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MIDDLE RIVER EMPLOYMENT CENTER ACCESS STUDY 
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

AND FINAL SECTION 4(1) EVALUATION 
BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND 

Submitted Pursuant to 42 U.S.C. 4332 (2) C, 49 U.S.C. 303, and CEQ Regulations (40 CFR 1500 et seq.) 
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MARYLAND DIVISION 
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The following persons may be contacted for additional information concerning this document: 

Ms. Mary F. Huie Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson 
Environmental Engineer Deputy Director 
Federal Highway Administration Office of Planning and Preliminary Engineering 
The Rotunda-Suite 220 State Highway Administration 
711 West 40", Street 707 N. Calvert Street, Mailstop C-3 01 
Baltimore, MD 21211 Baltimore, MD 21202 
PHONE: (410) 962-4342, ext. 148 PHONE: (410) 545-8500 or 1-800-548-5026 
HOURS: 7:30 a.m.-4:30 p.m. HOURS: 8:00 a.m.-4:30 p.m. 

The purpose of this project is to provide improved access from the regional transportation network to planned major 
economic development opportunity sites and to foster increased utilization of established employment areas in the 
Middle River Employment Center. Five build alternatives, in addition to the No-Build, were studied. The SHA Selected 
Alternative is Revised D Modified. The potential impacts of the Selected Alternative include residential and business 
relocations, impacts to historic and archeological sites, and the loss of wetlands and forests. 
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S.        SUMMARY 

1. Administrative Action 

Federal Highway Administration 
(   )      Environmental Assessment 
(   )      Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
(X)      Final Environmental Impact Statement 
(   )      Finding of No Significant Impact 
(X)      Final Section 4(f) Evaluation 

2. Informational Contacts 

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

Ms. Mary F. Huie Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson 
Environmental Engineer Deputy Director 
Federal Highway Administration Office of Planning and Preliminary Engineering 
The Rotunda - Suite 220 State Highway Administration 
711 West 40th Street 707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, MD 21211 Mail Stop C-301 
PHONE: (410) 962-4440 Baltimore, Maryland 21202 
HOURS: 7:30 a.m. - 4:00 p.m. PHONE: (410) 545-8500 or 1-800-548-5026 

HOURS: 8:00 a.m. - 4:30 p.m. 
3. Introduction 

This document presents the results of studies that have been completed to address both National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and U. S. Army Corps of Engineers Section 404 Permit 
requirements. NEPA focuses on environmental analysis of alternatives, whereas the Corps 
Section 404 Permit addresses specific impacts to wetlands and Waters of the U. S. in accordance 
with the Clean Water Act. In addition, the study has addressed Section 4(f) requirements of the 
U. S. Department of Transportation Act. 

4. Description of Proposed Action 

The purpose of the Middle River Employment Center Access Study is to provide improved 
access from the regional transportation network to planned major economic sites and to foster 
increased utilization of established employment areas in southeast Baltimore County, Maryland. 
The employment center was established in the County's June 2, 1997 Master Plan Amendment. 
Historically, the Middle River Employment Center (MREC) has been the scene of major 
manufacturing enterprises, primarily associated with the aircraft industry. Currently, the MREC 
has undergone a loss of manufacturing jobs and a decrease in the overall quality of life for its 
residents. Recent economic development initiatives by Baltimore County have stressed the need 
to reinvest in this area to revitalize its economy and provide a channel for growth, as opposed to 
encouraging growth in more rural parts of the County. Although Interstate 95 (1-95) passes 
within close proximity to the MREC, there is no direct access to the Interstate.  This study has 
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evaluated a wide range of transportation improvements designed to provide increased access to 
this area. The proposed action consists of measures to provide a safe roadway that provides 
access to the southeast section of Baltimore County. 

The Project Study area extends from 1-95 to MD 150 (Eastern Boulevard) and from Martin 
Boulevard to Ebenezer Road (See Figure S-l). Although upgrades to the existing roadway 
system have been evaluated in this study, the primary emphasis has been to evaluate the direct 
access from 1-95 that would be provided by an extension of MD 43 to the MREC. MD 43 
(White Marsh Boulevard) is a four-lane partial access controlled facility that connects 1-95 to the 
Baltimore Beltway (1-695), providing access to White Marsh, which is another County- 
designated growth area. 

5. Description of Alternatives 

a. Description of Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study 

The following alternatives were retained for detailed study: 
Afo Build 
Alternative D, 
Alternative D Modified, 
Alternative E, 
Alternative Fl Modified, and 
Alternative I Modified. 

The following multi-modal options were also considered. A description of specific measures 
included under each option and how it applies to this project are included in Section II, 
Alternatives Considered. 

Enhanced bus service on a new roadway alignment. 
Park and Ride lot(s). 
Enhancements to Martin State Airport MARC Station. 
Employer based Travel Demand Management (TDM) measures. 
Transportation Management Areas (TMA) for Middle River Employment Center to help 
implement above TDM options. 
High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) on new roadway alignment. 
Reverse commute trains on MARC lines. 
Light Rail 

The first five of the multi-modal options were incorporated in Alternatives Retained. 

b. Alternatives Developed Subsequent to the Public Hearing 

Following the DEIS comment period and the Location Design Public Hearing, the State 
Highway Administration evaluated all written comments and testimony received. As a result of 
this evaluation, it was determined that Alternative D Modified provided the best overall response 
to the project's Purpose and Need, while at the same time minimizing environmental impacts. 
At this point, SHA initiated additional studies in an effort to further reduce impacts to the 
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environment as a result of implementing Alternative D Modified. This resulted in several 
changes to Alternative D Modified, including a reduction of the median width from 34 feet to 24 
feet in areas of no proposed intersections and reduction of the outside grading by 10 feet on the 
southbound side. It was also determined that there would be considerable cost savings 
associated with a minor alignment shift of Alternative D Modified near the northern project 
terminus. This alignment shift resulted in the avoidance of the BGE transmission towers that run 
parallel to the roadway between US 40 and Bird River Road. The revised alternative is shown in 
detail in Section II of this FEIS (Alternatives Considered). In order to distinguish between 
Alternative D Modified as shown in the DEIS and the revised version of the alternative selected 
for implementation, SHA 's Selected Alternative has been named Revised D Modified. 

c.        Alternatives Dropped or Not Preferred 

The No-Build Alternative has been dropped because it did not meet any of the project objectives. 

Alternative D provided direct access to the MREC, had the least amount of socio-economic 
impacts, and was similar to a route that the Land Use Analysis Committee recommended as 
being the most effective for promoting economic development activities. It was also the 
alternative that received the most public support, since it had the fewest displacements and 
community impacts. Alternative D was dropped from consideration, however, because it did not 
minimize impacts to the natural environment. 

Alternative D Modified was similar to Alternative D and retained all of Alternative D's 
advantages while providing for a less environmentally-damaging crossing of Windlass Run 
(although it impacted more total wetlands) and improved access to the developable parcels of the 
MREC. It also avoided an archeological site affected by Alternative D. Alternative D Modified, 
however, was dropped from consideration in favor of a revised version of the same alternative 
(Revised D Modified). 

Alternative E provided good access to the MREC, but while it avoided NRE historic sites, a 
greater number of residential properties were affected than in most of the other options. 
Alternative E would have also required upgrading MD 150. For these reasons, Alternative E was 
dropped from consideration. 

Alternative Ft Modified had the most displacements, affected less forest than the other 
alternatives, but access to the developable parcels of the MREC was less than optimal, thereby 
requiring additional access roads possibly through wetlands. Alternative Fl Modified would 
have also required upgrading MD 150. For these reasons, Alternative Fl Modified was dropped 
from consideration. 

Alternative I Modified provided good access to the MREC and had few commercial and total 
displacements. It also provided for a less environmentally damaging crossing of Windlass Run, 
as well as reduced wetland impacts. However, it did require the acquisition of rights-of-way 
from forty properties and would have impacted the community in terms of visual and noise 
intrusion. Alternative I Modified would have also required upgrading MD 150. For these 
reasons, Alternative I Modified-was dropped from consideration. 
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d.        SHA's Selected Alternative 

Revised D Modified has been selected by the State Highway Administration for design and 
construction. This alternative provides the best access to the developable portions of the 
Employment Center, crosses Windlass Run at a desired location, reduces wetland impacts (over 
Alternative D Modified), avoids the need for major upgrades to MD 150, minimizes residential 
displacements, minimizes community impacts and reduces construction costs associated with 
relocating the large BGE transmission towers. 

6. Summary of Environmental Impacts 

Table S-l presents a summary of the environmental impacts for each alternative that was 
presented in the DEIS and at the Public Hearing held on June 16, 1999, as well as the impacts 
associated with SHA 's Selected Alternative. A brief description of the impacts associated with 
SHA 's Selected Alternative (Revised D Modified) and the alternatives that were dropped from 
consideration are provided below: 

With the exception of the residential communities on Bird River Road and MD 150, the majority 
of the land directly affected by the MRECAS Build Alternatives is undeveloped and forested. 
All Build Alternatives crossed both Whitemarsh Run and Windlass Run, two tributaries of Bird 
River. Several of the Build Alternatives affected a historic district. 

The TVo Build is being evaluated as a baseline condition and would have no environmental 
impacts, except noise. 

Revised D Modified (SHA Selected Alternative) requires the acquisition of 6 residences, no 
businesses, and 75.6 acres of right-of-way. Also, 9.3 acres of wetlands, 53.1 acres of forest, and 
3.1 to 3.6 acres right-of-way will be required from one National Register Eligible (NRE) historic 
district. Even though it has the second highest direct impacts on wetlands, based upon actual 
field verified wetland limits, the Alternatives D Modified/Revised D Modified/I Modified 
crossing was the preferred location by the regulatory/resource agencies because it crosses a 
previously disturbed section of Windlass Run that had the highest degree of entrenchment as 
compared to the other alternative's crossing locations. All of the alternatives had less direct 
impacts to wetlands, however, when the secondary wetland impacts associated with proposed 
access roads within the MREC, are added to the direct impacts, Alternative Revised D Modified 
would require the lowest overall impact to wetlands. 

Alternative D required the acquisition of 4 residences, 1 business, and 81.0 acres of right-of-way 
(ROW). Furthermore, 8.5 acres of wetlands, 51.5 acres of forest, one National Register Eligible 
(NRE) historic district and two potentially NRE archeological sites would be impacted. 

Alternative D Modified requires the acquisition of 5 residences, 1 business and 106.0 acres of 
ROW. Furthermore, 9.9 acres of wetlands, 59.5 acres of forest, and one NRE historic district 
would be impacted. 
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Alternative E requires the acquisition of 6 residences, 1 business, and 79.0 acres of ROW. 
Furthermore, 7.8 acres of wetlands, 55.0 acres of forest and two potentially NRE archeological 
sites would be impacted. 

Alternative Fi Modified requires the acquisition of 10 residences, 1 business, and 84.7 acres of 
ROW. Furthermore, 7.3 acres of wetlands, 38.3 acres of forest, one potentially NRE historic 
district and one NRE archeological site would be impacted. 

Alternative I Modified requires the acquisition of 5 residences, 1 business and 95.3 acres of 
ROW. Furthermore, 6.7 acres of wetlands, 54.9 acres of forest, and one potentially NRE 
archeological site would be impacted. 

Mitigation (SHA Selected Alternative) 

Proposed wetland impacts must be mitigated by: avoidance, minimization, mitigation, and 
compensation. Avoidance of wetland and stream impacts is preferred. Minimization stresses the 
need to reduce impacts when impacts cannot be avoided. Mitigation is pursued when avoidance 
and minimization efforts have been exhausted. 

To meet the estimated 18.6 acres of wetland mitigation required for this project, SHA proposes a 
two level approach that will allow SHA flexibility and the regulatory agencies surety should one 
of the preferred mitigation sites be found infeasible for the creation of wetlands. The main 
components of the package include non-tidal wetland creation, enhancement, restoration and 
preservation, in addition to afforestation and preservation of forested drainage areas contributing 
to the creation and enhancement sites. The proposed Level 1 includes the use of preferred Site 
#21 (U. of MD Foundation), and the western portion of Site #25 (Back River Neck Road) which 
potentially may provide 14.9 acres and 4.4 acres of mitigation credit, respectively. These two 
sites collectively exceed the 1:1 ratio for no net loss, as well as, exceed the estimated mitigation 
for the project. The proposed Level 2 includes alternative sites. Site #11 (DNR) and the entire 
Site # 25. These sites could provide sufficient acreage should one or all of the Level 1 sites 
prove to be infeasible. Wetland mitigation is discussed in detail in Section IV.J.4. 

