 from Md. Rt. 3 tI-97} 
P.P.M.S. No. 02207  

Dear Ms. Simpson: 

Our office has reviewed SHA's letters and proposed alternates 
for Maryland Route 100.  After visiting the sites, we have made 
the following determinations of effect: 

1. For Alternate 2 (Plan Sheet 2), we agree that there 
will be no adverse effect on the Shipley House. 

2. For Alternate 3: 

a. We agree with SHA that there will be no adverse 
effect on the Smith Farm conditioned on the 
utilization of a landscaping plan, subject to our 
review and comment.  This alignment was shown on 
Plan Sheets 3 and 4. 

b. Shipley House-adverse effect for alignments shown 
on the Md, Rt. 713 option plan sheet and Plan 
Sheet 2. 

3. For Alternate 3, Option B-adverse effect on the Smith 
Farm. 
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Ms, Cynthia Simpson 
July 21, 1986 
Page 2 

In addition, we agree with SHA that Calvery Chapel (.formerly St 
Marks Church) at 7300 Ridge Road would not be eligible for the 
National Register. 

Please call George Andreve if you have any questions or 
comments. 

Sincerely, 

'J. Rodney Little 
Director 
State Historic 
Preservation Officer 

JRL/G.JA/mmc 

CC:  Ms. Linda Collins 
Harrison B. Wetherill, Jr. 
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MarylandDepartmentotTransportation 
State Highway Administration 

William K. Halimann 
Secratary 

Hal Kassoff 
Admintttrator 

June 26,   1986 

MEMORANDUM 

TO:     Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director, 
Project Development Division (Room 310) 

FROM:    Walter Owens, Jr. 
Deputy Chief, 
Equal Opportunity Section 

ro 

en 

o-> 

— m^o 
<r-o 
r:-om 
03:0 

—1 

SUBJECT: Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
Contract Number: AA 682-101-570 
Maryland Route 100 

The subject document has been reviewed and found to be in compliance 
with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. 

Should you have 'any questions, please contact me on extension 1513. 

W0J:dao & 
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THOMAS a HARRIS. JR. 
IXRBCTO** 
i92-23 SO 

DEAF TELETYPE NUMBER 
993-2323 

OFFICE OF PLANNING & ZONING OF HOWARD COUNTY 
GEORGE HOWARD BUILDING 

3430 COURT HOUSE DRIVE. ELUCOTT CITY. MARYLAND 21043-4589 

DIVISION OF LAND DEVELOPM 
AND ZONING AOMINISTRATIi 

JOHN W. MUSSELMAN. CHIEF 
992-2392 

DIVISION OF COMPREHENSIVE AND 
TRANSPORTATION PLANNING 

AMAN S. BANOEL. CHIEF 
992-2337 

July 7, 1986 

Neil J. Pedersen, Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 
Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 
P. 0. Box 717/707 North Calvert St. 
Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717 

RECEI¥E$:S 
JUL   9   1966   ""STm 

DIRECTOK, 0FFIC£8F  ^ ^ 

cr> 

Re: Maryland 100 Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement, 1-95 to Maryland Route 3 
Combined Location/Design Public Hearing 
on June 12, 1986  

Dear Mr. Pedersen: 

Enclosed are the coordinated comments and recommendations of this office 
and the Deparment of Public Works concerning the above mentioned project. 
Please note that these comments address only those portions of the project 
area which are within, adjacent to, or of direct'impact on Howard County. 

The comments from this office are by letter of June 30, 1986, from 
Carl Balser, and the comments from the Department of Public Works are by 
letter of June 20, 1986, from Elizabeth A. Calia. 

If you have any questions concerning the enclosed comments and/or reconmenda- 
tions, please call me at your convenience. 

TGH.JR.:st 
Ends. 

Sincerely yours, 

Thomas G. Harris, Jr. 
Director 

%\\' 

cc: George F. Neimeyer 
William A. Riley 
Amar S. Bandel 
File:  10.224 
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,   THOMAS G. HARRIS. JR. 
OIRECTOft 
902-23SO 

DEAF TELETYPE NUMBER 
992-2323 

OFFICE OF PLANNING & ZONING OF HOWARD COUNTY 
GEORGE HOWARD BUILDING 

3430 COURT HOUSE DRIVE. ELLICOTT CITY. MARYLAND 21043-4589 

DIVISION OF LAND DEVELOPMENT 
AND ZONING ADMINISTRATION 

JOHN W. MUSSCLMAN. CHICF 
992-23S2 

DIVISION OF COMPREHENSIVE AND 
TRANSPORTATION PLANNING 

AMAR S. BANOEL. CHIEF 
002-23S7 

June 30/ 1986 

MEMQRANDDM 

TO:     AMAR S. BANDEL, Chief 
Division of Comprehensive & Transportation Planning 

FROM:   CARL BALSER, Transportation Planner 
Transportation Planning Section 

RE:     MD 100 DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

The following represent coordinated staff comments of this office and the 
Howard County Department of Public Works (reference Attachment A)- regarding 
the Draft EIS for the proposed extension of MD 100 from 1-95 in Howard County 
to MD 3 (1-97) in Anne Arundel County. These comments primarily address those 
portions of the proposed roadway which lie within or immediately adjacent to 
Howard County. 

o  Under all alternatives, the bridge over the B & 0 Railroad tracks and 
O'Connor Road should accommodate the potential expansion of O'Connor' 
Road to a Major Collector (60' to 80' R.O.W.) as shown on the 1982 
Howard County General Plan. 

o Alternate No. 3 and the Crossover Alternate from No. 3 to No. 4 
provide the most efficient access to nearby areas of Howard County 
including Dorsey, Lennox Park, Elkridge, Deep Run and Hanover Park. 
In particular, by providing a grade separation at Race Road, this 
alternate will provide the greatest accessibility to the existing 
industrial area of Hanover Park, as indicated on the General Plan, 
and the projected Deep Run industrial area, located east of the B & O 
tracks, west of the County line, north of MD 176 and south of Hanover 
Road. Ihis office, therefore, endorses either Alternate 3 or the 
Crossover Alternate. 

o Alternate 4 provides the least favorable access to adjacent areas of 
Howard County. This alternate also requires acquisition of a 
significant swath of land through Patapsco State Park, a pristine and 
sensitive wooded and streamside environment of regional 
significance. Such an alignment can be expected to seriously degrade 
the aesthetic qualities of this irreplacible natural resource. 

3 
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Amar S. Bandel 
June 30r 1986 
Page two 

Furthermore, Alternate 4 subdivides the Deep Run area in such a 
manner as to seriously reduce the accessibility to and development 
potential of the remaining parcels. This office is, therefore, 
opposed to Alternate 4. 

The population and housing data for Howard County appear to be Round 
II forecasts. A Round III forecast was developed in 1983 and agreed 
to by RPC and DSP. The correct data should be used for this study. 
Attachments B and C indicate corrected data for Tables III-l and 
III-2 respectively. 

Associated with the U.S. 1/MD 100 interchange is the proposed 
relocation of access to the Route 100 Business Park approximately 
1,100 feet north of the present entrance at Amberton Drive. The 
proposed relocated access drive, as shown under all alternates, would 
cross the 100 year floodplain and possibly require relocation of the 
stream. The potential inpacts of this • crossing should be more fully 
explored with the Howard County Department of Public Works. If 
possible the relocated entrance should be repositioned to avoid the 
floodplain or to at least minimize any adverse impacts. 

In a related matter a citizen has brought to the attention of this 
office and the Department of Public Works that the relocated access 
road as shown would likely pass through one or more of his-commercial 
greenhouses which he alleges are not shown on the alignment maps. 
SHA should verify the exact location of these buildings relative to 
the relocated access road and either adjust the alignment to avoid 
these buildings or indicate the presence of the buildings to be 
displaced by the interchange improvements. 

SHA should also show the proposed entrance to the Troy Hill Business 
Park to be located west of U.S. 1 opposite the relocated entrance tg M 
the Route 100 Business Park. It appears from recently submitted 
subdivision plans that the entrance may not be fully compatible with 
SHA's intersection design or the western service road. This area 
should be further analyzed. 

Under Alternate No. 2, it is anticipated that the at-grade 
intersection with MD 100 which ties into Dorsey and Race Roads will   9 
be inadequate to accommodate the projected growth of future commuter 
and industrial (i.e., truck) traffic in this vicinity. This office 
does not favor Alternate 2. 