S-5 



^ ', 
S5& 

\^'X,A\       WHlftMARSH   "^ 

* v.-^^^Ui^^ 

.*»"       a,      "'XT'7; >^——^.S    C       \   \      &*  •'Y   -   ••'•V    \     ^^.- 

4    » 

v.*  '. \ / 

& 

W$m^> 
\   /- 

/ 
l-^i 

CHASL  ^.. 
(NREftf 

*i\~4^^i^rir~~        *'       \ MlnT'N   AIRCRAFT 

5 
'ALT'DtMODllfli 

/   V 

^OsV r   ^-"'^v X^i' //^V ii 

I EX   (NRP) 

»IDDLE RIVEB /^^§5 
FEDERAL OEPO,  ' 

WRBj        % 
'y^- --      /i •», - 

'•>„ ^f 
.<J 

ltl)H\$CH/ 

wWff^A/ 

o 

o 
<t 

i2r L-i' ,* 

nS 
•••'j-^ 

LEGEND 
I 1 m il 100   YEAR    FLOODPLAIN 

  DEVELOPABLE   PARCELS 

Itf ^ ffi I PRELIMINARY   WETLANDS 

mmm HISTORIC  AREA 

  PFA    BOUNDRY 

    STUDY   AREA 

     PROPERTY   LINE 

Vv^v-    CRITICAL   AREA    BOUNDARY 

•Ml    RETAINED    ALTERNATIVES 
2000      I000 0 

SCALE IN FEET 

4 Jk'^6-*- 

^ 

27  DEC  2000 
O:\transdwg\md43\nad83\ps54mcl43.dgn 

MIDDLE   RIVER   EMPLOYMENT   CENTER 
ACCESS   STUDY 

FINAL   ENVIRONMENTAL   IMPACT 
STATEMENT 

MODIFIED    ALTERNATIVES    MAP 

MARYLAND 
STATE HIGHWAY 
ADMINISTRATION 

DATE: 
Jan. 2001 

FIGURE 
NO.  S-1 

~ 



'?A 
J ^W 

.7  H^^OfflJ^^Wi 
.,^ 

^irf'S^''^ 
isA,   -^i/v:J»-;-/ "=i 

.a • #> 

t?Jt 
o 

»o 

c^- 

'^ K» W-rsSffiN'   "N^ ,/-x^J/ /^r^^-> 
f  I. 

vj"L =iL,~—J   J"'-- •rT   ' 
SLEERY- 
HOLLOW 

"lao  «* 

•'• •'?©?'Ayfei - T",'""i"i'"r~f  ,_,. 

/= \  » •   eral'   .-    Nfc^ia^r^^^^^P^V^-®      /\ES&i ^^!&X^&1 -Qw in—f" 

-^V" 

*>VJ" 

*M 

IQSLzzJ^ %J^ 
(  \<f 
V   ' 

/ 

1 %.*?*-$&< LI J 

\ /- 

/ 

/     s\x        X CHASF^SP 

^    "V^ x<NREf>i/\ 

'ALT-'DtMOD IKIKB" / 

t\  -MIDDLE   RWEHTS^^ 
'       WEOERAL   OEPn**--7^ 

i 
&MS- 

AHTIN   AIRCRAFT    , A 
<NRE) 

ik5«l< 

rOMPIPX-(NRE) . YtlT-^r- >    ftL&i&F 

^^^/^li^j'i^nK^     '   fiBENEZEH,! UHJWb^il'*"^ r, 
.^ 

ng 

LEGEND 
I i n i tl 100   YEAR    FLOODPLAIN 

    DEVELOPABLE   PARCELS 

Itf ( ff I   PRELIMINARY   WETLANDS 

msmm HISTORIC  AREA 

    STUDY   AREA 

     PROPERTY   LINE 

vVv    CRITICAL   AREA    BOUNDARY 

•••    RETAINED    ALTERNATIVES 
2000      I000 0 2000 

PFA    BOUNDRY 

SCALE IN FEET 

MIDDLE   RIVER   EMPLOYMENT   CENTER 
ACCESS   STUDY 

FINAL   ENVIRONMENTAL   IMPACT 
STATEMENT 

MODIFIED    ALTERNATIVES    MAP 

MARYLAND 
STATE HIGHWAY 
ADMINISTRATION 

27 DEC  2000 
o:\transdwg\md43\nad83\ps5';lmc)43.dgn 

DATE: 
Jan. 2001 

FIGURE 
NO.  S-1 

^ 



Middle River Employment Center Access Study 
Final Environmental Impact Statement/Final Section 4(f) Evaluation 
Section S - Summary 

/v3 

Table S-l: Summary of Impacts 

H-vSl^^S^^^i fc^iiieM^^^ 
SHA's 

Selected 
Alternative 

i:;A#II: 
No 

Build SHI DMod E iHiliif I Mod Revised 
DMod 

Socio-Economic 
Right-of-Way (ROW) 
Required Acre 0 93.1 118.1 91.1 97.1 

107.4 
92.0 

Currently in Private 
Ownership Acre 0 81.0 106.0 79.0 84.7 

95.3 
75.6 

# of properties affected No. 0 23 24 41 25 40 24 
Currently in State 
Ownership Acre 0 12.1 12.1 12.1 12.4 

12.1 
12.1 

Residential Displacements No. 0 4 5 6 10 5 6 
Business Displacements No. 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 
Consistent with Master 
Plans — No Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Active Agricultural Land Acre 0 0 3.4 1 23.9 11.4 3.4 
Public Parks No. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Cultural Resources - • 
NRE Historic Sites1 No. 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 
Potential NRE 
Archeological Sites 
Impacted 

No. 0 2 0 2 1 
1 

0 

Natural Environment " << , v - -. 

Critical Area Acre 0 0 0 7.3 0 7.3 0 
Wetlands3 Acre 0 8.5 9.9 7.8 7.3 6.7 9.3 
Streams Crossed No. 0 5 5 7 9 6 5 
Stream Impacts L.F. 0 420 390 585 570 495 390 
Floodplain Encroachment Acre 0 2.8 2.4 2.8 1.5 2.5 2.4 
Forest Impacts Acre 0 51.5 59.5 55.0 38.3 54.9 53.1 
100+ Acres Contiguous 
Forest Blocks No. 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 

Rare, Threatened, or 
Endangered Species- 
Federal 

No. of 
Sites 

0 0 0 0 0 
0 

0 

Noise Impacts'1 |_    No. 1 3 2 4 4 3 2 
Air Quality Impacts'* No. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Cost                 .         ,      . = 
Length Mile o 3.1 3.6 4.0 3.2 4.1 3.6 
ROW SMillion 0 6.6 6.6 8.5 11.8 12.2 6.6 
Potential Noise Barriers SMillion 0 1.0 0.6 1.0 0.9 0.6 0.6 
Engineering & 
Construction $Million 0 50.9 52.2 50.6 48.6 56.3 

51.4 

Total SMillion 0 58.5 59.4 60.1 6L3 69.1 58.6 
National Register Eligible sites from which property is required. 

2NSAs that approach or exceed Federal Noise Abatement Criteria or have a 10 dBA or greater increase. 
3 Sites Exceeding S/NAAQs. 
4Does not include ROW needed from A.V. Williams Trust property. 
Additional wetlands were found west of Bird River Road, which total 0.26 acres. This amount has been added to 
Alternatives D-Mod, D, E and I-Mod. 
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Mitigation plans for impacts to the Martin State Airport/Federal Depot Historic District have also 
been developed. SHA, in consultation with the Maryland State Historic Preservation Officer 
(SHPO), will develop a plan for the public interpretation of the history of the Martin State 
Airport/Federal Depot Historic District, including the paint hangar, currently a MARC 
maintenance facility. The plan may include one or more of the following items: exhibits, 
markers, interpretive panels, and/or oral histories of those who worked at the Martin State 
Airport during its period of significance (1929-1949). The plan will be developed within one 
year following the completion of the highway bridge over the Amtrak railway and will be 
submitted to the MD SHPO for review and comment. A final Section 4(f) evaluation is included 
in Section V of this FEIS. 

7. Permits Required 

Construction of this project would require review and approval for the following permits: 
• U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Section 404 Permit 
• Maryland Department of the Environment National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 

(NPDES) Permit, Approved Sediment and Erosion Control Plan, Approved Stormwater 
Management Plan, Water Quality Certificate, and a Nontidal/Tidal Wetland and Waterways 
Permit 

8. Areas of Controversy 

The regulatory/resource agency expressed concern about the direct and indirect loss of wetlands 
and wildlife habitat, which may occur with the Build Alternatives and associated 
development/redevelopment of this area. 

9. Public Involvement Process 

A public involvement program has been conducted as a part of this study. Components of this 
program have included: 

> A series of Focus Group Meetings were held during the development of the environmental 
inventory and the transportation alternatives. The main purpose of the Focus Group was to 
provide a local perspective as transportation alternatives were being developed and 
evaluated. The members of the Focus Group are community leaders and political 
representatives who convey to SHA a community perspective on aspects of the MRECAS 
project between formal public meetings. Focus Group meetings were held on April 21, 1998, 
June 11, 1998, October 13, 1998, March 3, 1999 and July 29, 1999. A meeting was held on 
February 11, 1999 with the Bowleys Quarters Improvement Association. Two meetings 
(June 9, 1999 and October 7, 1999) were held with the Bird River Road Stakeholders 
concerning the impacts to the Bird River Road community. Minutes for the above discussed 
meetings are provided in Appendix F. 

> The Alternatives Public Workshop for the MRECAS project was held on June 2, 1998 at 
Middle River Middle School. Approximately 300 people attended the workshop, with 87 
people providing written comments and 20 people providing recorded testimony.    A 
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summary of the Alternatives Public Workshop is provided in Section VI, Comments and 
Coordination. 

> Presentations to community associations, civic groups, and chambers of commerce have been 
held throughout the planning stage. A summary of these presentations is provided in Section 
VI Comments and Coordination. 

> Approximately 300 people attended the Location/Design Public Hearing for the MRECAS 
held on June 16, 1999 at Kenwood High School in Essex, Maryland. A total of 31 people 
participated in public or private testimony. The majority of the respondents supported 
Alternative D-Modified, while a number of others supported the no-build or had concerns 
about the other alternatives. 

10.      Environmental Assessment Form 

The Environmental Assessment Form for the MRECAS Project is provided below. This 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 provisions of 1500.4(k) and 1506.2 
and 1506.6 of the Council of Environmental Quality Regulations, effective July 31, 1979, which 
recommends that duplication of Federal, State, and local procedures be integrated into a single 
process. 

The checklist identifies specific areas of the natural and socio-economic environment, which 
have been considered while preparing the environmental assessment. The reviewer can refer to 
the appropriate section of the DEIS document, as indicated in the "Comment" column of the 
form for a description of specific characteristics of the natural or socio-economic environment 
within the proposed project area. It will also highlight any potential impacts, beneficial or 
adverse, that the action may incur. The "No" column 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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ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FORM 

Land Use Considerations 

YES NO COMMENTS 

1. Will the action be 
within the 100 year 
floodplain? 

2. Will the action require 
a permit for 
construction or 
alteration within the 50 
year floodplain? 

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

X III-F 

X III-l 

Will the action require 
a permit for the 
construction or 
operation of facilities 
for solid waste disposal 
including dredge and 
excavation spoil? III-M 

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

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

X 

X 

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

Will the action require 
a permit for drilling a 
gas or oil well? 

X 

X 

S-10 
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B.   Water Use Considerations 

YES NO COMMENTS 

Will the action require 
a permit for airport 
construction? X 

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

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

12. Will  the  action  affect 
the use of any natural 
or manmade features 
that are unique to the 
county, state, or nation? X HI-H 

13. Will  the  action  affect 
the       use       of      an 
archeological or 
historical       site       or 
structure? III-B 

14. Will the action require 
a permit for the change 
of the course, current, 
or cross-section of a 
stream or other body of 
water? III-F 

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

S-ll 
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YES NO COMMENTS 

16. Will the action change 
the overland flow of 
stormwater or reduce 
the absorption capacity 
ofthe ground? 

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

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

X IV-G 

X 

19. Will the action require 
a permit for the 
construction and 
operation of facilities 
for treatment or 
distribution of water? X 

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

21. Will the action result in 
any     discharge     into 
surface 
water? 

or  sub-surface 
X IV-G 

22. If so, will the discharge 
affect   ambient   water 
quality parameters 
and/or       require       a 
discharge permit? X IV-G 

S-12 
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YES NO COMMENTS 

C.    Air Use Considerations 

23. Will the action result in 
any discharge into the 
air? X IV-K 

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

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

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

X IV-L 

X 

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

D.   Plants and Animals 

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

29. Will the action result in 
the significant 
reduction or loss of any 
fish or wildlife 
habitats? IV-J 

S-13 
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YES NO COMMENTS 

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

E.    SocioEconomic 

31. Will the action result in 
a       preemption       or 
division of properties or 
impair their economic 
use? X IV-A 

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

33. 

34. 

Will   the action alter 
land values? 

Will  the action affect 
traffic flow and 
volume? 

IV-A 

II 

35. Will the action affect 
the production, extra- 
action, harvest or 
potential use of a scarce 
or economically 
important resource? 

36. Will the action require 
a license to construct a 
sawmill or other plant 
for the manufacture of 
forest products? X 
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F.    Other Considerations 

YES NO COMMENTS 

37 Is the action in accord 
regional      and      local 
comprehensive or 
functional plans- 
including zoning? IV-A 

38. Will  the  action  affect 
the employment 
opportunities for 
persons in the area? IV-A 

39. Will  the action affect 
the ability of the area to 
attract new sources of 
tax revenue? X IV-A 

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

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

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

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

S-15 
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44. Will 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 cumulative 
or synergistic impact on 
the public health, 
safety, welfare, or 
environment? 

YES NO COMMENTS 

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

47. This agency will 
develop a complete 
environmental effects 
report on the proposed 
action. X   X 
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YES NO COMMENTS 

44. Will the action be of 
statewide significance?    X. 

45. Are there any other 
plans or actions 
(federal, state, county 
or private) that, in 
conjunction with the 
subject action could 
result in a cumulative 
or synergistic impact on 
the public health, 
safety, welfare, or 
environment? X 

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

47. This agency will 
develop a complete 
environmental effects 
report on the proposed 
action. X   X 
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I. PURPOSE AND NEED FOR ACTION 

A. Purpose of the Project 

The purpose of this project is to provide improved access from the regional transportation 
network to enable the planned development of major economic development opportunity sites 
and to foster increased utilization of established employment areas in the Middle River 
Employment Center (MREC). The location of this project is shown on Figure 1-1. 

B. Need for the Project 

The need for this project is to provide a sufficient level of access and mobility to support 
economic development efforts in the Middle River Employment Center (MREC), as identified in 
the Eastern Baltimore County Revitalization Strategy adopted by the Baltimore County Council 
in July, 1996. 

Baltimore County has designated a portion of the Middle River area as an Employment Center, 
where employment growth is planned to occur. The Middle River Employment Center (MREC) 
includes the 1,000-acre undeveloped A.V. Williams tract, Martin State Airport and the 
Chesapeake Industrial Park, which includes Middle River Aircraft Systems facility. The full 
development potential of the MREC is dependent on improved access to national transportation 
facilities that serve travel demand between the Baltimore area and other regions of the country. 

The Amtrak northeast corridor railroad line is one such national transportation facility that 
already serves the MREC. The Amtrak line cuts through the MREC, providing access to the 
Chesapeake Industrial Park and the General Services Administration (GSA) building via spurs. 
However, the Amtrak line also acts as a hindrance to movement between the developed section 
of the MREC south of the railroad and the undeveloped section of the MREC north of the 
railroad and is a de facto line of demarcation between the two sections of the MREC. The 
hindrance effect of the railroad inhibits non-railroad movement within the MREC and between 
the MREC and other regional transportation facilities, such as the Interstate highway system. 

Of the two sections of the MREC, the northern section, which contains the 1,000-arce A.V. 
Williams parcel and some smaller parcels, has a much greater potential for employment growth. 
The northern section of the MREC also suffers from much more deficient multi-modal access 
than the southern section of the MREC. 

The existing roads throughout the study area are deficient in that they lack the capacity and 
continuity to provide adequate future freight, employee, and customer access to the entire MREC 
from the national highway network. The substandard alignment and design features of many of 
the roads within the study area contribute to current accident rates that are significantly higher 
than the statewide average. 
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C.       Long-Term Planning Context 

1. Growth Management and the Urban Rural Demarcation Line (URDL) 

For many suburban jurisdictions throughout the county, decisions regarding land use and growth 
management are now being debated and. discussed. Baltimore County took on these important 
questions twenty years ago. After intensive analysis and discussion, the County then embarked 
upon an aggressive Growth Management Program based on the assumption that communities 
should make conscious decisions about the scope and direction of growth. The Program was 
embodied in the Baltimore County Master Plan 1979-1990, adopted by the County Council in 
November, 1979. It created an urban service boundary - the "Urban Rural Demarcation Line" 
(URDL) - which defines the limit of public water and sewer service, as well as the major 
transportation system. It also established growth areas in White Marsh and Owings Mills and 
asserted that rural areas should remain rural. 

Since the URDL was created in 1979, capital projects, transportation improvements, zoning 
changes and development actions must conform to this clear separation between the County's 
developable areas and its rural areas. Only one-third of Baltimore County's land area is zoned 
for higher density residential and industrial uses. 

2. Eastern Baltimore County Revitalization Strategy 

The strong need for an economic development initiative in this area can be demonstrated by the 
five indicators of economic and community health identified in the Eastern Baltimore County 
Revitalization Strategy. Figure 1-2 indicates the relationship between the URDL and the Eastern 
Baltimore County Revitalization Area. 

• Population - the study area has lost 15,000 residents since 1970 
• Employment - the study area was the only regional employment area (exclusive of Baltimore 

City) to experience net loss of jobs. Good paying manufacturing jobs have been replaced by 
lower paying retail and service jobs 

• Income - the study area has the highest concentration of poverty in Baltimore County, with a 
majority of the area below the County's median household income 

• Education - only 65% of area residents have a high school diploma. Less than 10% have 
advanced degrees 

• Crime - the study area has the highest concentration of violent crime, drug-related crime, 
juvenile arrests and order maintenance calls in the County 
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4/ 

EASTERN    BALTIMORE    REVITALIZATION    AREA 

URBAN    -   RURAL   DEMARCATION   LINE   / 

PFA   BOUNDRY 
o < o 3 

c 
o o 
UJ L 

MIDDLE   RIVER   EMPLOYMENT   CENTEI 
ACCESS   STUDY 

FINAL   ENVIRONMENTAL   IMPACT 
STATEMENT 

EASTERN    BALTIMORE 
REVITALIZATION    AREA 

MARYLAND 
STATE HIGHWAY 
ADMINISTRATION 

DATE: 
Jon. 2001 

FIGURE 
NO.  1-2 



Middle River Employment Center Access Study // 
Final Environmental Impact Statement/Final Section 4(f) Evaluation '~c?>^ 
Section I. Purpose and Need 

D.        Economic Development 

1.        Employment Centers 

Baltimore County has targeted much of the study area for future employment growth through its 
county wide Growth Management Plan. An objective of the plan is to maintain an adequate 
supply of prime industrial land served by public infrastructure to encourage employment- 
generating development and redevelopment, while still preserving the rural character of 2/3 of 
the County's land area. Toward this end, the County designated several areas, including Middle 
River, as Employment Centers. The Employment Center classification is defined as "existing 
and proposed retail office and manufacturing areas which provide significant County-wide 
service and employment opportunities" (June 2,1997, Master Plan Amendment). 

The Middle River Employment Center includes the Martin State Airport, the Chesapeake 
Industrial Park, the Middle River Aircraft Systems facility, the former US Army Publications 
Depot, and the 1,000-acre undeveloped A.V. Williams tract (See Figures 1-3 and 1-4). 

The economic anchor was Lockheed Martin Aircraft/ General Electric (LMA/GE) operation, 
which during the 1930's and 1940's, as the Glenn L. Martin Company, became a leading aircraft 
manufacturer. Because of corporate downsizing and consolidation in the defense and 
commercial jetliner industries, production at this facility has decreased dramatically in the past 
50 years from a peak of 50,000 jobs during World War II to less than 1,200 jobs in 1996. This 
has had a negative impact on the surrounding communities which depended on the company for 
employment. 

The newly renamed "Middle River Aircraft Systems," formerly Lockheed Martin Aerostructures 
and recently purchased by General Electric (GE), has experienced considerable growth in the last 
18 months. In 1997, the company has expanded their aircraft parts machining and manufacturing 
business having been awarded a number of new contracts. New activity to the plant includes an 
additional jet engine thrust rev'erser project for the Air Force, a military aircraft components 
bonding contract and an aerostructures sub-contract for Boeing. This new activity has expanded 
the workforce by over 700 employees, up from 1,000 in December of 1996. GE has signed a 15 
year lease with Lockheed Martin Properties (lessor of the land and buildings), and has committed 
to keep the existing management in place, which holds open the potential for additional business 
expansion at the facility in the future. 

Lockheed Martin Properties also owns and represents nearly 80 acres of industrial property, 
known as Chesapeake Industrial Park, that is distributed among 6 parcels and available for 
development. The development of these parcels is zoned to include manufacturing, 
warehouse/distribution and office uses. Access to this undeveloped land will be greatly 
enhanced with improved transportation service. (See Figures 1-5 and 1-6 for the Land Bay 
Analysis and the Master Plan for the Chesapeake Industrial Park.) 
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Next to the GE facility is Martin State Airport (MTN), which is presently undergoing 
development. MTN has 265,000 square feet of office/industrial and hangar space available for 
lease, with a current occupancy rate of 95%. A number of area businesses maintain flight 
operations and office facilities at MTN, including Black & Decker Corporation, Crown Central 
Petroleum, USF&G, PHH, Ward Machinery and Lockheed Martin. A new 40,000 square foot 
hangar for Lockheed Martin Flight Operations is proposed, as well as a new Midfield Terminal. 

Across the street from Martin State Airport is the 1.7 million square foot General Services 
Administration (GSA) building. This building, owned by GSA, was the site of a major Army 
Publications Depot facility until that operation was relocated in 1996 as part of the Base 
Realignment and Closing (BRAC) process. The building is presently 53% leased and houses the 
Social Security Administration, an Air Force Publications facility, and the State Department as 
tenants. The remaining 47% is being actively marketed by GSA, with the potential of an 
additional 200,000 square fee being leased in the immediate future. GSA plans to maintain 
control of the facility for lease to government entities, for the remaining 800,000 square feet 
unoccupied. 

Nottingham Properties, the primary developer of the White Marsh Town Center has experienced 
considerable growth over the past decade. Today, the Town Center has nearly 3.7 million square 
feet of commercial space. When the 250 undeveloped acres are brought on-line, total potential 
build-out will be 5.0 million square feet. The development of the Town Center has been most 
dramatic since the extension of Route 43 from 1-695 to Route 40. The road extension has 
contributed to the development of many projects, specifically the Warner Bros., Danfoss 
Automatic Controls, CSS Power and Metris facilities. 

2. Economic Development Potential of the MREC: Conservative and Expected Scenarios 

The Middle River Employment Center has tremendous economic development potential with its 
existing industrial uses, waterfront access, airport, railroad, and large inventory of undeveloped, 
industrially-zoned land. To estimate the development potential and fiscal impact of likely 
commercial development in the study area resulting from increased access in the area, Baltimore 
County created a development model including all vacant parcels with five or more acres in the 
study area that would likely be developed for commercial or industrial uses. (Figure 1-7 
identifies the development parcels considered in the model and an early graphical depiction of 
wetlands in the study area.) The County evaluated two alternative scenarios - the first assuming 
the most conservative development factors, and the second assuming development factors that 
more closely represent what is expected to happen. Because of the extensive nature of the 
environmental constraints within the study area, both development models assume that only 50% 
of the available land will be developable. 
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Assumptions for the Expected Scenario differ from those for the Conservative Scenario in the 
following ways: 
• The Expected Scenario assumed that for the A.V. Williams Tract alone, a somewhat higher 

proportion of manufacturing and flex space and a lower proportion of warehouse distribution 
development would occur than did the Conservative Scenario, resulting in more employees 
per square foot developed, (see Table 1-1). The assumed use distribution for all other parcels 
in the study area was the same under both scenarios. 

• The Expected Scenario assumed a less conservative coverage ratio for the development 
expected to occur on the target parcels than the Conservative Scenario used (see Table 1-2). 

• The Expected Scenario used a less conservative estimate of the construction costs per square 
foot for the various types of development than did the Conservative Scenario (see Table 1-3). 

• The Expected Scenario assumed a somewhat denser employee/square foot ratio than did the 
Conservative Scenario (see Table 1-4). 

Table 1-1 represents the assumed development breakdown of the A.V. Williams tract. Note that 
the remaining parcels were all assumed to be developed in the same manner under both 
scenarios. 

Table 1-1 - Development Breakdown of A.V. Williams Tract 
Conservative Expected 

Warehouse Distribution 
Flex Space 
Manufacturing 

50% 
30% 
20% 

33% 
33% 
33% 

Table 1-2 represents the expected coverage ratios for the development expected to occur on the 
target parcels. The coverage ratios represent the expected amount of building space in relation to 
the total area of the parcel. These ratios take into account the County's standard development 
regulations for setbacks, reforestation, stream buffers, parking, etc. The coverage ratios were 
derived by examining other similar developments in the area. 