Of the two relocation options for MD 176 immediately east of U.S. 1, 
the option which connects to existing MD 176 closest to U.S. 1 (i.e./ g 
the dotted line option depicted on page 11-21, et al) will create the 
least adverse impact to residents in the Lennox Park area. 
Furthermore, this alignment provides the most direct access to 
existing and proposed employment sites along MD 176, but does not 
encourage through trips on MD 103/MD 176. This option is also 
conpatible with Howard County Capital Project J-4070B for the 
extension of Dorsey Run Road. These offices, therefore, endorse the 
western or dotted line connection. 
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GEORGE F. NSMEYER 
OtMECTDR 
tKI400 

Oaaf TOO Numbw 
M2>2333 

DEPARTMENT of PUBLIC WORKS of HOWARD COUNTY 
3430 COURT HOUSE DRIVE. EUJCOTT CITY. MARYUNO 21043 

June 20, 1986 

        MA 

Bureau of Enginaaring 
WlltiMi t Hlmi. CMaf 

Bureau of Environmental Sarvio 

Bureau of Facilities 
Jotm Zknrw. ChM 

Bureau of Highways 
GnmrMa W. W*ftl*n4. OiM 

Bureau of Inspections. Licenses. 
M. «o6« GvnrnM. OM 

Burssu of Utilities 
fetanM. Bwinew. OiM 

and Permits 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: 

THROUGH: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

Anar S.  Bandel, Chief 
Division of Comprehensive 
and Transportation Planning 

William E.  Riley, Chief 
Bureau of Engineering 

Elizabeth A. Calia, Chieffy/OQ^gtC"^^ 
Division of Roads, Bridger^and Storm Drainage 

MD 100 from 1-95 to 1-97 

Jan. S    ?Iftr    f,     f.alter,?ates P"sented at the public hearing on Thursday, 
June 12    1986, all alternatives within Howard County are essentially the sanie. 

21^^ I""    ? fne ArUndel C0Unty t0ward8  the location of the  inter- cnange with US 1  is fixed. 

««rt, within Howard County,  existing MD 176 (Dorsey Road) would be terminated 
with a cul-de-sac just east of US 1.    The SHA is proposing two options of tying 

S'S ^       '!    \.1'    ^^ 0^i0n8  Cal1   f0r * neW "^ link *">« Drosey £2 
SLIS r^; *' ««ting intersection of MD 103 (Meadowridge Road)  and US 1. 
Howard County prefers the westernmost option for this link which calls for turning 
t«n?ne8wLf0f V* ^ *ro>?"id cul-de-sac and running parallel to US 1 JS        ' 
I^JHM       -2? n6 opP081te the ^ 103/DS 1  "tersection.    This alignment is 
ISS2 i ^^.^^ Co•ty Capital Project J-4070B Dorsey Run Road Extension. 
Attached is a vicinity map from the completed alignment study showing our new 
nni!^      r !0r,"7 Run Road md the SHA connection to MD 176.    We wish that the 
maLlJon"- f^8•«nt be shown on the SHA plans.    We anticipate that approxi- 
mtlLl      V8 xn,?u"yially «n«d acreage will utilize the northern leg of the 
proposed roadway yielding an ADT of approximately 6,700.     We believe  this volume 
.11 itVn eXCe8! 0f that

f
on the SHA connector road and that Dorsey Run Road 

should be treated as the "through road" with the SHA link connecting perpendicular- 

! 

3-1All 
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Amar S. Bandel 
June 30, 1986 
Page three 

o  The future extension of Dorsey Run Road to relocated MD 176 should be   10 
shown on schematic drawings for all alternates. 

o  Since this project encompasses two jurisdictions, all discussions and   11 
graphic simmaries of impacts (e.g. displacements, acreage required, 
noise impact zones, etc.) should include a breakdown by jurisdiction. 

If you have any questions concerning the attached or the above, please contact 
me at your convenience. 

'&£}£* tv« 
CB/mjh 

Attachments 

cc: William E. Riley 
Elizabeth Calia 
David R. Holden 
Paula O'Connor 
File, TR 2(a) 
2490B 
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^O* Aaar S. Bandel, Chief 
Division of Comprehensive 
and Transportation Planning 

SUBJECT:       MD 100 from 1-95 to 1-97 

-2- 

«i.t£.t5?j5tr^te ^ li^ 0Ption'the '^located roadway skirts the 
existing floodplam and requires the taking of one house.    The total takin* 

EoSS^PS ^0Z B0" ^r HOWard ^y'8 P"ferrS opSonSe' topography in that area is also much more rolling increasin* the ovarall 

^fSi^ P'*    S6 '^ ^ it8elf Wuld b' -PProximale J SoTLiger under this option.    The community of Lennox Park has expressed a dMirTtw 

£nrsr:^rSfifi: b^pt T o^the cooinunity- ^e sn:^ost ^s^that 
keeps commercial traffic as far from this community as possible. 

Regarding the relocation of the entrance to Route 100 Industrial Park 

in DS 1  and lies within a 100 year floodplain on both sides of US 1.    Much 
rLf    We8;ern 8erTiCe r0ad lie8 **** the floodplain.   •»• propo^d ^trance 
road may also require the taking of one of the existing eo^SS £.22^ 

iSSri*"^      e '""i* like the SHA t0 COn8ider loc«in8 the propose" 
Lot 6 of S^".*"7 ^"t the "^^^ge « the crest ol the hill Jhrough 
iectl^ JJ .h^lT88 P-Ik-    W? aS^0e thi8 Wil1 a8ain be a -ignalized infer- 
15 i2«S »?" J Pr0V1^ a0ple 8i8ht di8tance.  eliminate taking any business 
a Ibd^H-      /nter8-Cti0n fr0m the "oodP^in-    Recently Troy Hill submitted* 
a subdivision for review that locates one of their entrances oppotit. ttT * 

SSTS ^"r6-'0 ^ ^^ 100 BU8ine88 PaA-    »*" entra^r^nfl «. with and may require some minor redesign of the western service road. 

If th^J^f!!^ end0r8!8 Alter?ate 3 -ith the above in consideration. 
Chafles D^erfS ^^n-1?"? relatCd t0 thi8 memorandum, please conSct varies oammers of this Division or myself. 
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TABLE III-l 

REGIONAL POPULATION DATA 

(o IT 

fr-l-h^£&*^*w~ $ 

1960 
1970 
1980 
1985 
1990 
2000 
2005 

A.A. County  Howard County Baltimore S.M.S.A. Maryland 

206,634 
298,042 
370,77,4 
398,554 
435,000 
479,000 
490,000 

36,152 
62,394^ 
119,570 - 
141,000/^/**' 
168,000/<£>;'"'<<. 
218,000/^ 9*e 
240,000^// 700 

1,803,745 
2,071,016 
2,174,023 
2,226,000 
2,296,000 
2,424,000 

3,100,689 
3,923,897 
4,216,446 
4,350,100 
4,535,450 
4,862,900 

(Source:   U.S. Bureau of Census, Maryland Department of State 
Planning) 

1 
1 VI-364 

111-2 



tot I*. 

TABLE III-2 . 

STUDY AREA POPULATION 

A.A. Co.* 
Census 
Tract 

7401.01 
7401.02 
7402.01 
7402.02 
7506 
7507 

A.A. Co. 
Subtotal: 

Population 
io7n  1980  1985  2005 

2028 
2733 
5162 
1760 
1908 
1027 

13087 15359 18840 
3149 4234 9371 
7293 7162 8069 
2136 2363 3981 
4 een 1 CCA 1406 
"904 "859 794 

Households 
1070  1980  1985  2005 

760 3973 4894 6686 

781 1052 1509 3801 
1413 2396 2474 3117 
492 666 748 1271 
507 525 523 525 
291 305 305 31b 

15218 28219 31541 42461  4244  8917 10453 15715 

•Howard Co. 
Census 
Tract 

6012 5122    J158 ^UT688 1870     2471     5088 

*ZS?      -      333«   -37698 -*»* 

* refer to Figure 111-1 

10787 12924 20803 

1 
1 

III-4 
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RESPONSE TO 
OFFICE OF FLAWING & ZONING OF HOWARD COUNTY 

LETTER DATED JULY 7, 1986 

A. Transportation Planning Section, letter dated June 30, 1986. 

1. The bridge over the BSO Railroad tracks will be designed to 
acconnodate the potential expansion of O'Conner Road. 

2. and 3.  Alternate 3 has been selected In this area. 

4.  The referenced data has been Incorporated. 

5. and 6. Under the selected alternate, the relocated entrance to the Route 
100 Business ark has been located so as to minimize impacts to 
the greenhouses and a residence which currently exist In the 
area. Further coordination with the Howard County Department of 
Public Works wl 11 be undertaken to minimize Impacts and ensure 
that the entrance to the proposed Troy HIM Business Park Is 
ccmpatlble with the relocated road. 

8. Alternate 2 has not been selected. 

9. Under the selected alternate, a modification of the 'option' for 
relocating Dorsey Road at U.S. Routel has been chosen (see Figure 
11-27). 

10. The future extension of Dorsey Run Road is shown on the plan 
sheets and labeled as 'Proposes County Road by Others'. 

11. The Impacts are shewn per alternate for the entire study area. 

B. Department of PubIic Works of Howard County, letter dated June 20, 
1986. 

1. Under the selected alternate, a modification of the 'Option' for 
relocating Dorsey Road at U.S. Routel has been chosen. The 
proposed Dorsey Run Road Extension is shown on the plan sheets 
and is treated as the through road. 