Table 1-2 - Expected Coverage Ratios (entire study area) 
Conservative Expected 

Light Industrial 0.23 0.28 
Office 0.33 0.40 
Commercial 0.27 0.32 
Distribution Warehouse 0.20 0.24 
Manufacturing 0.20 0.24 
Flex Space 0.23 0.28 
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Table 1-3 represents the estimate construction cost per square foot to build each development 
type. These figures were derived by examining comparable development costs for various 
building types in the area. 

Table 1-3 - Construction Costs per Square Foot (entire area) 
Conservative Expected 

Light Industrial $60 $70 
Office $90 $100 
Commercial $70 $80 
Distribution Warehouse $40 $45 
Flex Space $60 $65 
Exhibition Space $50 $50 
Manufacturing $65 $70 

Table 1-4 represents the expected allocation of square feet per employee to derive an expected 
total employment for each development parcel. These figures were developed by examining 
other similar business operations in the area. 

Table 1-4 - Estimated Square Feet per Job (entire acreage) 
Conservative Expected 

Light Industrial 500 400 
Office 300 200 
Commercial 300 300 
Distribution Warehouse 1,000 800 
Flex Space 625 500 
Exhibition Space 2,000 1,500 
Manufacturing 500 400 

Table 1-5 summarizes the results of the model, as well, as well as the level of development 
expected under a "no-build" scenario, i.e., if improved access is not provided. Based on the 
above stated assumptions, the development of the parcels in the study area is expected to yield 
between 9,600 and 15,500 new jobs for the area, and result in new private investment of $330 
million to $460 million if improved access is proved. If improved access is not provided, the 
parcels are expected to yield only 2,000 new jobs and $58 million in private investment. 

Table 1-5 - Development Model Results Summary 
Conservative Expected No-Build 

Acres Developed* 647 647 84 
Square Feet Built 6,080,639 7,307,479 890,117 
Employment 9,638 15,564 2,052 
Capital Investment $331,052,435 $462,395,964 $58,197,822 
Estimated County Taxes $28,304,897 $41,745,056 $5,351,895 
I nc poientiai aevciupaoie auicaijc may ue less uuc lu uic picscnot ui wtnauua, oui-aiiij, nwwupiuuio cuiu 
forest conservation areas and their applicable buffers and the spatial distribution of these natural resources. 
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The following conditions were used in estimating the intensity of development if no 
improvements were to be made to the existing roadway network: 

• The undeveloped land within the study area has either limited or remote access to two 2-lane 
roadways, Bird River Road and Ebenezer Road, which serve residential areas and are not 
designed to accommodate large trucks or tractor-trailers. 

• Ebenezer Road connects to US 40, however access to the Interstate system is circuitous. 
• No direct access to MD 150 now exists from the land parcels north of the Amtrak line 

because the line acts as a barrier and an above-grade crossing would be required. 
• Windlass Run and associated wetland areas make access to all parcels difficult. 
• Bird River Road does not now connect with a major highway facility. (Campbell Boulevard 

is a master-planned road that was assumed to be extended from MD 7 to Bird River Road in 
the future). 

The A.V. Williams property is the largest industrial tract of land under single ownership in the 
County (1,000 acres), but has not been developed to its planned potential primarily because of 
poor highway access, although sewer service is also needed. With over 7,500 feet of frontage on 
Amtrak's northeast corridor, rail access is excellent. However, the Amtrak railroad acts as a 
barrier, preventing access between this property and MD 150. The Master Sewer and Water Plan 
was amended in 1996 to designate this property as a capital facilities area, which means that 
water and sewer services would be made available within the framework of the six-year capital 
program. Over the past few years, the A.V. Williams parcel has been proposed at different times 
for development as an automobile assembly plant, an amusement park with a foreign trade zone, 
and an automobile raceway with a 100,000-seat stadium. Each of these proposals was critically 
dependent on considerably improved regional highway access to accommodate large volumes of 
freight, employees and/or customers. 

In addition to the Williams tract, the Chesapeake Industrial Park has about 80 acres of 
developable land with access to MD 150, a rail spur to the Amtrak line, and shoreline frontage 
along Dark Head Creek. The site has been proposed as a mixed use waterfront conference and 
convention center. Across from the Martin State Airport is 800,000 square feet of warehouse 
space available in the GSA building. Development of these sites, located in the southern portion 
of the MREC, is not dependent on improved access, but they will be enhanced by additional 
access. Recent experience shows that new business attraction to the area has been slow or non- 
existent. It is a real estate judgement that the area is being by-passed for other regional areas that 
have advantageous highway access. 

Baltimore County has also identified a potential for developing nearly 1,200 residential units 
within the study area. Four parcels indicate a potential for re-zoning from residential to zoning 
that would allow light industrial uses. The traffic generated by the residential development will 
contribute markedly to congestion on existing local roads that currently provide access to the 
northern section of the MREC. 
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E.        Potential Benefits and Fiscal Impacts 

The following Table 1-6 displays growth projections of population, households, labor force and 
employment for the Middle River Employment Center and the study area. (For the location of 
the transportation zones that encompass the MRECAS area, see Figure 1-8.) Round 5A is the 
most recent projection which includes an assumption that a new four-lane highway would be 
constructed between US 40 and MD 150 with access to the A.V. Williams parcel, in accordance 
with the Baltimore Metropolitan Council's Constrained Long Range Plan. Round 5A takes into 
account employment growth due to the new roadway, but does not take into account Population, 
Household and Labor Force changes. This will be corrected in the next update. 

Table 1-6 - Projected Growth: 1995-2020 
1995 2020 % Change 

Population 
Households 
Labor Force 
Employment 

16,273 
6,236 
8,681 
12,186 

16,021 
6,524 
8,561 

23,528 

-1.5% 
4.6% 
-1.4% 
93.1% 

Source: Baltimore County Office of Planning, Round 5 A projections 
For transportation zones 411, 441, 442, 486 487, and 499 

The growth projections show that employment is expected to increase significantly with the 
highway network assumptions. Households are expected to increase slightly, and population and 
labor force are expected to remain near the current level. This data indicates that the future need 
for employees living outside the Middle River Employment Center to commute to jobs within 
the Middle River Employment Center will be greater in the future than it is today. 

Transportation improvements in the study area are the critical element of realizing the economic 
development potential for the Middle River Employment Center. Specifically, transportation 
improvements would: 
• Allow the A.V. Williams tract to develop as planned, 
• Improve freight access to the under-utilized Lockheed Martin/GE facility and to the GSA 

building, 
• Advance the additional planned development in the Chesapeake Industrial Park 
• Provide convenient access to Baltimore County's waterfront sites and shoreline, 
• Provide convenient access to the MARC station and Martin State Airport from 1-95, 

facilitating intermodel transfers between highway, rail and air transportation systems. 

Of the 1,760 acres of commercially and industrially zoned land that was studied, it is estimated 
that 647 acres would be developed over a 30-year period. On these 647 acres, there is a potential 
for 6.1 million to 7.3 million square feet of commercial and industrial space, representing 
between $330 million and $460 million in new investment. This development is expected to 
create between 9,600 and 15,500 new jobs in Baltimore County with associated wages of $270 
million to $440 million annually. 
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The projected impact of the expected development on Baltimore County revenues is very 
significant. New real property tax revenue is expected to be between $3.8 million and $5.3 
million annually at buildout. Baltimore County income tax revenues resulting from the new jobs 
created are expected to be between $2.1 million and $3.4 million annually at build-out. Based on 
straight-line 30-year build-out, the net present value of the county tax revenues to be received 
over the 30-year period is expected to be between $28 million and $42 million. This figure does 
not take into account any spin-off or multiplier effects of the development. 

If regional access is not provided, it is estimated that only 87 acres of the nearly 1,800 acres of 
industrially zoned land in the Study Area would be developed due to an inadequate 
transportation infrastructure serving the area. The total fiscal impact is expected to be less than 
one-fourth of what it would be if a major transportation facility providing direct access became a 
reality. New real property tax revenue would be just under $665,000 annually with less 
development at build-out. Income tax revenues resulting from the 2,000 new jobs created will be 
only $449,000 annually. Based on straight-line 30-year build-out, the net present value of the 
county tax revenues to be received over the 30-year period would result in little more than $5 
million. This is $23 million to $36 million less than the full build-out scenario if a transportation 
facility were constructed. 

F.        Existing Transportation Infrastructure 

The existing infrastructure includes the Martin State Airport, an Amtrak rail line, Mass Transit 
Administration service and a joint County/State highway network, (see Figure 1-9). 

1. Martin State Airport 

Martin State Airport (MTN) is Maryland's largest general aviation facility. The airport is 
located eight miles east of the City of Baltimore and occupies 707 acres in the Middle River area 
of Baltimore County. MTN is owned by the State of Maryland and is operated by the Maryland 
Aviation Administration (MAA). With its control tower and long runway, it is capable of 
handling additional corporate air traffic. 

Martin State Airport is the home base for the Maryland Air National Guard (MANG), the 
Maryland State Police Aviation Division, the Baltimore City Police Helicopter Unit, the 
Baltimore County Police Marine/Aviation Unit, a number of aviation sections of major Maryland 
corporations and 262 general aviation aircraft. 

The MAA conducted a Master Plan Study in 1994 to identify improvements required to ensure 
the airport is capable of satisfying expected demand over the next twenty years; and update 
forecasts on the airport's activities. The number of general aviation aircraft registered in the 
Baltimore Region is projected to grow at approximately 0.25 percent annually to 1,510 by the 
year 2000, slightly increasing to 0.75 percent to 1,627 in the year 2010. These growth rates 
reflect the continued good health of the Region's economy over the long-term. The objectives of 
the Martin Master Plan are to preserve the airport as a general aviation facility in the Baltimore 
Region and protect its capacity to accommodate existing and future levels of demand, ensuring 
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that the airport will continue to operate as a general aviation reliever for Baltimore-Washington 
International Airport (BWI), and ensuring a continuing base for the MANG. 

2. Amtrak Rail Service 

Amtrak, the high speed rail line serving the Northeast Corridor, traverses the study area along the 
west side of MD 150, however, no service is provided within the area. Amtrak is currently 
investigating the possibility of locating a new station within the study area between Earls Road 
and the MARC Station. Improved highway access is critical to the feasibility of the new Amtrak 
station to provide adequate attraction potential from a larger area then exists today to justify 
station use. 

3. MTA Service 

a. Rail 

The Maryland Rail Commuter Service (MARC) operated by MTA.initiated service to eastern 
Baltimore County, within the study area, in 1991 when the Penn Line service was extended from 
Baltimore City to Perryville in Cecil County. The MTN Station was established at that time on 
MD 150 across from MTN. The Penn Line provides commuter rail service over the Amtrak 
northeast corridor between Union Station in Washington, DC and Perryville. Although this line 
serves Baltimore's Penn Station, its primary function is to provide commuter service to 
Washington, DC. 

b. Bus 

Bus service within the study area is provided by the MTA's #24 bus line. This a core bus route 
that operates via Pulaski Highway, Kelso Road, Martin Boulevard and Middle River Road to 
Eastern Boulevard. It provides service between Oliver Beach/Tidewater Village and Middle 
River/Franklin Square Hospital. 

4. Highway Network 

The MREC area is serviced by a mixed network of highways and local roads on the State 
Highway and Baltimore County road systems. 

US 40 is a four-lane divided arterial highway providing east-west movement for both local and 
through traffic between Baltimore City and Harford County. 1-95, located approximately one 
mile west of US 40, is the principle north-south interstate highway on the east coast MD 
7(Philadelphia Road), a secondary two-lane roadway situated parallel to, and between US 40 and 
1-95, provides additional north-south movement, primarily serving local traffic needs. MD 150 
(Eastern Avenue) is a two to four-lane highway leading to, and providing access from, the 

' Although 1-95 is designated a north-south highway and US 40 is designated an east-west highway, they run parallel 
to each other between Baltimore and New Castle, Delaware, and actually have a northeast-southwest orientation 
through eastern Baltimore County. 
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predominantly residential areas of Bowleys Quarters and Carroll Island, Middle River, the 
Martin State Airport, Essex, and Baltimore City. Major east-west traffic movements within the 
MREC area between US 40 and MD 150 are provided by Ebenezer Road and Earls Road. 
Additional traffic circulation within the area is provided primarily by Bird River Road, and 
Vincent Road. 

Ebenezer Road located along the northern boundary of the MREC area is maintained and owned 
by Baltimore County. The roadway has a two-lane section with 11-foot lanes, no shoulders or 
access controls with twelve at-grade intersections and approximately 115 driveways accessing 
the roadway. A cemetery is located close to the roadway just east of Earls Road. Land use is 
predominantly residential with agricultural and local service businesses also present. 

Vincent and Bird River Roads are located in the western portion of the MREC area. These 
roadways are primarily older, established residential streets with some evidence of new 
development along the western end of Bird River Road. The two-lane roadways have 10 foot 
lanes and no shoulders or access controls. 

Earls Road, a connecting link between MD 150 and Ebenezer Road, has severe design 
deficiencies in both horizontal and vertical alignments. The roadway section includes two 10- 
foot lanes with no shoulders. Land use is predominantly commercial with a sand and gravel 
plant, nursery, auto junkyard and other similar uses. Scattered residential uses are also evident. 
The existing land use results in considerable truck traffic along the roadway. The bridge on 
Earls Road crossing Amtrak is restricted, with a maximum weight limit of five tons and a speed 
limit of 30 miles per hour. The bridge is currently ( as of April, 1999) undergoing in-kind 
replacement. Completion of the replacement project is scheduled for Spring, 2000. The 
deficiencies, in both the road and bridge crossing, contribute to a high accident rate on Earls 
Road. 

5. Safety 

An accident analysis was performed for the MREC Area for the three-year period of January 1, 
1994 to December 31,1996. The analysis indicated there was a total of 336 reported accidents 
on the network of roads in the study area during this period. The following roadways were 
included: 

MD 150; Martin Blvd. (MD 700) to Ebenezer Road 
MD 43; 1-95 to US 40 
Ebenezer Road; US 40 to MD 150 
Bird River Road; Ebenezer Road to Middle River Road 
Vincent Road; Ebenezer Road to Bird River Road 
Earls Road; MD 150 to Ebenezer Road 

The results of the analysis reveal that Earls Road, Vincent Road, Bird River Road and MD 150 
are operating with accident rates that are statistically significantly higher than the statewide 
average rate for similar type and design highways. Of the 336 reported accidents on the study 

1-20 



Middle R iver Employment Center A ccess Study ^^ ^ 
Final Environmental Impact Statement/Final Section 4(f) Evaluation 
Section I. Purpose and Need 

area road network, there were six fatalities, 352 personal injuries and 140 accidents involving 
only property damage. 

Ebenezer Road, MD 150, Earls Road, Bird River Road and Vincent Road have significantly 
higher rates of rear end, opposite direction, sideswipe, fixed object, pedestrian and parked 
vehicle type accidents than the statewide average. There were no High Accident Intersections 
identified in the study area. Additional accident statistics are found in the "Middle River 
Employment Center Access Study Purpose and need Statement" in Appendix A. 

G.        Summary 

The Middle River Employment Center Area (MREC) is targeted for revitalization and for 
additional employment growth through its Eastern Baltimore County Revitalization Strategy and 
its countywide Growth Management Plan. The MREC is planned for considerable economic 
growth that can not be accommodated with the existing transportation infrastructure. In order for 
this development to occur, as Baltimore County has planned, additional multi-modal access 
needs to be examined. The need for this study is to examine ways to enable development to 
occur that can result in the 10,000 - 15,000 proposed new jobs for the area. 
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II.       ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED 

A.        Overview 

1. Project History 

The history of this project is extensive. The original transportation concept for the area was a 
freeway between MD 150 (Eastern Boulevard) and a proposed northern extension of the Pening 
Freeway. The first piece of this freeway, 1-95 to US 40, was constructed in the early 1960's 
concurrently with the construction of 1-95. This roadway, identified as MD 43, was examined 
again in the late 1970's/early 1980's as part of the Northeast Sector Transportation Study 
(NSTS). In 1982, at the conclusion of this study, it was determined that the westernmost 
connection should be 1-695. 

MD 43 was studied in greater detail than the NSTS by the SHA in the early 1980's. The 
culmination of that study, in 1985, was a recommendation to construct MD 43 between 1-95 and 
1-695. Also, it was decided that the roadway be constructed not as a freeway, but instead as an 
urban type arterial highway. That project was completed in 1993. 

The section of MD 43 from US 40 to MD 150 was studied in the late 1980's. The study was put 
on hold in 1990 when a major development planned in the area failed to materialize. 

In 1995, a Task Force was established by Governor Glendening to study access improvements 
for a proposed raceway. In July 1996, that Task Force came out with recommendations for a 
four-lane divided roadway from US 40 to MD 150. That concept is similar to one of the 
alignments considered in this study. However, the proposed racetrack is no longer being 
considered at this location. 

In July 1997, SHA officially started a Project Planning study to examine the best way to access 
the developable parcels in the Middle River Employment Center (MREC) as identified in 
Baltimore County's Master Plan (discussed below). This study was intended to examine all 
possible access improvements to the MREC and to gain the environmental approvals necessary 
to construct a transportation improvement in the study area. In response to the Purpose and Need 
of the project SHA examined a full range of conceptual alternatives, which were displayed at the 
Public Workshop on June 2, 1998. These alternatives were refined based on engineering 
constraints, environmental agency comments and public responses. Five alternatives were 
retained for detailed study as a result of this process of refinement. 

2. Proposed Land Use Plan 

Baltimore County has designated a portion of the Middle River area as an Employment Center, 
where employment growth is planned to occur. The MREC includes the 1000-acre undeveloped 
A.V. Williams tract, Martin State Airport and the Chesapeake Industrial Park, which includes the 
Middle River Aircraft Systems facility.    The full development potential of the MREC is 
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dependent on improved access to national transportation facilities that serve travel demand 
between the Baltimore area and other regions of the country. 

Much of the study area is targeted for future employment growth through the county wide Growth 
Management Plan. An objective of the plan is to maintain an adequate supply of prime industrial 
land served by public infrastructure while encouraging development and redevelopment to 
provide employment opportunities. Toward this end, the County designated several areas, 
including Middle River, as Employment Centers. The Employment Center classification is 
defined as "existing and proposed retail, office and manufacturing areas which provide 
significant Countywide service and employment opportunities" (June 2, 1997, Master Plan 
Amendment). 

Campbell Boulevard currently extends from White Marsh Town Center to MD 7. The County's 
plan for Campbell Boulevard would provide a direct link from the proposed residential 
neighborhoods to the White Marsh Town Center. The Master Plan calls for a boulevard-type 
roadway, which would consist of an approximately 70-foot typical section including sidewalks, 
bicycle trails, and trees. This arterial would connect area neighborhoods to the White Marsh 
Town Center and US 40. The goal for the local area is to not only provide an aesthetically 
pleasing and convenient connection to points north of US 40 for local residential traffic, but to 
also separate heavy truck traffic from residential areas. This separation of commercial and 
residential traffic can be achieved using the County's plan for Campbell Boulevard for 
residential traffic in conjunction with a roadway with more significant truck traffic to serve the 
employment center. 

There are two development proposals north of Bird River Road on either side of the proposed 
Campbell Boulevard. The Alma Smith Property is located west of Campbell Boulevard and has 
already begun construction. This property has 59 single-family homes with direct access to 
Campbell Boulevard via a proposed public road. The Tito Inc. Property is located to the east of 
Campbell Boulevard. It has an approved development plan for a total of 172 units. This 
development proposes two access points onto Campbell Boulevard. One point of access is a 
court with 39 single family homes, the other point is a small court with 7 single family homes. 
There are also two homes between these access points with their driveways directly accessing 
Campbell Boulevard. This totals to 107 single-family homes with their only access being via 
Campbell Boulevard. 

3. Existing Conditions 

A mixed network of highways and local roads on the State highway and Baltimore County road 
systems service the MREC area. The study area map is shown as Figure II-1. In the project area, 
MD 7 is classified as a minor arterial, while US 40 and MD 150 are classified as other principal 
arterials. Existing MD 43 is classified as an expressway/freeway. The extension of MD 43 
could be classified as a principal arterial, consistent with US 40 and MD 150. The existing road 
network adequately handles the existing travel demand, but would not be adequate to foster 
increased utilization of established employment areas in the MREC. The existing infrastructure 
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also does not provide adequate access to a large portion of the undeveloped industrially zoned 
land north of the Amtrak line. Thus, the existing road network will not support the planned 
development of this site. In addition, recent accident statistics show that the average accident 
rates on the local roads in the study area are above the statewide average for similarly designed 
roadways. These roadways include MD 150, Ebenezer Road, Earls Road, Bird River Road and 
Vincent Road. These roadways have substantially higher rates of rear end, opposite direction, 
sideswipe, fixed object, pedestrian, and parked vehicle type accidents than the statewide average. 

The existing infrastructure, including Martin State Airport, an Amtrak rail line, Mass Transit 
Administration service and a joint County/State highway network, cannot handle or induce the 
additional development planned for the MREC. Additional infrastructure is needed to provide 
the A.V. Williams and surrounding tracts of land with proper industrial access and to enhance 
access to areas south of the Amtrak including commercial, industrial and residential 
development. Without this additional infrastructure, development and land lease values would 
be limited to near existing conditions. The full development potential of the MREC is dependent 
on improved access to regional transportation facilities that serve travel demand between the 
Baltimore area and other regions of the country. 

The planned major economic development efforts identified in the Purpose and Need statement 
include accommodating the desired economic development & redevelopment potential for these 
designated employment areas. The statement " major economic development" as defined by both 
the County and SHA refers to the types of businesses that can not only bring higher revenues for 
the County, but can also provide higher paying jobs for its employees. However pursuant to 
Section 404(b)(1) of the Clean Water Act, alternatives that are less damaging to the aquatic 
environment must be considered, provided the project is economically practicable. Based on an 
independent Land Use Panel's findings, it is necessary to provide direct Interstate access to a 
location that is attractive to major companies looking to locate their operations within this region. 
Industrial areas with direct access to the Interstate are more attractive to industry because of their 
accessibility to major markets. Direct access to the Interstate can also have a number of positive 
effects on the existing community and the property values within the area. These include 
increased competition for the land, higher land values, and an increased number of job 
opportunities provided to the area economy that both the proposed businesses & roadway would 
provide for the community. All surrounding land values would increase as the demand for the 
real estate increases. Providing a direct connection has a greater potential for increased local 
employment, as well as greater interstate access for commuters. 

Although the roadway is primarily intended to serve traffic for industrial areas, it also has the 
potential to benefit the residential and commercial areas east of Eastern Boulevard (MD 150). 
These areas would also have direct access to large commercial centers and improved access to 
the Baltimore Beltway. Close proximity to the waterfront and convenient access to the 
Whitemarsh Town Center would make the surrounding area a more desirable place to live and 
would potentially increase area land values. Typically, waterfront areas that have good access to 
the transportation network have higher real estate values. 
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B.        SHA's Selected Alternative (Revised Alternative D Modified) 

1. Identification ofSHA 's Selected Alternative and Basis for Decision 

Revised Alternative D Modified is SHA 's Selected Alternative. It consists of a 4-lane divided 
roadway on a new location extending from the existing US 40 / MD 43 interchange, over Bird 
River Road and the Amtrak railroad, and terminating at MD 150, opposite the main entrance to 
the Maryland Air National Guard Complex. 

Revised Alternative D Modified was selected because it best meets the project purpose and need 
while being one of the alternatives having the least overall environmental impacts, when taking 
into account the location of future access roads. The specific rationale for its selection is 
provided.below. Also see Table S-l: Summary of Impacts and Cost matrix for a detailed 
comparison of all alternatives. 

> Revised Alternative D Modified provides the most direct access to key undeveloped upland 
parcels of land currently zoned for development in the Middle River Employment Center, 
therefore best addresses the purpose and need of the project. 

> Revised Alternative D Modified provides direct access to additional developable parcels as 
well as existing development at the Chesapeake Industrial Park, the Federal Depot and the 
Martin State Airport complex; it is one of three alternatives that provides this access. 

> Revised Alternative D Modified impacts a range of 9.6 to 9.8 acres of wetlands for both the 
alternative and it's associated future access roads, the second least of all the alternatives. 
(See Table IV-18). 

> Revised Alternative D Modified directly impacts 390 linear feet of streams, the least of all 
the alternatives. 

> Revised Alternative D Modified construction results in two Noise Sensitive Areas that 
approach or exceed Federal Noise Abatement Criteria or have a 10 decibel or greater 
increase. 

> Revised Alternative D Modified provides access to the MTA MARC Station and Martin 
State Airport for inter-modal connectivity with 1-95. 

> Revised Alternative D Modified incorporates the US Army Corps of Engineers' second 
choice preferred crossing of Windlass Run. (Fl Modified's crossing location was their first 
choice.) 

> Revised Alternative D Modified requires six residential and no business displacements. 
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> Revised Alternative D Modified is estimated to cost $58.6 million, which includes right of 
way, potential noise barriers, engineering and construction. 

> Revised Alternative D Modified avoids potential NRE archeological sites. 

> Revised Alternative D Modified avoids impacts to BGE transmission towers. 

> Revised Alternative D Modified has an adverse effect on the Martin State Airport/Federal 
Depot Historic District. SHA feels that this is an unavoidable impact. A retaining wall has 
been incorporated into the design to minimize proximity impacts to the paint hanger that is a 
contributing element for the historic district, although the wall does not eliminate the need for 
property acquisition from this parcel. SHA has committed to additional mitigation measures 
with the Maryland Historical Trust through the Section 106 process (See Section V and 
Appendix E). 