2. See above response A.5. 

3. Alternate 3 has been selected In this area. 
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ANNE ARUNDEL COUNTY 

ANNAPOLIS, MARYLAND 21401 

DEPARTMENT OF RECREATION AND PARKS 

June 11, 1986 

Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr., Deputy Director 
Project Development Division (Poon 310) 
State Highway Administration 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 

Dear Mr. Ege: 

This  letter builds upon this department's previous carments on the 
proposed alignment of Route 100 as it impacts upon Friendship Park, 
which were sent to you on January 16 and March 17, 1986. After 
examining the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for Route 100, we 
were distressed that the recottnended alignment 3-B bisects the park, 
isolating the Savanill Creek Stream Valley and potential access points 
to Queenstown Park fron Friendship Park users. Should 3-B be the final 
alignment selected we urge the use of landscaping to mitigate the 
road's impact on the park as much as possible. 

Our principal concern, however, is to maintain the integrity of 
the bridle trail between Friendship and Queenstown Parks. As mentioned 
in my March 17 letter, we would like to see a large culvert (81 wide X 
10' high- minimum denensions) adjacent to the Savanill Creek crossing to 
accarmodate the horsemen in the park. With option 3-B, the actual 
stream crossing occurs outside the park boundaries, but since the Route 
100 right-of-way is directly contiguous to the park property, l"believe 
the trail could still be acccnmodated. 

This structure would maintain this vital trail link for horsemen 
traveling between WB&A Road and the Andover Equestrian Center north of 
the airport, and in addition would permit access to the Sawmill Creek 
Stream Valley for pedestrians and small maintenance vehicles. 
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Thank you for your consideration of this request. Please do not 
hesitate to contact roe should you need additional information 
concerning this proposal. — 

^incerpiy,,_.  • • 

John T. Keene       "" 
Capital Projects Officer 

JTK/vif 

cc: Joseph J. MdCann, Director, Recreation and Parks 
William A. Rinehart, Parks Administrator 
Poland Davis, Planning and Zoning 
Cynthia Young, PATH 
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DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS 
1  HARRY S. TRUMAN PARKWAY 

ANNAPOLIS, MARYLAND     21401 

June 30, 1986 ^    £?o8 

—     Jzl 3 O 

can* 
Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr., Deputy Director 
Project Development Division (Room 310) 
State Highway Administration 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, MD  21202 • 

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Statement for Maryland Route 100 Extension 

Dear Mr. Ege: 

Our Bureau of Engineering has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement for Maryland Route 100 and feels there is no question that this 
project is needed to relieve the existing traffic (which is operating at 
capacity now) and the expected traffic growth on Dorsey Road due to the 
development planned for this area. 

Dorsey Road, as you know, is the only East-West corridor in the North 
County area. It is for this reason that the "No Build Option" would not 
be in Anne Arundel County's best interest, nor would it be in agreement 
with the General Development Plan for Anne Arundel County (1978) or the 
Regional Planning Council General Development Plan (1982). 

While reviewing the remaining alternate routes proposed for Maryland 
Route 100, we considered the impact to our County roads, environment, and 
the citizens. We feel that Alternate 2, which would be an "at grade" 
boulevard, would still create traffic congestion due to the intersecting 
roadways. 

Alternate 3 would impact the existing local County Roadway System the 
most. This alternate would call for cul-de-sacs of local roads includina 
Dorsey Road at Wright Road (19 closing with Alt. 3A and 21 with Alt. 
3B). By using this alternate, it would also cause a severe impact to the 
Anne Arundel County Fire Station on Dorsey Road. The closing of Ridge 
Road would reduce the response time to communities north and south of the 
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Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr. -2- June 30, 1986 

station. A general overview of Alternate 3 shows that the extensive 
closing of local roads would sever communities and cause existing travel 
patterns to be severely changed. 

Alternate 4 with Option 3B around the community of Queenstown is the best 
alignment for Anne Arundel County in our opinion. We offer the following 
reasons for this option. 

1. Dorsey Road would remain "as is" for an alternate East-West 
movement for local residents. 

2. Existing businesses along Dorsey Road would be less impacted. 

3. Police and Fire Departments' response time would not be affected. 

4. B&A Boulevard would remain open for access to Glen Burnie for 
local residents. 

5. Requires the least amount of residential property 

6. Displacement of residential, business and farm residents would 
be minimized. 

7. There would be no impact to archeological or historic sites. 

8. The total amount of acreage required would be less than any 
other alternate except for Alternates 2 and "No Build". 

9. Total cost of the project would be less than Alternates 3. 

Thank you for giving us the opportunity to comment on this matter. 

Very truly yours, 

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS 

o 
Danny"Grr Boyd, Director 

DGB/vkw 

cc: Charles D. Storm 

VI-372 



RESPONSE TO 
AM^E ARUTEL OXJI^TY DEPARTMENT OF RECREATION AND PARKS 

LETTER DATED JUNE 11, 1986 

Since Alternate 38 (Modified) has been selected, further coordination with the 
Anne Arundel County Department of Recreation and Parks wl11 be undertaken in 
an effort to maintain access between the areas of Friendship Park Isolated by 
the project. 

RESPONSE TO 
ANNE ARUMDEL COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS 

LETTER DATED JUNE 30, 1986 

1. The No-Bui Id Alternate has not been selected 

2. Alternate 2 has not been selected. 

3. Under Alternate 3b (Modified), several provisions to minimize Impacts 
on the local road system have been Included. These include a bridge 
over Maryland Route 295 connecting Race Road and Wright Road, bridging 
Harmans Road over Maryland Route 100 and bridging W.B.& A. Road over 
Maryland Route 100. A relocated Ridge Road is provided to maintain 
access between ccmnunltles north and south of the a IIgrment. 

4. The selected alternate was chosen over Alternate 4 with a connection 
to Alternate 3-0ptlon B for several reasons. First, Alternate 4 
requires the acquisition of land frcm the Patapsco Valley State Park 
which Is prohibited under Federal Law If a 'feasible and prudent' 
alternative exists. Also, the selected alternate closely follows the 
corridor for the extension of Maryland Route 100 as Identified In the 
Howard County, Anne Arundel County and the Regional Planning CounclI 
Master Plans. This corridor Is the basis upon which development In 
the area has been Implemented and planned. . Alternate 4/3B also 
traverses International Airport and according to Federal Aviation 
Adnlnlstratlon regulations, the highway would have to be constructed 
In a tunnel through this area which would cause the total cost of 
Alternate 4/3B to be up to $36 million greater than the selected 
alternate. 
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^\ United States 
Department of 
Agriculture 

Soil 
Conservation 
Service 

10 Wo College Terrace 
Room 230 
Frederick, Maryland 21701 

July 17, 1986 

Ms, Cynthia D. Simpson 
Chief, Environmental Management 
Maryland Dept. of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 
P.O. Box 717 
707 North Calvert St. 
Baltimore, MD 21203-0717 

Re: Farmland Protection Policy Act Form AD-1006 for MD Route 100 from 1-95 
to 1-97 in Howard and Anne Arundel Counties, Maryland. 

Dear Ms. Simpson: 

An extensive evaluation of the zoning maps and soils data was made for the 
alternative routes in this project. The FPPA does not apply to any of the 
alternatives in Anne Arundel County due either to preclusion from FPPA by 
current zoning or to lack of soils qualifying as prime or of statewide 
importance in those areas not precluded by zoning. A small area of state- 
wide important soils was found in alternative 4 in Howard County. For this 
reason, the information in Part II of the attached AD-lOOS's pertains only 
to Howard County. 

For clarification purposes, the percentages in Part II are based on the total 
land area in the county, and the percentage in Part IV.D. is based on total 
farmland as defined in FPPA. 

If I can be of further assistance, please contact me at 301-694-6822 in 
Frederick, MD. 

Sincerely, 

S" O ^ m 
r*£_ 

-cr-o 
CO "''">0 tz 
ta 

••• -n m 
O "ST.0 

oT' - i 
cr> 

CARL E. ROBINETTE 
Area Soil Scientist 

Enclosures 

cci 
Jack Helm, District Conservationist, SCS, Ellicott City, MD 
James Wist, District Conservationist, SCS, Annapolis, MD 
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U.S. Department of Agriculture 

f 

FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING 
PART 1 (To be completed by Federal Agency) Date Of Land Evaluation Request 

23 Mav 86 
Name Of Project                                ,_                     _   „. 
Maryland Route 100     (Form 1 of 2) 

Federal Agency Involved 
Federal   Hicrhwav  Ariminist-rat.inn 

Proposed Land Use 
See Attachment 

County And State 
Annfi  Arnnripl   anrl Hnwarri rminti«=R 

PART II (To be completed by SCS;(Data for Howard  Co.  only) Date Request Received By SCS    *       £?—&* 

Does the site contain prime, unique, statewide or local important farmland?               Yes    No 
(If no, the FPPA does not apply — do not complete additional parts of this form).       Q      • 

Acres Irrigated 

None 

Average Farm Size 

117 
Major Cropfe/ 

(Corn)  Small Grain, Soybeans, Hay 
Farmable Land In Govt. Jurisdiction 

Acres:       86,200                 %    54 

Amount Of Farmland As Defined in FPPA 

Acres:    70.600                %   44 
faame Of Land Evaluation System Used 

Howard Co.  LESA 
Name Of Local Site Assessment System 

Howard Co. LESA System 
Date Land Evaluation Returned By SCS 

7/17/86 

PART III (To be completed by Federal Agency) 
Alternative Site Rating 

Site A  2A Site B2R Site C3A Site D^p 

A.   Total Acres To Be Converted Directly 246.8 368.0 520.1 564.3 
B.   Total Acres To Be Converted Indirectly 0 0 0 n 
C.   Total Acres In Site 246.8 368.0 520.1 564.3 

PART IV (To be completed by SCS) Land Evaluation Information 

A.   Total Acres Prime And Unique Farmland 0 0 0 0 
B.    Total Acres Statewide And Local Important Farmland 0 0 0 0 
C.   Percentage Of Farmland In County Or Local Govt. Unit To Be Converted 0 0 0 0 
D.    Percentage Of Farmland In Govt. Jurisdiction With Same Or Higher Relative Value 100 100 100 100 

PART V (To be completed by SCS)  Land Evaluation Criterion 
Relative Value Of Farmland To Be Converted (Scale of 0 to 100 Points) 0 0 0 0 

PART VI (To be completed by Federal Agency) 
Site Assessment Criteria (These criteria are explained in 7 CFR 658.5(b) 

Maximum 
Points 

1. Area In Nonurban Use 
2.  Perimeter In Nonurban Use 
3. Percent Of Site Being Farmed 
4. Protection Provided By State And Local Government 
5.  Distance From Urban Builtup Area 
6.  Distance To Urban Support Services 
7. Size Of Present Farm Unit Compared To Average 
8. Creation Of Nonfarmable Farmland 
9. Availability Of Farm Support Services 

10. On-Farm Investments 
11. Effects Of Conversion On Farm Support Services 
12. Compatibility With Existing Agricultural Use 

TOTAL SITE ASSESSMENT POINTS 160 

PART VII (To be completed by Federal Agency) 

Relative Value Of Farmland (From Part V) 100 

Total Site Assessment (From Pan VI above or a local 
site assessment) 160 

TOTAL POINTS (Total of above 2 lines) 260 

Site Selectod: Date Of Selection 
Was A Local Site Assessment Used? 

Yes  D                  No  D 

h,'.i>of. !• ot 
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U.S. Department of Agriculture 

FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING 
PART 1 (To be completed by Federal Agency) Date Of Land Evaluation Request 

23 May 86 
Name Of Project                                                                   _ 
Maryland Route 100         (Form 2 of 2) 

Federal Agency Involved 
Federal   Hip+iwav Administration 

Proposed Land Use 
See Attachment 

County And State 
Anne Amndel   and Howard Counties 

PART II (To be completed by SCS;(Data for Howard Co.  only) Date Request Received By SCS      / _ g^. Gf. 

Does the site contain prime, unique, statewide or local important farmland?               Yes    No 
(If no, the FPPA does not apply - do not complete additional parts of this form).       53      D 

Acres Irrigated. 

None 
Average Farm Size 

117 
Major Crop(s) 

^Corn)   Small Grain, Soybeans, Hay 
Farmable Land In Govt. Jurisdiction 

Acres:       86,200                 %    54 
Amount Of Farmland As Defined in FPPA 

Acres:    70.600                % 44 
UlJIfie Of Land Evaluation System Used 

Howard Co.    LESA 

Name Of Local Site Assessment System 

Howard Co.  LESA System 
Date Land Evaluation Returned By SCS 

7/17/86 

PART III (To be completed by Federal Agency) 
1                                      Alternative Site Rating 

Site A 4 |        SiteB 3/4       SiteC SiteD 
A.   Total Acres To Be Converted Directly 474.5 521.9 
B.    Total Acres To Be Converted Indirectly 0 O 
C.   Total Acres In Site •474.5 521.9 

PART IV (To be completed by SCSI Land Evaluation Information 

A.   Total Acres Prime And Unique Farmland 0 0 
B.    Total Acres Statewide And Local Important Farmland 4 0 
C.   Percentage Qf Farmland In County Or Local Govt. Unit To Be Converted .006 0 
D.    Percentage Of Farmland In Govt. Jurisdiction With Same Or Higher Relative Value 68.4 100 

PART V (To be completed by SCS)  Land Evaluation Criterion 
Relative Value Of Farmland To Be Converted (ScaleofOto WOPoints) 67 0 

PART VI (To be completed by Federal Agency) 
Site Assessment Criteria (These criteria tre explained in 7 CFR 658.5(b) 

Maximum 
Points • 

1. Area In Nonurban Use l? «? 
2. Perimeter In Nonurban Use <r 
3. Percent Of Site Being Farmed •^n ^ 
4. Protection Provided By State And Local Government •2.0 0 
5. Oistance From Urban Buiitup Area « n 
6.  Distance To Urban Support Services n o 
7. Size Of Present Farm Unit Compared To Average iD o 
8. Creation Of Nonfarmabie Farmland ?«r K 
9. Availability Of Farm Support Services V y 

10. On-Farm Investments •Zrs 10 
11. Effects Of Conversion On Farm Support Services 2jr o 
12. Compatibility With Existing Agricultural Use to 5 
TOTAL SITE ASSESSMENT POINTS 160 3<? 

PART VII (To he completed by Federal Agency) 

Relative Value Of Farmland (From Part V) 100 tol 
Total Site Assessment (From Part VI above or a local 
site assessment) 160 

^ 
TOTAL POINTS iTotal of above 2 lines) 260 \0tt> 

Site Selected:                                                           Date Of Selection 
Was A Local Site Assessment Used? 

Yes U                No  D 

M«:,v.'in  - o;  o''!'*CI .i;n . 
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STEPS IN THE PROCESSING THE FARMLAND ANI) CONVERSION IMPACT RATING FORM 

Step 1 - Federal agencies involved in proposed projects that may convert farmland, as defined in the Farmland Protection 
Policy Act (FPPA) to nonagricultural uses, will initially complete Parts I and III of the form. 

Step 2 - Originator will send copies A, B and C together with maps indicating location' ->f site(s), to the Soil Conservation 
Service (SCS) local field office and retain copy D for their files. (Note: SCS has a field office in most counties in the U.S. The 
field office is usually located in the county seat. A list of field office locations are available from the SCS State Conservationist 
in each state). 

Step 3 - SCS will, within 45 calendar days after receipt of form, make a determination as to whether the site(s) of the pro- 
posed project contains prime, unique, statewide or local important farmland. 

Step 4 - In cases where farmland covered by the FPPA will be converted by the proposed project, SCS field offices will com- 
plete Parts II, IV and V of the form. 

Step 5 - SCS will return copy A and B of the form to the Federal agency involved in the project. (Copy C will be retained for 
SCS records). 

Step 6 -   The Federal agency involved in the proposed project will complete Parts VI and VII of the form. 

Step 7 - The Federal agency involved in the proposed project will make a determination as to whether the proposed conver- 
sion is consistent with the FPPA and the agency's internal policies. 

INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETING THE FARMLAND CONVERSION LMPACT RATING FORM 

Part I: In completing the "County And State" questions list all the local governments that are responsible 
for local land controls where site(s) are to be evaluated. 

Part III: In completing item B (Total Acres To Be Converted Indirectly), include the following: 

1. Acres not being directly converted but that would no longer be capable of being farmed after the conver- 
sion, because the conversion would restrict access to them. 

2. Acres, planned to receive services from an infrastructure project as indicated in the project justification 
(e.g. highways, utilities) that will cause a direct conversion. 

Part VI: Do not complete Part VI if a local site assessment is used. 

Assign the maximum points for each site assessment criterion as shown in §658.5(b) of CFR. In cases of 
corridor-type projects such as transportation, powerline and flood control, criteria #5 and #6 will not apply 
and will be weighed zero, however, criterion #8 will be weighed a maximum of 25 points, and criterion 
#11 a maximum of 25 points. 

Individual Federal agencies at the national level, may assign relative weights among the 12 site assessment 
criteria other than those shown in the FPPA rule. In all cases where other weights are assigned, relative adjust- 
ments must be made to maintain the maximum total weight points at 160. 

In rating alternative sites, Federal agencies shall consider each of the criteria and assign points within the 
limits established in the FPPA rule. Sites most suitable for protection under these criteria will receive the 
highest total scores, and sites least suitable, the lowest scores. 