2. Development of SHA's Selected Alternative 

SHA's Selected Alternative (Revised D Modified) evolved from an original concept developed 
during the initial phases of the MRECAS. Alternative D was one of eleven initial alternatives 
developed during Stage I. During the detailed study phase (Stage II), Alternative D was 
modified and carried forward as a new alternative named Alternative D Modified. Alternative D- 
Modified was similar to Alternative D and retained all of Alternative D's advantages while 
providing an agency preferred crossing of Windlass Run (although it impacted more total 
wetlands) and provides for more direct access to the developable parcels of the MREC. It also 
avoided a potentially NRE eligible archeological site affected by Alternative D. 

Alternative D Modified was refined further as a result of written comments and testimony 
received at the Location Design Public Hearing and concerns raised by the regulatory agencies 
after their review of the proposed typical section included in the DEIS. This revised alternative, 
Revised D Modified, has been selected by SHA for design and construction. 

The typical section for Revised D Modified was modified in order to minimize impacts to the 
environment. The median was reduced in width from 34 feet to 24 feet in areas of no proposed 
intersections. Also the 20 feet of grading originally proposed on one side of the roadway was 
reduced to 10 feet. This will allow for the construction of a future sidewalk. 

Incorporating those changes, the typical section for the SHA Selected Alternative consists of a 
14 foot inside lane and a 15 foot outside lane in each direction with a variable-width raised 
median that ranges from 24 feet in areas of potential impact to 34 feet in the vicinity of proposed 
intersection locations. The roadway will be constructed with a closed drainage system, i.e. curb 
and gutter along the median and outside roadway edges. On one side of the roadway there is a 
ten foot graded buffer between the roadway and an eight foot pedestrian/bike path. The other 
side of the roadway will have a 10 foot landscape area to accommodate a future sidewalk.  The 
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design speed of the road is 45 miles per hour.   Figure 11-2 shows the originally proposed and 
modified typical sections. 
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In addition to the changes to the typical section discussed above, it was determined that a shift in 
the alignment of Alternative D Modified would avoid the need to relocate several BGE 
transmission towers. It was estimated that the four towers would have cost nearly $5,000,000 to 
relocate and would have required a lead-time of over twelve months. In order to avoid the 
towers, two shifts within the alignment were required between US 40 and Bird River Road. The 
alignment south of Bird River Road was also changed in order to avoid impacts to Holly Hill 
Cemetery. 

Table II-1 compares the environmental impacts of originally proposed Alternative D Modified 
and Revised D Modified. As indicated on Table II-1, the reduction in environmental impacts is 
due to the reduction of the typical section between proposed intersections for each alternative (D 
Modified and Revised D Modified). Although those alternatives not selected for design were not 
evaluated with a reduced typical section, similar reductions of environmental impacts would 
most likely occur. 

3. Multi-modal Enhancements to be Implemented With SHA's Selected Alternative 

In addition to the proposed roadway improvements, multi-modal enhancements will be 
implemented along with the highway improvements. They include enhanced bus service, a 
possible park and ride lot, enhancements to the Mass Transit Administration (MTA) Maryland 
Rail Commuter Service (MARC) station, Transportation Demand Management (TDM) measures 
for future development and pedestrian/bicycle accommodations. 

Extension of local bus service, adding commuter bus service and adding local circulator service 
will be planned for Revised D Modified to be coordinated with the opening of the roadway. 
Shuttle service from the MTA MARC Station to the proposed employment center could be 
included with the local circulator bus service, if demand warrants this service once development 
plans are finalized. 

The possibility for additional park and ride capacity will be considered in final design. Although 
space may be limited, if there are areas where excess land is available after we acquire entire 
properties we will examine their potential for a park and ride lot as well as develop possible 
locations within the development. 

Potential enhancements to the MTA MARC Station will be examined after the design of the 
roadway. Preliminary studies show that the potential to expand the MTA MARC Station may be 
limited due to property limitations and potential wetland impacts on the north side of the 
AMTRAK rail line. However there is some land available at the existing site south of the rail 
line to expand parking if necessary. MTA expects to examine increases in ridership once the 
new roadway is open to traffic to determine what types of enhancements are necessary. 
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^Y 

Table II-l: Summary of Impacts for Alternatives D-Modified and Revised D-Modified (Based on a 
Reduced Typical Section) 

Feature unit ;:: 
Alternative 

; : ^ D-Modf• •.' Revised 
D-Mqd 

Socio-Economic 

Right-of-Way (ROW) 
Required 

Acre 118.1 92.0 

Currently in Private Ownership Acre 106.0 75.6 
Number of properties affected No. 24 24 
Currently in State Ownership Acre 12.1 12.1 
Residential Displacements No. 5 6 
Business Displacements No. 1 0 
Consistent with Master Plans — Yes Yes 
Active Agricultural Land Acre 3.4. 3.4 
Public Parks No. 0 0 
Cultural Resources 

NRE Historic Sites' No. 1 1 
Pot. NRE Archeological Sites Impacted No. 0 0 
Natural Environment 

Critical Area Acre 0 0 
Wetlands (Direct Impacts) Acre 9.9 9.3 
Streams Crossed No. 5 5 
Stream Impacts L.F. 390 390 
Ploodplain Encroachment Acre 2.4 2.4 
Forest Impacts Acre 59.5 53.1 
100+ Acres Contiguous Forest Blocks No. 1 1 
Rare/Threatened/Endangered Species (Federal) No. of Sites 0 0 
Noise Impacts2 No. 2 2 
Air Quality Impacts3 No. 0 0 
Cost 

Length Mile 3.6 3.6 
ROW4 Millions 6.6 6.6 
Potential Noise Barriers Million $ 0.6 0.6 
Engineering & Construction Million $ 52.2 51.4 
Total Cost Millions 59.4 ' 58.6 

National Register Eligible sites from which property is required. 
2NSAs that approach or exceed Federal Noise Abatement Criteria or have a 10 dBA or greater increase. 
3 Sites Exceeding S/NAAQs. 
"Does not include ROW needed from A.V. Williams Trust property. 

The implementation of an employer-based Transportation Demand Management program for the 
employers locating within the MREC area will be examined. Employers applying for a 
development permit within the MREC could be held responsible through the County 
development process for developing and implementing a transportation demand management 
program to encourage carpooling, use of public transportation and flex time to reduce single 
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occupancy demand during the peak periods. This strategy has been successful in other areas of 
the state, but has never been used in Baltimore County. 

A pedestrian network connecting from MD 150 through the Employment Center and over to 
White Marsh and Perry Hall will be accommodated by the design. Plans for the pedestrian 
network have been coordinated with SHA and Baltimore County and will be discussed with 
various developers as their development enters the Baltimore County planning process. 

4. Issues Relevant to SHA's Selected Alternative 

Subsequent to the Public Hearing, a meeting was held with the Bird River Road residents to 
obtain input concerning the configuration of the MD 43/Bird River Road crossing. The intent of 
the meeting was to assure that the impacts of the proposed roadway would be minimized for area 
residents. 

Two options were considered. Option A would incorporate the horizontal and vertical alignment 
of MD 43 as originally conceived, leaving Bird River Road at its existing grade. With this 
option the vertical alignment of MD 43 would bridge approximately twenty-five (25) feet over 
Bird River Road. Option B would lower Bird River Road approximately ten (10) feet below 
existing ground, with MD 43 vertically aligned approximately ten (10) feet over existing Bird 
River Road. 

The consensus was that Option A should be carried forward to final design, leaving Bird River 
Road at its existing grade. Residents were concerned about loss of property due to the cuts 
required on both sides of MD 43. During the meeting citizens also expressed concerns regarding 
traffic-related noise following construction (See meeting minutes in Appendix F). SHA will take 
all of these concerns into consideration during the next phase of the project, which is Final 
Design. Furthermore, close communication will be maintained with these stakeholders through 
Final Design to assure that any other concerns are heard and properly addressed. 

For the Windlass Run crossing SHA prefers the construction of a 100-foot long simple span 
bridge. This will have 0.4 acres of direct wetland impact, 0.2 acres of wetlands under the bridge 
and 0.5 acres of floodplain impact. This option costs approximately $1.2 million. This option is 
preferred over a culvert or 200 foot long bridge because it has fewer impacts than the culvert and 
costs $1.3 million less than the 200 foot long bridge. Further details about these bridge and 
culvert options are contained in the Wetlands portion of the Environmental Consequences section 
(Section IV.J.2.) of this document. 

Access road locations and where they intersect the new roadway have not been finalized. The 
Baltimore County Department of Economic Development provided to SHA conceptual access 
road locations for each alternative for comparison purposes only. A map of conceptual locations 
and tables providing comparison information are included in the Secondary and Cumulative 
Effects portion (Section IV.Q.) of this document.   SHA, Baltimore County and the regulatory 
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agencies will work with the developers to determine the locations of future intersection access 
points in order to minimize natural environmental impacts. 

C.        Other Alternatives Considered But Not Selected 

The development of alternatives consisted of a consideration of more than twenty alternatives or 
modifications of alternatives to reach a final decision on five build alternatives to include for 
detailed study. The description of the alternatives and the potential benefits or impacts of each 
alternative are discussed in this chapter. 

The "Initial Alternatives" were derived from initial public input, the MRECAS project team, and 
several state, federal, and regulatory agencies. These alternatives were shown on a display board 
at the Alternatives Retained Public Meeting held on June 2, 1998. This display showed that 
SHA recommended dropping some of these Initial Alternatives from further consideration. A 
separate display showing "Preliminary Alternatives" was shown at the meeting and included in 
the brochure. The Preliminary Alternatives consisted of eleven alternatives that were derived 
from the Initial Alternatives or modifications of the Initial Alternatives. 

The Preliminary Alternatives were refined and modified to minimize wetland impacts based on 
wetland mapping, field reviews and agency input. All available wetland boundary data was used 
to provide "worst-case" estimates of wetland impacts to evaluate the alternatives to be retained 
for detailed study. The maximum potential wetland areas were based on a compilation of data 
from NWI mapping, wetlands from the Williams property delineated in conjunction with COE 
preliminary jurisdictional determination activities for a proposed NASCAR racetrack, a 
Baltimore County GIS database of wetland boundaries, and corridor field identification by SHA. 
In addition, SHA and the agencies participated in a number of field reviews where the potential 
crossings of Whitemarsh and Windlass Runs were looked at to identify a number of areas where 
it would be less damaging to provide a crossing of the sensitive area. This process was used to 
develop five alignments that have the least environmentally damaging wetland crossings. 

As part of the refinement of alternatives from Preliminary Alternatives to Alternatives Retained 
for Detailed Study, the alternatives were modified, based on discussions with the COE, to 
minimize wetland impacts while maintaining desirable design and safety criteria. The Final 
Alternatives cross Windlass Run and the associated wetlands in specific locations suggested by 
COE based on field reviews and wetland mapping verification. The alignments were developed 
in an attempt to balance the many conflicting issues involved with the project. These issues 
included geometric feasibility, potential environmental impacts, information obtained from field 
visits, limited disruption of the developable area, and impacts to the community. 

1. Initial Alternatives 

The Initial Alternatives are shown in Figure II-3. Table II-2 shows a comparison of the potential 
impacts associated with these alternatives based on a 150-foot disturbance bandwidth. 
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Table 11-2: Middle River Employment Center Access Study Summary of Initial Alternatives (Based on a 
150 ft. BandWidth) 
Alternative No 

Build 
A B C D E F G H I J 

Project Length (mi) 0 3.6 3.5 3.4 3.2 3.2 3.1 2.9 3.2 2.9 4.6 
^Properties 
Affected 
Residential 0 109 12 4 1 1 3 6 5 9 
Business 0 30 1 4 0 0 1 0 5 1 2 
Displacements 

Residential 0 30 14 11 5 7 10 13 6 4 6 
Business 0 1 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Environmental 
Impacts (AC) 
C. B. C. B. A. ' 0 5 5 5 0 5 0 0 0 5 5 
Historic 2 0 0 0 0 3 0 2 2 3 0 3 
Wetland 0 1 4 5 11 4 13 8 11 10 11 
Woodland 0 11 32 35 48 44 34 48 22 46 52 
Stream 
Crossings (#) 

0 3 4 5 5 5 3 2 2 5 3 

'Chesapeake Bay Critical Boundary Area 
2Number of acres of acquisition, not number of properties affected. 

No-Build Alternative 
The No-Build Alternative consisted of regular maintenance, safety and operational 
improvements to existing roadways in the study area. This alternative contained no major 
improvements in the Middle River area and, therefore, does not meet the stated purpose and need 
of the project. 