Part VII:    In computing the "Total Site Assessment Points", where a State or local site assessment is used 
and the total maximum number of points is other than 160, adjust the site assessment points to a base of 160. 
Example: if the Site Assessment maximum is 200 points: and alternative Site "A" is rated 180 points:      >. 
Total points assigned Site A = 180 x 160 = 144 points for Site "A." 
Maximum points possible        200 
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PROJECT 
DEVELOP^£?iT 

Divisio;; 

luruSEiiriSS H&R 32   8 ^ Ml '8] 
'•HHMBH^II March 26' 1987 

Maryland Historical Trust 

Ms. Cynthia Simpson, Chief 
Environmental Management 
Maryland Department of 

Transportation 
State Highway Administration 
P. 0. Box 717 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717 

Re: Contract No. AA 682-101-570 
. AA 682-101-571 

Md. Rt. 100 from Md. Rt. 3 
(1-97) 

P.D.M.S. No. 02207 

Dear Ms. Simpson: 

Our office has reviewed the additional information provided by Rita 
Suffness concerning the effects of this project on the Shipley House and Smith 
Farm. Based on this, we now concur in a determination of no adverse effect on 
both properties, conditional on landscaping plans which are reviewed and 
approved by this office. 

As noted in staff discussions, it is our understanding that State Highway 
Administration will meet with the owners of the Smith Farm to discuss 
satisfactory egress alternatives required by the destruction of the historic 
driveway. Your cooperation in this regard will be greatly appreciated. 

If you have any further questions or comments, feel free to contact Al 
Luckenbach at 974-4450. 

Sincerely, 

'*£- 
J. Rodney Little 
Director 

JRL/AHL/meh 

cc: Mr. Harrison B. Wetherill, Jr. 
Ms. Linda Collins 
Ms. Donna Ware 
Mr. Paul Uettlaufer 
Ms. Rita Suffness 
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MODE CONSULTANTS, INC. 
Subsidiary of Kidde, Inc. 

TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

TIME: 

SUBJECT: 

MEMORANDUM OF MEETING 

Distribution List 

Elaine L. Cappucci / R. Scott Sternberger 

March 30, 1987 

8:30 a.m. 

MD 100 Wetlands Field Review 
J.O. No. 01-86173A2 

IN ATTENDANCE: 

Steve Harman 
Diane Eckles 
Mike Slattery 

.. Cas Teherian 
Lee Carrigan 

Elaine Capptfcci 
Scott Sternberger 

I.  Introduction 
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Army Corps of Engineers 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
MD Dept. of Natural Resources 
MD Dept. of Natural Resources 
MD State Highway Administration 
MD State Highway Administration 
Kidde Consultants, Inc. 
Kidde Consultants, Inc. 

Kidde Consultants opened the meeting by explaining the 
agenda for the field review.  They gave all attendees a set 
of plans showing the wetlands and the soil boring locations 
and a booklet with information about the vegetation, soils, 
and hydrologic characteristics of each wetland.  The 
consultants explained that they had deliniated wetlands 
orily in the path of the alternate alignments (2, 3A, and 
4).  The selected alignment, 3B modified, was deliniated 
previously by another firm.  Kidde asked that any questions 
about the selected alignment be directed to the State 
Highway Administration (SHA).  Kidde pointed out that they 
did not deliniate the wetlands in the areas where the 
alternate alignments overlap mainly at the western end to 
the 1-295 interchange and at the eastern Route 3 
interchange. 

The resource agencies then had the following questions: 

1. The Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) asked what lists 
were used to determine plant indicator status. 
Kidde stated that they used the 1986 edition of 
"Wetland Plants of the State of Maryland" to indicate 
regional status.  When no listing was available on the 
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state list for a particular plant, the    FWS* 
northeast region list was used and is indicated with an 
asterick.  A dashed line is used when no listing was 
found for a plant in either publication. 

2. The FWS asked when the project would go under 
construction. 

The SHA stated that they were not certain of the 
scheduling for this project.  They said that normally 
when a project is in the state that this one is, it 
takes about five years to get it to construction.  The 
SHA said they must also coordinate these projects with 
the counties to develop planning priorities. 

II.  Field View 

Kidde Consultants conducted the field view.  The wetlands 
sites are presented here in numerical order although they 
were not visited in that order during the field view.  Due 
to time limitations all the deliniated wetlands were not 
visited during the field view.  The wetlands visited were 
those that the consultants felt had the highest values or 
those with questionable boundaries which the consultants 
felt the agencies should review.  The Army Corps, DNR, and 
FWS agreed with the boundaries of those wetlands not viewed 
based on Kidde's descriptions of the areas.  The agency 
said that they would have to look at these areas if any of 
these alternates go into final design.  The resource 
agencies' comments for each site are included and any 
changes they requested will be incorporated into final 
plans and report. 

A.  ALTERNATE 2 

W2-1 

This wetland was not visited during the field view, but all 
were in agreement with the boundaries set by Kidde 
Consulants based Kidde's description of the area. 

f 

W2-2 
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This wetland was viewed from the road.  All of the-wetland 
could not be seen because it lies within the airport 
property.  All agencies agreed with the boundaries. 

W2-3 

This wetland includes a drainage channel which runs 
adjacent to Dorsey Road, part of Piney Run Creek, and two 
forested areas. 

The Army Corps stated that it appears that the wetland 
receives runoff from Dorsey Road but asked where the 
wetland drains.  Kidde responded that there are drainage 
channels in the wetland that lead into the larger drainage 
channel feeding Piney Run Creek. 

Everyone agreed on the boundaries of this wetland. 

W2-4, W2-5 

These wetlands were viewed from the road, no changes were 
requested. 

W2-6 

After field checking the wetland, all agencies agreed with 
the boundaries of this wetland. 

B.  ALTERNATE 2A 

This alignment is the same as the portion of Alternate 4 
from Dorsey Road to Maryland Route 3.  For the wetlands 
which fall in this alignment, see W4-23, W4-24. W4-25. 
W4-26, W4-27, and W4-28. 
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C.  ALTERNATE 2B 

W2B-1, W2B-2 

This wetland was not visited during the field view, but all 
were in agreement with the boundaries set by Kidde 
Consultants based Kidde's description of the area. 

W2B-3 

The review team observed several great horned owls nesting 
in the wetland. All were in agreement with the boundaries 
of this wetland. 

C.  ALTERNATE 3A 

W3A-1 

The review team observed several great horned owls nesting 
in this wetland during the field view.  All were in 
agreement with the boundaries of this wetland. 

W3A-2, W3A-3 

This wetland was not visited during the field view, but all 
were in agreement with the boundaries set by Kidde 
Consultants based Kidde's description of the area. 

E.  ALTERNATE 4 

W4-1 

1. The Army Corps questioned whether the fill material 
(from the adjacent industrial development along the 
northern edge of the wetland) was in place when the 
wetland was being deliniated. 

Kidde Consultants explained that the fill was being 
placed at the time of the deliniation however, 
additional material had been placed in the area 
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since that time. 

2.  The Army Corps asked what is the water source for 
the pond? 

Kidde stated that the pond is fed by a small 
tributary and possibly from groundwater.  The pond 
outlets into a small stream which runs through the 
wetland. 

The FWS, DNR and the Army. Corps indicated that the 
boundaries were adequate for preliminary 
assessment.  If this alternate went into final 
design, another field view would be required. 

W4-2 

The wetland is bisected by the Baltimore and Ohio 
Railroad tracks.  The area South of the tracks has 
hydric soils, but most of the vegetation are not 
wetland species.  The area is dominated by Red 
Maple but there are scattered River Birch.  Soil 
samples taken during the field view show a very 
gray top layer which is probably derived from the 
railroad.  The soil is very sandy.  The FWS stated 
that the area near the tracks is a transition area 
and maybe should be taken out.  The Army Corps 
stated that the entire area should probably be left 
in, although it would require further study if this 
alignment were selected.  At that time more 
definite boundaries could be set. 

The Army Corps asked what the source of water is 
for this wetland.  Kidde Consultants said that the 
area is fed by runoff from the ridge at the 
northwest end of the wetland, and probably by 
groundwater. 

The FWS asked what soil series is present here. 
Kidde Consultants checked the Howard County Soil 
Survey book and found that it is the Fallsington 
Series a poorly drained soil with a chroma of 1 to 
3 in the A horizon. 
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All agreed to leave the boundaries at the locations 
set by Kidde, but that they would need to be 
examined more closely in the future. 

W4-3 

All were in agreement with Kidde*s boundaries for 
this wetland. 

W4-4 

1. DNR asked what type of structure would be used 
at Piney Run Creek. 

The SHA said that they did not know at this 
point. 

2. The FWS asked if Kidde had used the topography 
to determine the wetland boundaries. 

Kidde Consultants said that topography was used 
to determine the boundaries. 

The boundaries were not changed. 

W4-5 

Kidde stated that they wanted the resource agencies 
to thoroughly check this wetland because they had 
found hydric soils on the slopes and plateaus and 
were uncertain if these areas should be called 
wetland.  In order to be conservative these areas 
shown on the field view plans. 

The FWS and Army Corps took several soil samples on 
the slope area.  The FWS said that the soil 
probably is light colored because it is acidic, not 
because it is hydric.  Iron may be leaching out due 
to the acidity.  The FWS felt the soil was more 
white (showing acidity) than gray or black. 
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The FWS said that on the floodplain areas, alluvium 
is present and the soil is definitely hydric.  DNR 
agreed. There is mottling in both the A and B 
horizons and the vegetation shows the area to be 
wetlands.  The Army Corpw agreed and said that 
there is no mottling present on soils further up 
the slope. 