Initial Alternative A 
Alternative A proposed an upgrade of existing Ebenezer and Earls Roads. Beginning at US 40, 
this alignment would have followed Ebenezer Road, then turned towards the south to follow 
Earls Road until intersecting MD 150 across from Chase Elementary School. MD 150 would 
have been widened east of the dualization to accommodate the new intersection and possible 
increase in traffic volumes. 

Initial Alternative B 
Alternative B proposed a MD 43 extension that initially heads east crossing Vincent Road and 
Vincent Farm Road. The alignment paralleled Ebenezer Road behind most of the residences that 
line the road. Alternative B would have then followed Earls Road, beginning at Mulecart Lane 
and follow Alternative A to terminate at MD 150 across from Chase Elementary School. This 
alternative also required the widening of MD 150 east of the dualization to accommodate the 
new intersection and possible increases in traffic volumes. 
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Initial Alternative C 
Alternative C proposed a four-lane divided roadway section, which would have served as a MD 
43 extension into the study area. The alignment would have extended east of the BGE 
Substation and the Holly Hill Memorial Gardens Cemetery, with a grade separated crossing of 
Bird River Road. Alternative C would have terminated at MD 150 (Eastern Ave.) across from 
the Chase Elementary School. MD 150 would be widened east of the dualization to 
accommodate the new intersection and possible increase in traffic volumes. 

Initial Alternative D 
Alternative D proposed a four lane divided section, which would connect to the MD 43/US 40 
interchange. The alignment would extend east of the BGE Substation and the Holly Hill 
Memorial Gardens Cemetery, with a grade separated crossing of Bird River Road. The proposed 
roadway would then tie into MD 150 between the MARC Station and the Federal Depot directly 
across from the Maryland Air National Guard entrance. This alternative was very similar to the 
suggested feasibility study alignment from the previous MD 43 Task Force. Alternative D 
required a minor upgrade of Eastern Boulevard east of the dualization to compensate for possible 
increased traffic volumes. This issue was looked at in more detail during the subsequent phases 
of project planning. 

Initial Alternative E 
Alternative E followed the same alignment as Alternative D except for its connection with MD 
150. Instead of connecting between the MARC Station and the Federal Depot, Alternative E tied 
into MD 150 just east of the Williams Estates community, utilizing the clearing just west of 
Chase Elementary School, which is currently owned by the County. This proposed alternative 
would have required an Eastern Boulevard upgrade east of the dualization. 

Initial Alternative F 
Alternative "F" proposed a four lane divided section, which would have connected to the MD 
43/US 40 interchange. The alignment would extend west of the BGE Substation and west of the 
Holly Hill Memorial Gardens Cemetery, with a grade separated crossing of Bird River Road. The 
proposed roadway would have then tied into MD 150 between the Federal Depot and Williams 
Estates at the end of the dualization. This alternative may have required a minor upgrade of 
Eastern Boulevard (MD 150) east of the dualization to compensate for possible increased traffic 
volumes. 

Initial Alternative G 
Alternative G proposed a four lane divided section, which would have connected to the MD 
43/US 40 interchange. The alignment would have followed Alternative F until the southern end 
of the cemetery where it would have headed southwest and tied into MD 150 between Martin 
State Airport and Chesapeake Industrial Park at Wilson Point Road. 

Initial Alternative H 
Alternative H proposed a four-lane divided roadway originating at US Route 40 and extending 
south from Molirs Lane. Baltimore County is proposing to extend Campbell Boulevard to Mohrs 
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Lane that would have connected with this alternative, if chosen. The alignment would have 
traveled south through the study area passing to the west of the Queen of Peace School, with an 
at-grade intersection at Bird River Road. The proposed roadway would have then tied into MD 
150 between the MARC Station and the Federal Depot directly across from the Maryland Air 
National Guard entrance. This alternative may have required a minor upgrade of Eastern 
Boulevard (MD 150) east of the dualization to compensate for possible increased use. 

Initial Alternative I 
Alternative I followed the same alignment as Alternative C except for its connection with MD 
150. Instead of connecting in front of the Chase Elementary School, Alternative I would have 
tied into MD 150 just east of the Williams Estates Community, utilizing the clearing just west of 
Chase Elementary School, which is currently owned by the county. This proposed alternative 
would have also required an Eastern Boulevard (MD 150) upgrade east of the dualization. 

Initial Alternative J 
Alternative J proposed a four lane divided section, which would have connected to the MD 
43/US 40 interchange. This alignment parallels Ebenezer Road to the east with two Ebenezer 
Road crossings. The first crossing was just north of the Vincent Elementary School site and is 
proposed to be grade separated. The other crossing was closer to the Earls Road intersection and 
was proposed to be an at-grade crossing. Alternative J would terminate at MD 150 between the 
MARC Station and the Federal Depot directly across from the Maryland Air National Guard 
entrance. Alternative J required a minor upgrade of Eastern Boulevard (MD 150) east of the 
dualization to compensate for possible increased traffic volumes. 

Martin Boulevard Upgrade Alternative 
This alternative proposed an upgrade to the existing partial access controlled roadway of Martin 
Boulevard (MD 700). Access would have been improved at US 40 and MD 150, with the 
possibility of additional lanes if needed. In addition, SHA considered the possibility of 
connecting the A.V. Williams property to Eastern Boulevard (MD 150) with a bridge across 
Amtrak Tracks. Details of the study of this option are described in the Preliminary Alternatives 
Section of this Chapter. 

Rossville Boulevard and MD 702 Upgrade Alternative 
This alternative proposed to upgrade the existing Rossville Boulevard from US 40 to its existing 
terminus. Then it proposed to extend the roadway to MD 702, with the addition of an interchange 
onto MD 702 and upgrades to the existing interchange at MD 150. 

Multi-modal Concepts 
The following multi-modal options were considered. A description of specific measures 
included under each option and how it applies to this project are included in the Major 
Investment Study section (Section II-C) of this document. 
• Enhanced bus service on a new roadway alignment. 
• Park and Ride lot(s). 
• Enhancements to Martin MARC Station. 
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• Employer-based Travel Demand Management (TDM) measures. 
• Transportation Management Areas (TMA) for Middle River Employment Center to help 

implement above TDM options. 
• High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) on new roadway alignment. 
• Reverse commute trains on MARC lines. 
• Light Rail 

2. Preliminary Alternatives 

Studies of the Initial Alternatives resulted in recommendations to eliminate some alternatives 
from further consideration. A separate display showing "Preliminary Alternatives" was shown at 
the Alternates Public Meeting and included in the brochure. The Preliminary Alternatives 
consisted of eleven alternatives that were derived from the Initial Alternatives or modifications 
of the Initial Alternatives. Table II-3 shows the comparative impacts of these alternatives and a 
map of the Preliminary Alternatives is shown in Figure II-4. The impacts shown in Table II-3 
are also based on a 150 foot disturbance band width. 

Table 11-3: Middle River Employment Center Access Study Summary of Preliminary 
a 150 ft. BandWidth) 

Alternatives (Based on 

Alternative No 
Build 

H, H2 D £• . F, ^2 C I J, J* 

Project Length (mi) 0 2.7 3 3.2 .   3.2 3 3.4 3.4 ;  3.3 3.7 3.9 
Total Cost (SMillion)1 0 $40-50 $41-51 $49-5.9 $48-58 $38-48 $40-50 $51-61 $45-55 $51-61 $53-63 
Properties 
Affected 
Residential 0 15 25 1 11 2 12 13 14 24 25 
Business 0 6 13 2 9 2 18 15 9 15 8 
Displacements 

Residential 0 0 2 5 7 16 18 12 5   " 12 5 
Business 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 2 1 1 0 

Environmental 
Impacts (AC) 
C. B.C. B.A.2 0 1 4 1 4 1 4 2 4 7 9 
Historic3 0 3 0 3 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 
Wetland 0 9 3 10 4 11 4 4 8 4 8 
100 Year Flood Plain 0 <1 <1 :2 - 2 2 2 2 2. 3 
Woodland 0 23 30 39 42 30 37 30 56 32 48 
Stream 
Crossings (#) 

0 2 2 5 5 3 3 4 5; 4 5 

'Cost assuming a donation of the required right-of-way needed from the A. V. Williams parcel. 
2Chesapealce Bay Critical Boundary Area 
'Number of acres of acquisition, not number of properties affected. 
D Alternatives recommended for detailed study 
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a. Initial Alternatives Not Included in the Preliminary Alternatives Study 

Initial Alternative A 
Alternative A was not recommended because it cut through residential areas and did not address 
the Purpose and Need. 

Impacts to the residential areas along Ebenezer and Earls Roads would occur due to partial 
property acquisitions, displacements, the increase in traffic volumes, particularly truck traffic, 
into the center of residential neighborhoods and potential noise impacts to residences and 
businesses. Alternative A also had an unacceptably high direct and indirect socio-economic 
impact with 31 displacements and 170 properties affected (See Table II-2). In addition, heavy 
industrial and truck traffic would be introduced along residential roadways. Alternative A passed 
near the residences on Ebenezer Road and Earls Road and in front of the proposed Vincent 
Elementary School. There are many residences and businesses along these roads and no access 
control. The increased truck traffic associated with the development would have increased 
conflicts between truck traffic and entering vehicles thus compromising safety. The noise levels 
at residences located in close proximity to the roadway could have increased above existing 
levels with the improvements to the existing roadways and as a result of expected truck traffic. 

There were also potential noise impacts to non-displaced residences that are located within 200 
feet of the centerline of the Alternatives alignment. On Ebenezer Road a total of 56 residences 
fall within this impact area, while on Earls Road, 8 residences had the potential for noise 
impacts. The increased noise could have had a detrimental effect to quality of life of the 
neighborhood. 

Alternative A did not address the Purpose and Need since the improvements would not have 
supported the planned development of major economic development opportunity sites and would 
not have fostered the increased utilization of established employment areas in the MREC. This 
alternative did not provide direct access to 1-95. 

Additionally, this concept tied into MD 150 across from Chase Elementary School which could 
have resulted in safety concerns for the public. In addition, the alternative would not have 
provided direct access to the industrial areas along MD 150. 

Because the existing road was utilized by this alternative, there were fewer impacts to wetland 
and woodland areas. The magnitude of the wetland and woodland impacts was at least half that 
of the other alternatives. Although this is a notable advantage, the use of the existing road would 
have had a devastating effect on the community as previously described. For these reasons, it 
was unreasonable to further study this alternative. 

SHA did not recommend this alternative for further study, because it does not meet the 
Purpose and Need, it traverses existing residential areas, and would require 31 
displacements in 3.6 miles. 
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Initial Alternative B 
Alternative B was not recommended because it passes close to residential neighborhoods along 
its entire length resulting in proximity damage including right-of-way acquisition from 
residences along Ebenezer Road. It also affected the area of a proposed elementary school. 
There were 14 displacements associated with this alternative (See Table II-2). Alternative B 
passes behind the residences on Ebenezer Road to the east. Additionally, noise levels at 
residences located close to the proposed alignment would have potentially increased above 
existing levels. Proximity damage would have resulted from the amount of right-of-way required 
to support the proposed alignment. Potential noise impacts may have occurred to non-displaced 
residences that are located within 200 feet of the centerline of the new alignment. A total of 27 
residences fell within this impact area, primarily located adjacent to the eastbound lane of 
Ebenezer Road. Along Earls Road, 8 residences may have been affected by potential noise 
increases. Following Earls Road from Mulecart Lane, Alternative B had the same safety 
concerns as Alternative A. Residents along Ebenezer Road could potentially be located in an area 
with a major industrially based roadway west of their property and the existing Ebenezer Road 
towards the east, both in very close proximity. Alternative B would have provided access to only 
a portion of the planned developable area. 

Alternative B impacted 4 acres of wetlands and 32 acres of woodlands. These numbers are 
relatively low in comparison to the other alternatives, however Alternative B had the same 
number of wetland impacts as Alternative E. The woodland impacts of this alternative were 
slightly less than Alternative E, yet the impacts to existing neighborhoods are double. For these 
reasons, Alternative E seemed to be a more reasonable alternative for study. 

SHA did not recommend this alternative for further study. It has the same wetland impacts 
Alternative E but, unlike Alternative E, it passes close to residential neighborhoods along 
its entire length. Alternative B displaced 14 residences. 

Initial Alternative G 
Alternative G was not recommended because the bridge over the Amtrak tracks could have 
hindered the flight path for Martin State Airport and it resulted in 13 residential displacements 
(See Table II-2). This alternative also passed through BGE's proposed substation expansion and 
bisected the Bengies Road Community. Alternative G also had potentially the highest adverse 
historical site impact, due to the close proximity of Eastern Boulevard and the Amtrak bridge 
crossing associated with an interchange that would be needed on the Martin State Airport 
property. 