The FWS asked what soil series is present here. 
Kidde checked this later in the Anne Arundel County 
Soil Survey and discussed it with the FWS.  The 
soil belongs to the keyport and Fallsington series. 
The Fallsington series is highly acidic. 

The agencies said that the slopes and plateaus 
should be taken out but the floodplain areas should 
be left in. 

W4-6,  W4-7 

This Wetland was not visited during the field view, 
but all were in agreement with the boundaries set 
by Kidde Consultants based on Kidde's description 
of the area. 

W4-8, W4-9 

All were in agreement with the boundaries of these 
wetlands based on their field view. 

W4-10, W4-11, W4-12, W4-13, W4-14 

Kidde Consultants explained that these wetlands are 
located in Patapsco Valley State Park.  They are 
mainly upland drainage channels and headwater 
areas.  The consultants said the areas are similar 
to wetlands W4-17 and W4-18 on the other end of 
the park which were reviewed earlier in the day. 
The agencies decided not to look at these wetlands 
at this time, but said they would need to look at 
them if any action were taken on this alternate, 
all the agencies agreed on the boundaries, based on 
Kidde's descriptions of the areas. 
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W4-15 

DNR stated that the buttressed tree trunks and 
pockets of standing water were good evidence of the 
presence of wetlands. 

All agreed with Kidde's boundaries for this 
wetland. 

W4-16 

This wetland was not reviewed as it is within the 
airport property. All agreed with the boundaries 
based on Kidde's description of the area. 

W4-17 

The Army Corps stated that maybe only the lowest 
swale areas should be included in this wetland, but 
that the boundaries could be left as they are at 
this time.  The FWS and DNR agreed. 

W4-18, W4-19 

All agreed with the boundaries set by Kidde. 

W4-20 

All present agreed that this is a very high value 
wetland.     The boundaries were  not changed. 

W4-21,  W4-22 

These wetlands were not visited, but all were in 
agreement with the boundaries set by Kidde 
Consultants based on Kidde's description of the 
areas. 
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W4-23, W4-24 

The FWS and DNR questioned why the consultants did 
not consider the small area between these two 
wetlands to be wetland, Kidde explained that there 
is a ridge between the two which does not have 
hydric soils or wetlands vegetation. After field 
checking the area, the agencies agreed with Kidde's 
boundaries. 

W4-25, W4-26, W4-27 

These wetlands were not visited, but all were in 
agreement with the boundaries set by Kidde 
consultants based on Kidde*s descriptions of the 
areas. 

W4-28 

The field review team observed several great horned 
owls nesting here during the field view.  No 
changes to the boundaries were requested. 

F. CROSSOVER ALT. 3 TO ALT. 4 

None of the wetlands in this alignment were 
vistied.  The resouce agencies said they may want 
to review them in the future. 

WC-1, WC-2 

Kidde described these wetlands to the agencies. 
They lie just east of W4-20. All agreed to the 
boundaries based on Kidde*s description. 

WC-3 

This wetland is a swale carrying upland runoff to a 
tributary of Piney run Creek.  As it lies in a 
fenced off private property, the agencies decided 
not to look at it, but accepted the boundaries 
based on Kidde*s description. 
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WC-4 

Kidde explained that this wetland includes Piney 
Run Creek only.  The Creek banks are several feet 
high and no hydric soils or wetlands vegetation was 
found at the top of the banks.  The agencies agreed 
with the boundaries. 

Conclusion 

The agencies stated that if any of the alternate 
alignments were selected they would want to review 
the wetlands more carefully.  Some questionable 
areas were left in during this field view in order 
to be conservative. 

cc:  All Attendees 
Dave Manly 
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Mr. Emil Elinsky 
Division Administrator   
Federal Highway Administration 
The Rotunda, Suite 220 
711 West 40th Street 
Baltimore, MD  21211-2187 

REF:  Construction of Maryland Route 100 
Smith Farm and Shipley House 
Anne Arundel County, MD 

Dear Mr. Elinsky: 

On June 10, 1987, the Council received your letter requesting our 
comments on the referenced project in accordance with Section 106 
of the National Historic Preservation Act.  While we concur with 
your determination that the Shipley House will not be adversely 
affected, we are unable to agree with your determination in 
regard to the Smith Farm. 

Alternate 3-B Modified, the proposed alignment for Route 100, 
will separate roughly one-third of the Smith Farm cropland from 
the farmhouse and outbuildings; alter the physical environment of 
the property, r-emoving the main buildings from their historic 
association with the land; and introduce audible, visual and 
atmospheric elements which are out of character with the rural 
setting of the National Register property.  Since the information 
submitted indicates that the setting is one of the most 
significant elements of the historic property, such alteration 
and intrusions meet the criteria of adverse effect set forward at 
36 CFR §800.9 of the Council's regulations. 

Accordingly, you should initiate consultation on ways to avoid, 
reduce, or mitigate this adverse effect with the Maryland State 
Historic Preservation Officer and the Council pursuant to 
§800.5(e) of the Council's regulations. 
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We believe  that   the proposed grading and landscaping of  the 
roadway might  adequately mitigate  this  adverse effect.     However 
in light of  the  expressed opposition of the property owners and 
other  interested persons,   we  feel  that alternative alignments 
should be   further explored.     We  suggest   that  a meeting be 
arranged on  site to discuss  the planning issues  involved,   and  the 
landscape plans. 

Pending receipt  of the Council's  comments,  you  should  refrain 
from taking or  sanctioning any action that  could  result   in an 
adverse  effect   to the property or that would  foreclose the 
consideration of alternatives  to avoid or  reduce the adverse 
effects. 

Please contact Betsy Updike at  202-786-0505  to arrange the 
details of  such a meeting. 

Klima 
Eastern  Division 

reject Review 
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GLJOSSARY OF TERMS 

(These terms may appear either In the EIS or as noted on the drawings.) 

Arterial Highway 

AuxlIlary Lane 

Average Dally Trafflc- 
A.D.T. 

Control of Access 

Design Hour Voiune - 
DHV 

Design Speed 

Expressway 

Freeway 

A highway primarily for thru-traffic, usually 
on a continuous route. 

The portion of roadway adjoining the traveled 
way for parking, speed change, or for other 
purposes supplementary to the thru-traffic 
movement. 

The total volune of auto and truck traffic 
passing a given point In both directions 
during a given time period (greater than one 
day and less than one year) in whole days, 
divided by the nunber of days In that time 
period. 

Full-Ccmplete restriction of access on a thru 
fad 11ty except at Interchanges. Grade sep- 
arat i ons for a iI cross Ings. 

Uncontrolled-Access control limited only to 
safe gecmetrlcs. AM crossroads, driveways, 
etc., may have points of Ingress or egress. 

The percent of average dally traffic (ADT) 
generally accepted as the criterion used In 
gecmetrlc design of rural and urban highways. 
Ideally the 30th highest hourly volune during 
a year, the DHV is camion Iy found to vary 
frcm 8% to 12% of the ADT. 

A speed selection for purposes of design and 
correlation of those gecmetrlc features of a 
highway, such as curvature and sight dis- 
tance, upon which safe operations Is depen- 
dent. 

A divided arterial highway for thru-traffic 
with full or partial control of access and 
generally with grade separations at major 
highways. 

An expressway with full control of access, 
grade separations at all roadway crossings. 
Access Is permitted only at Interchanges. 
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Frontage Road 

Grade Separation 

Housing of Last Resort 

Interstate Freeway 

Levels of ServIce 

A road contiguous to and generally parallel- 
ing an expressway, freeway, parkway or thru- 
street. Designed to Intercept, col Iect and 
distribute traffic desiring to cross, enter 
or leave such highways and may furnish access 
to property that otherwise would be isolated 
as a result of the control led access. (Also 
referred to as a Service Road.) 

Bridge structure such as an underpass or 
overpass that vertically separates two or 
more intersecting roadways, thus permitting 
traffic to cross without interference. 

A Maryland SHA program to rehouse people who 
are displaced by right-of-way acquisition for 
highway projects when the cost to do so ex- 
ceeds the I Im Its of the Uniform Relocation 
Act. 

A freeway primarily for thru-traffic with 
full Interchanges for access. Interchange 
spacing Is generally greater than that for a 
freeway. 

Levels of service are a measure of the condi- 
tions under which a roadway operates as It 
acccmnodates various traffic volunes. Influ- 
encing factors include speed, travel time, 
traffic interruptions, maneuvering freedom 
safety, driving ccmfort, econany, and of 
course, the volune of traffic. 

Levels of service on expressways and freeways 
with uninterrupted flew conditions are ranked 
frcm A to F (best to worst) as follows- 

Level A - free traffic flow, 
high speeds. 

lew volunes; 

Lev;1, ? " stab|e traffic flow, seme speed 
restrictions 

LeveLC - stable flew;  Increasing traffic 
volunes 

Level D - approaching unstable flow, heavy 
traffic volunes, decreasing speeds 

Level E - low speeds, 
approach Ing  roadway 
delays. 

high traffic volunes 
capacIty;  tanporary 
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Level F - forced traffic flow at low speeds; 
lew volimes and high densities; frequent 
deIays. 

For Interrupted flow conditions, such as 
major highways and arterlals with traffic 
signals, the follcwlng levels of service 
apply. 

Level A - free flaw, no delay at traffic 
s i gnaIs. 

Major Highway 

Median 

Right-of-way (Line) 
R/W, R.o.w. 

Level B - occasional  delays at traffic 
signals. 

Level C - Increasing volunes; moderate delays 
at traffic signals. 

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

Level E - lew speeds; high traffic volumes; 
signal backups almost to the previous light. 

Level F - forced traffic flow; successive 
backups between signals. 

An arterial highway with Intersections at- 
grade and direct access to abutting property, 
and on which gecmetrlc design and traffic 
control measures are used to expedite the 
safe movement of thru-traffic. 

That portion of a divided highway separating 
the travel led ways for traffic in opposite 
directions. 

In'tlal - to be constructed Initially. 

Ultimate - the configuration subsequent to 
future construction. 

The outer IImlts, Inside which the State owns 
and maintains, for a highway facility. 

VIM- 4 



•y/f 

Section 4(f) Section 4(f) of the Department of Transporta- 
tion Act requires that the pub IIcly-owned 
land frcm a park, recreation area, wildlife 
and/or waterfowl refuge, or historic site of 
national, state or local significance can be 
used for Federal-AId Highway projects only If 
there is no feasible and prudent alternative 
to Its use, and if the project includes all 
possible planning to minimize harm to "4(f) 
lands". 

Service Road 

Shoulder 

Side Slopes 

Vehicle Recovery Area 

Wetlands 

See "Frontage Road" 

That portion of a highway adjacent and paral- 
lel to the travel led roadway for the accormo- 
datlon of stopped vehicles for emergency use 
and for lateral support. May or may not be 
fully paved. 

The slope of earth permissible In given loca- 
tions, as a ratio of horizontal to vertical 
measurement (2:1, 4:1, 6:1). 

That portion of ground adjacent to the trav- 
el led roadway that is clear of any fixed 
obstructions. For safety operation, gener- 
al ly no less than 30 feet measured frcm the 
edge of the travelled lane. 

The term "wetlands" refers to those areas 
that are inundated by surface or groundwater 
with a frequency sufficient to support, and 
under normal clrcunstances, does or would 
support a prevalence of vegetative or aquatic 
life that requires saturated or seasonally 
saturated soli conditions for growth and 
reproduction. Wetlands generally include 
swamps, marshes, bogs, and similar areas such 
as sloughs, potholes, wet meadows, river 
overflows, mud flats, and natural ponds. 
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Attachment for Environmental Impact Docunents 
Revised: November 29, 1985 
Bureau of Relocation Assistance 

"SUVMARY OF THE RELOCATION ASSISTANCE PROGRAM OF THE 

STATE HIGHWAY ACMINISTRATION OF MARYLAND" 

*!' ?,*.*?! Hlghway Adnlnistratlon projects must carp I y with the provisions of 
r «• f?nn Relocatlon Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Pol Ides Act 

of 1970 (PubIIc Law 91-646) and/or the Annotated Code of Maryland, Real Prop- 
erty, Title 12, Subtitle 2, Sections 12-201 thru 12-212. The Maryland Depart- 
ment of Transportation, State Highway Adnlnlstratlon, Bureau of Relocation 
IVbr tand06' ac*ninisters the Relocation Assistance Program in the State of 

The provisions of the Federal and State Law require the State Highway Acininis- 
tration to provide payments and services to persons displaced by a pub Iic 
project. The payments that are provided Include replacanent housing payments 
!?! *iC

m^n? COStS- The ^x"• llmlts of the replacement housing payments 
•li %' for cwner-oocupants and $4,000 for tenant-occupants. Certain 
paints may also be made for Increased mortgage Interest costs and/or inci- 
!2! !ueXPenSeS' provlded that the total of.all housing benefits does not ex- 

ceed the above mentioned llmlts.  in order to receive these payments, the 
?i ^^off ".r3* ^^ deCent' "'• and ^"'tary replacanent housing. 
In add 11 on to the rep Iacement housIng payments descr i bed above, there are 
also moving cost payments to persons, businesses, farms and non-profit organl- 
£ I?? umOVln9 COStS for resldences ,nclude actual moving costs up to 
up to So? a aChedUle mOVin9 C09t P3^"*- including a dislocation al lowance, 

121 "^hi'oh .STH1
"^*? 

t0 bus,nesses are broken down Into several categor- 
ies which include actual moving expenses and payments "In lieu of" actual 
^ntT6^- , ^ awner 0f a dlSp,aCed busln^ ls entitle^to receive i payment for actua reasonable moving and related expenses In moving his busl- 
tv 'J«      ff"3' property= actual d"-ect losses of tangible personal proper- 
ty; and actual reasonable expenses for searching for a replacanent site. 

^verCora,forf n2!^V,n9 T^*** "** ** Pa,d for a "^ * a ccmnercla. mover or for a self-move. Generally, payments for the actual reasonable ex- 
perts are I imlted to a 50 mi le radius. The expenses Calmed teTSSa IcSt 
?S2 ?oa,LmOVeL raJ8t be "W*"**^ receipted bills. An inventory of the 
wm nSo^Ved ^^ b! Prepared ln al1 cases- ln self-moves, the State 
obti.nff ?H ?? "SV"* f0r Payment' "<* to «eeed the low^t acc^table bid 
eautr^S; hlrL3' l?!!able T**•** 0f a self^°ve "V '"elude amounS paid for equipment hired, the cost of using the business' own vehicles or equipment 
wages paid to persons who physically participate in the move, the coS oTacl 

SZL^SZLaTnV  themOVe, replacaTient ,nsuran<=e «*  the'persona. pr^peSy moved, costs of Iicenses or permits required, and other related expenses 
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In addition to the actual moving expenses mentioned above, the displaced busi- 
ness Is entitled to receive payment for the actual direct losses of tangible 
personal property that the business Is entitled to relocate but elects not to 
move. These payments may only be made after an effort by the owner to selI 
the personal property Involved. The costs of the sale are also reimbursable 
moving expenses. If the business Is to be re-established, and the personal 
property is not moved but Is replaced at the new location, the payment would 
be the lesser of the replacement cost minus the net proceeds of sale (or 
trade-in value) or the estimated cost of moving the item, if the business Is 
being discontinued or the Item Is not to be replaced in the re-established 
business, the payment will be the lesser of the difference between the value 
of the Item for continued use In place and the net proceeds of the sale or the 
estimated cost of moving the I tan. When personal property is abandoned with- 
out an effort by the cwner to dispose of the property for sale, unless permit- 
ted by the State, the cwner wl11 not be enti11ed to moving expenses, or losses 
for the Item Involved. 

The owner of a displaced business may be reimbursed for the actual reasonable 
expenses In searching for a replacement business up to $1,000. All expenses 
must be supported by receipted bills. Time spent In the actual search may be 
reimbursed on an hourly basis, within the maxlmun limit. 

In I leu of the payments described above, the business may elect to receive a 
payment equal to the average annual net earnings of the business. Such pay- 
ment sha11 not be Iess than $2,500 nor more than $10,000. In order to be 
entitled to this payment, the State must determine that the business cannot be 
relocated without a substantial loss of its existing patronage, the business 
s not part of a camierclal 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 Inccme of a displaced owner during the two tax- 
able years prior to displacement. 

Considerations In the State's determination of loss of existing patronage are 
the type of business conducted by the displaced business and the nature of the 
cllentele. The relative Importance of the present and proposed locations to 
the displaced business, and the availability of suitable replacement sites are 
also factors. 

In order to determine the amount of the "In lieu of" moving expenses payment 
the average annual net earnings of the business is considered to be one-half 
of the net earnings, before taxes, during the two taxable years Inmedlately 
preceding the taxable year In which the business Is relocated. If the two 
taxable years are not representative, the State may use another two-year per- 
iod that would be more representative. Average annual net earnings include 
any ccmpensatlon paid by the business to the owner, his spouse, or his depen- 
dents during the period. Should a business be In operation less than two 
years, the cwner of the business may still be eligible to receive the "In lieu 
of" payment. In all cases, the cwner of the business must provide Information 
to support Its net earnings, such as Inccme tax returns, for the tax years in 
quest Ion. 
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For displaced farms and non-profit organizations, the actual reasonable moving 
costs generally up to 50 miles, actual direct losses of tangible personal 
property, and searching costs are paid. The "in lieu of" actual moving cost 
payments provide that the State may determine that a displaced farm may be 
paid frcm a mlnlmun of $2,500 to a maxlmun of $10,000, based upon the net 
Inccme of the farm, provided that the farm has been discontinued or relocated. 
In seme cases, payments "In lieu of" actual moving costs may be made to farm 
operations that are affected by a partial acquisition. A non-prof It organiza- 
tion Is eligible to receive "in lieu of" actual moving cost payments, In the 
amount of $2,500. 

A more detailed explanation of the benefits and payments ava11abIe to dIs- 
placed persons, businesses, farms, and non-profit organizations Is available 
In Relocation Brochures that will be distributed at the public hearings for 
this project and will also be given to displaced persons Individually In the 
future along with required preliminary notice of possible dIspIacanent. 

In the event ccmparable replacement housing Is not available to rehouse per- 
sons displaced by public projects or that aval I able replacement housing Is 
beyond their financial means, replacement "housing as a last resort" will be 
utlIIzed to acccmplIsh the rehousing. Deta11ed stud Ies must be canpleted by 
the State Highway Adnlnlstratlon before "housing as a last resort" can be 
ut i11 zed. 

The "Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act 
of 1970" requires that the State Highway Adnlnlstratlon shall not proceed with 
any phase of any project which wl11 cause the relocation of any persons, or 
proceed with any construction proJect, unt11 It has furnished satisfactory 
assurances that the above payments will be provided and that all displaced 
persons wi11 be sat IsfactoriIy relocated to ccmparable decent, safe, and sani- 
tary housing within their financial means or that such housing Is in place and 
has been made ava11abIe to the dIspIaced person. 
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APPENDIX C 

REPRESENTATIVE ANIMALS OF THE 
ROUTE 100 STUDY AREA 

Fish 

Blacknose dace, Rhlnlchthys atratulus 
Blueglll, Lepcmls macrcxshlrus 
Bluespotted sunfish, Enneacanthus glorlosus 
Brcwn bullhead, Ictalurus nebulosus 
Eel, AngulI la rostrata 
Fall fish, SemotlI us corporal Is 
Golden shiner, Notenlgonus crysoleucas 
Killiflsh, Fundulus sp. 
Largenx:uth bass, Mlcropterus saImp Ides 
Madtcm, Noturus gyrlnus 
Punpklnseed, Lepcmls glbbosus 
Redbreast sunflsh, Lepcmls aurltus 
Shiner, NotropIs sp. 
Tesellated darter, Etheostcma olmstedl 
Whlteperch, Morone amerlcana 
YeIIcwperch, Perca flavescens 

Frogs 

Bullfrog, Rana catesbelana 
Chorus frog, Pseudacrls trlserlata 
Cricket frog, Acrls crepltans 
Fcwler's toad, Bufo Woodhousel 
Green frog, Rana clam I tans 
Green tree frog, Hyla clnerea 
Leopard frog, Rana pip lens 
Spring peeper, Hyla cruclfer 

SaI amanders 

Mud salamander, PseudotrI ton montanus 
Red-backed salamander, Plethodon clnereus 
Red salamander, PseudotrI ton ruber 
Spotted salamander, Ambystcma maculatun 
Two-Lined salamander, Eurycea bIs11neata 

TurtIes 

Box turtle, Terrapene carolIna 
Mud turtle, Klnosternon subrubrun 
Painted turtle, Chrysemys pieta 
Snapping turtle, Chelydra serpentIna 
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Appendix C (cont'd.) 

Snakes 

Black racer. Coluber constrictor 
Black rat snake, Elaphe obsoleta 
Copperhead, Agklstrodon contortrlx 
Corn snake, Elaphe guttata 
Garter snake, Thamnophls slratalI Is 
Green snake, Opheodrys aestlvus 
Hognose snake, Lampropeltls getulus 
Rlngneck snake, Dladophls punctatus 
Ribbon snake, Thamnophls saurttus 
Water snake. Matrix slpedon 
Worm snake, Carphophls amoenus 

Birds 

American egret, Casmerodlus a I bus 
Barn cwl, Tyto alba 
Barred cwl, Strlx varla 
Black vulture, Coragyps atratys 
Blue bird, Slalla slalIs 
Blue Jay, Cynaocltta crlstata 
BobwhIte quaiI, ColInus vlrglnlanus 
Canada goose, Branta canadensls 
Card InaI, RIchmondena card Ina11s 
Cattle egret, Bubulcus IbTs 
Cannon crew, Cornus brachyrhynchs 
Cannon grackle, QuI sea I us gulscula 
Fish crew, Corvus osslfragus 
Great blue heron, Ardea herodlas 
Gren heron, Butorldes vlrescens 
Herring gull, Larus argentatus 
Junco, Junco hyena 11s 
Least tern, Sterna alblfrons 
Laughing gull, Larus atrlclI la 
Mai lard duck. Anas pIatyrhynchos 
Mocking bird, Mlmus polyglottos 
Mourning dove, Zenaldura macroura 
Osprey, Pandlon ha Ilaetus 
Pheasant, Phaslanus colchlcus 
Pled-blI led grebe, Podllymbus podlceps 
Qua 11, ColInus vlrglnlanus 
Red-tailed hawk, Buteo Jama teens Is 
Redwing blackbird, Agelalus phoenlceus 
Ruffled Grouse, Bonasa unbe11 us 
Sparrcw hawk, Falco sparverlus 
Star 11ng, Sturnaus vulgar Is 
Turkey vulture, Cathartes aura 
White-throated sparrcw, Zonotrlchla alblcolI Is 
Woodcock, Philohela minor ~~ 
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Appendix C (cont'd.) 

Manmals- 

Cottontail rabbit, Sylvllagus florldanus 
Eastern mole, Sea Iopus aquatlcus 
Flying squirrel, Clauccmys volans 
Grey squirrel, Sclurus carolinensIs 
Grey fox, Urocgon cInerdargenteus 
House mouse, Mus musculus 
Mink, Mustela vlson 
Muskrat, Odantra zlbethlca 
Opossun, Dldelphls vlrglnlana 
Otter, Lutra canadensls 
Racoon, Procyon lotor 
Red fox, Vulpes vulpes 
Red Squirrel, Tamlasclurus hudsonlcus 
Shrew, Blarlna brevlcauda  " 
Striped Skunk, Mephitis mephitis 
Virginia deer, Odocolleus vlrglnlanus 
White footed mouse, Percmyscus leucopus 
Woodchuck, Marmota monax       : 
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APPENDIX D 

REPRESENTATIVE VEGETATION OF THE STUDY AREA 

Alder, Alnus sp. 
American holly, I lex opaca 
Arrcw-arun, Peltandra Vlrglnlca 
Arrowhead, Saglttarla sp. 
Arrcwwood, Vacclnlim dentatus 
Ash, Fraxlnus sp. 
Aster, Aster sp. 
Begger-tlck, BI dens sp. 
Big cordgrass, Spartlna cynosuroldes 
Black Cherry, Prunus serotlna 
Black gun, Nyssa SyIvat lea 
Blackjack oak, Quercus marl I and lea 
Black wlI low, SalIx nlgra 
Bramble, Rubus sp. 
Burrweed, SparganIun  sp. 
Buttonbush, Cephalanthus occidental Is 
Cattail, typha sp.      ~ 
Chestnut oak, Quercus prlnus 
Duckweed, Lemna sp. 
Elderberry, Sambucus canadensls 
Elodea, Elodea sp. ~ 
Flowering dogwood, Cornus fIor Ida 
Giant reed, Phragnltes cormunls 
Golden rod, Sol I dago sp. 
Grape, Vltls sp. 
Green ash, Fraxlnus pennsylvanlca 
Greenbrler, Slmllax sp. 
Hickory, Carya sp. 
Honeysuckle, Lonlcera Japonlca 
Ironwood, Carplnus carolInlana 
JeweIweed, Impatlens capensls 
Joe-pye-weed, Eupatorlun dubiun 
Lizard's tall, Saururus cernuus 
Loosetrlfe, Lynthrun sp. 
Magnolla, Magnolla sp. 
Nettle, Urtlca dlolca 
Oaks, Quercus sp. 
Panic grass. Pan Ican clandestlnun 
Pickerel week, Pontederla cordata 
Poison Ivy, Rhus radlcans 
Pondweed, Potamogeton 
Post oak, Quercus stellata 
Red maple, Acer rubrun 
River Birch, Betula nigra 
Rose ma 11ow, HIbIscus moscheutos 
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Appendix D (cont'd.) 

Saltmeadcw cordgrass, Spartlna patens 
Sassafras, Sassafras albldim 
Sedges, Carex sp 
Slippery elm, Ulmus rubra 
Smartweed, Plygonim punctatun 
Spatteredock, Nuphas advena 
Splcebush, Llndera benzoin 
Splkerush, Eleocharls 
SLmac, Rhus sp. 
Swamp Rose, Rosa palustrus 
Sweet gun, Llquldambar styraclflua 
Sycamore Plantanus occidental Is 
Tear Thunb, Ploygontm saglttatun 
Three Square. Sclrous amerlcanus 
Tulip poplar, LIrIodendron tu11pIfera 
Virginia creeper, ParthenocIssus qulnquefolla 
Water 11ly, Nynphaea odorata 
Water wl I lew, Decadon vert Id Ilatus 
White oak, Quercus alba 
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