Alternative G impacted 8 acres of wetlands and 48 acres of woodlands. These natural 
environmental impacts were greater than or comparable to the impacts associated with the 
Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study. Considering the additional issues associated with this 
alternative, it was not reasonable to retain this alternative for detailed studies. 
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SHA did not recommend this alternative for further study, because the bridge over the 
Amtrak tracks could be located in the flight path for Martin State Airport. Alternative G 
also had 13 residential displacements. 

Martin Boulevard Upgrade Alternative 
The Martin Boulevard Upgrade was not recommended because it did not support the planned 
development. It did not address the purpose and need since the improvements would not have 
enabled the planned development of major economic development opportunity sites and would 
not have fostered the increased utilization of established employment areas in the MREC. This 
alternative also had the potential to impact proposed historic sites. 

The goal of roadway improvements is to provide an enhanced road network that will better 
attract new businesses as well as make the area attractive to a variety of industries. The Land 
Use Market Analysis concluded that this could only be accomplished fully with a direct 
connection to 1-95. Assuming that the A.V. Williams property is sold and developed, it would be 
in the best interest of the County and the local residents to develop the area in such a way as to 
provide for the full economic potential. The area might be developed without direct access from 
1-95 but the market demand for the property will be less pronounced without a direct access. A 
bridge from MD 150 over the railroad will not meet the Purpose and Need for the project since it 
would not enable the planned development of major economic development opportunity sites 
and foster increased utilization of established employment areas in the MREC. 

The Martin Boulevard Alternative, despite access into the MREC from the south, would have 
done nothing for the existing businesses along MD 150. The infrastructure proposed with this 
alignment would have been virtually the same as that of the No-Build Alternative, especially 
along Eastern Boulevard. Therefore, this alternative did not support the second part of the 
Purpose and Need because it did not increase the utilization of established employment areas in 
the MREC. 

SHA did not recommend this alternative for further study, because it does not meet the 
Purpose and Need for the project since it would not enable the planned development of 
major economic development opportunity sites and would not foster the increased 
utilization of established employment areas in the MREC. 

Upgrade to Rossville Boulevard and MD 702 
The upgrade to Rossville Boulevard and MD 702 was not recommended because it provided no 
support for development. It did not address Purpose and Need since the improvements would 
not have enabled the planned development of major economic development opportunity sites and 
would not have fostered the increased utilization of established employment areas in the MREC. 
This alternative also traversed an existing community, had potential for wetland impacts and 
stream crossings, and could have impacted a potential historic district. 

SHA did not recommend this alternative for further study, because it does not address 
Purpose and Need since the improvements would not enable the planned development of 
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major economic development opportunity sites and would not foster the increased 
utilization of established employment areas in the MREC. 

b. Alternatives Included in the Preliminary Alternatives Study 

The preliminary alternatives were shown to the public at the Alternatives Public Workshop on 
June 2, 1998 (See Figure II-4). A team meeting and focus group meeting were held after the 
public workshop. Recommendations were then made, considering comments from the public 
meeting, and input from the project team and focus group, as to which alternatives to carry 
forward for detailed study. 

No-Build Alternative 
This alternative was recommended to be taken forward as part of the Preliminary Alternatives 
study as a base case scenario to compare with the build options. 

Alternative C 
This concept provided direct access to 1-95 and good access to proposed developable areas, 
within the MREC. It avoided some wetland areas by utilizing the existing pavement along Earls 
Road.   (See Table II-3). 

Alternative D 
Alternative D was recommended because it had the least amount of socio-economic impacts. It 
also enabled the planned development and fosters the increased utilization of established 
employment areas in the MREC. This concept was very similar to the proposal by the MD 43 
Task Force. It was also similar to the alignment recommended by the Land Use Expert Panel 
that would best promote economic development. Alternative D provided direct access to 1-95 for 
development north and south of MD 150.   (See Table II-3). 

Alternative E 
Alternative E was recommended because it provided good access to the MREC and had 
relatively low natural environmental impacts. This alignment followed Alternative D until it 
approached MD 150 where it tied in east of the Williams Estate Community along MD 150 
including the Martin State Airport/Federal Depot Historic District. This divergence from 
Alternative D provided an avoidance alternative for the Historic District. This alternative also 
had direct access to 1-95 and comparatively low socio-economic impacts.   (See Table II-3). 

Alternatives F, and F2 

A modification of the Initial Alternative F was taken forward as part- of the Preliminary 
Alternatives study. Alternatives F, and F2 would have traveled on the east side of BGE's 
substation, then continued west of Holly Hill Memorial Gardens Cemetery similar to the initial 
Alternative F. The Initial Alternative F alignment was modified to have two ending locations. 
The first, Alternative F,, would tie into MD 150 between the MARC Station and Federal Depot 
across from the Maryland Air National Guard entrance. This tie in location required minor 
improvements to Eastern Boulevard (MD 150) east of the dualization to compensate for possible 
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increased traffic volumes. The second, Alternative F2, would tie into MD 150 just east of 
Williams Estates Community. This proposed alternative required an Eastern Boulevard (MD 
150) upgrade east of the dualization. (See Table II-3). 

Alternatives H, and H2 

Alternative H (Campbell Boulevard Extended) was part of the study of Preliminary Alternatives 
because it represented the best opportunity for inducing development without a direct connection 
to 1-95 or MD 43. For further study, this alternative was referred to as Alternative H,. An 
alternative ending location (Alternative H2) had the alignment tie into MD 150 just east of the 
Williams Estates community. This proposed alternative would have also required an Eastern 
Boulevard upgrade east of the dualization. (See Table II-3). 

Alternative I 
Alternative I was recommended because it provided good access to the MREC and had one of 
the lowest residential and commercial displacements. This alternative also had direct access to 
1-95 for development north and south of MD 150. (See Table 11-3). 

Alternative J 
Alternative J was modified and included in the study of Preliminary Alternatives. The first 
modification, Alternative J,, followed Earls Road from Mulecart Lane and tied into MD 150 
across from Chase Elementary School. It may have been necessary to widen MD 150 east of the 
dualization to accommodate the new intersection and possible increase in traffic volumes. 
Alternative J2, the second option, tied into MD 150 just east of the Williams Estates Community, 
utilizing the clearing just west of Chase Elementary School. The county currently owns this 
area. This alternative would have also required an Eastern Boulevard (MD 150) upgrade east of 
the dualization. (See Table II-3). 

Multi-Modal Options 
A consideration of multi-modal options was recommended as part of the consideration of 
Preliminary Alternatives. Section II.E. contains more detail on the multi-modal options. 

3. Final Alternatives for Detailed Study 

a. Preliminary Alternatives Not Recommended for Detailed Study 

The following describes the reasoning for eliminating these Preliminary Alternatives from 
further study. It includes a description of all the advantages and disadvantages for each 
alternative. A short summary of the major reasons for dropping the alternative is provided in 
bold at the end of each discussion to make the information easier to use as a quick reference as 
well as a source of detailed documentation. 

Alternative C 
Alternative C provided access to the MREC but was not recommended because it proposed 
major reconstruction and widening of Earls Road for the last half of the alignment. The 
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alternative would have changed the nature of this two-lane rural residential roadway and 
impacted the quality of life for the Earls Road community where 6 displacements would be 
required. There would have been a total of 14 displacements associated with this alternative. 
(See Table II-3). 

There was the potential for noise impacts to these residences as a result of the expected truck 
traffic. Noise impacts could be expected to increase above existing levels with the addition of a 
roadway within such a close proximity to the residential areas. There were potential noise 
impacts to 8 non-displaced residences that are located within 200 feet of the centerline of the 
Alternative. 

There are many residences and businesses along Earls Road and no access control. The 
increased truck traffic associated with the development could result in increased conflicts 
between truck traffic and entering vehicles thus decreasing safety. 

This concept tied into MD 150 across from Chase Elementary School resulting in safety concerns 
by the public. Along Earls Road, this alternative would displace 6 homes and a business. In 
addition, the alternative would also not provide direct access to the industrial areas along 
MD 150. 

There were also potential noise impacts to non-displaced residences that are located within 200 
feet of the centerline of the Alternative. On Ebenezer Road a total of 56 residences fall within 
this impact area, while on Earls Road, 8 residences have the potential for noise impacts. The 
increased noise could have affected the quality of life for the entire neighborhood. 

SHA did not recommend this alternative for further study, because it results in more 
wetland impacts than Alternative E but, unlike Alternative E, it uses Earls Road for the 
last portion of the alignment. Both Alternative E and C pass through residential areas, but 
Alternative C passes through an additional mile of residential areas along Earls Road. 
With the environmental impacts being approximately equal, SHA would choose to study an 
alternative that preserves the quality of life for more local residents. 

Alternative F, 
Alternative F, provided limited access to the MREC and was not recommended because of its 
relatively high number of residential displacements especially in the Bird River Road 
Community. There are 16 residential displacements associated with this alternative. This 
alternative also bisected currently utilized farms in the study area and had the highest amount of 
wetland impacts. A spur road would be required to access the developable areas, which could 
have potentially bisected currently utilized farms and it would have made access into the MREC 
a relatively circuitous movement. (See Table II-3). 

A modified version of this alternative with less environmental and residential impacts was 
retained for detailed study. 
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SHA did not recommend this alternative for further study, because it crosses Windlass Run 
in an area of comparable wetland impacts to the Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study 
yet does not serve the MREC as directly as the other alternatives and has greater impacts 
to residential communities. 

Alternative F2 

Alternative F2 provided access to the MREC but was not recommended because it had the 
highest number of residential displacements. There are 18 residential displacements associated 
with this alternative. It affected both the Bird River Road community and a minority community 
near MD 150. The alternative displaced two homes in the minority community, impacted 4 acres 
of wetlands and introduced industrial truck traffic in a predominately residential area just north 
of MD 150. This alternative also bisected active farmland south of the Holly Hill Cemetery. In 
addition, the alternative did not provide direct access to the industrial areas along MD 150. (See 
Table II-3). 

SHA did not recommend this alternative for further study, because it crosses Windlass Run 
in an area of comparable wetland impacts to the Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study 
yet does not serve the MREC as directly as the other alternatives and has greater impacts 
to residential communities. 

Alternative I 
A modified version of Alternative I was recommended for detailed study. 

Alternative H, 
Alternative "H," was not recommended because it did not provide direct access to 1-95 and did 
provide limited access to the MREC. It did not address the Purpose and Need since the 
improvements would not enable the planned development of major economic development 
opportunity sites and would not foster the increased utilization of established employment areas 
in the MREC. This alternative did not access all of the developable parcels and may not have 
provided an acceptable level of economic development potential for the MREC. This alternative 
has an at-grade intersection with Bird River Road in accordance with future development plans 
near the intersection. An at-grade intersection may increase traffic along Bird River Road and 
was opposed by the community. All other alternatives except Alternative "H2", were grade 
separated with Bird River Road. This alternative was located in a primarily residentially zoned 
portion of the study area, and a through highway for industrial traffic would be inconsistent with 
the County's Master Plan. This alternative was located furthest from the proposed developable 
parcels, which would have resulted in the longest spur road connection, which could have 
potentially increased environmental impacts and would have bisected an active family farm in 
existence since the early IQOO's. 

SHA did not recommend this alternative for further study, because it does not meet the 
Purpose and Need and would be inconsistent with the County's Master Plan. 
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Alternative H2 

Alternative H2 was not recommended because it did not provide direct access to 1-95. It did not 
address Purpose and Need since the improvements would not have enabled the planned 
development of major economic development opportunity sites and would not foster the 
increased utilization of established employment areas in the MREC. This alternative also 
includes an at-grade intersection with Bird River Road in accordance with future development 
plans near the intersection. This at-grade intersection may increase traffic along Bird River Road 
and was opposed by the community. All other alternatives except Alternative H, are grade 
separated with Bird River Road. This alternative is also located in a primarily residentially zoned 
portion of the study area, and a through highway for industrial traffic would be inconsistent with 
the County's Master Plan. This alternative is located furthest from the proposed developable 
parcels, which would result in .the longest spur road connection, which could potentially increase 
environmental impacts and would bisect an active family farm in existence since the early 
1900's. The alternative potentially displaces two homes in a minority community and introduces 
industrial truck traffic in a predominately residential area. In addition, the alternative would also 
not provide direct access to the industrial areas along MD 150. (See Table II-3). 

SHA did not recommend this alternative for further study, because it does not meet the 
Purpose and Need, would mix truck traffic in an area that the county intends to serve 
residential traffic, and would be inconsistent with the County's Master Plan. 

Alternative H, (Modified) 
A modification of the Alternative H, alignment was studied as part of the Preliminary 
Alternatives. This alternative crossed Windlass Run at the same point as Alternative F, 
(Modified) which was retained for detailed study. COE selected a specific location for the 
crossing of this alternative through field inspection and preliminary mapping. The location for 
the Windlass Run crossing was selected because it crossed at a point where the wetlands 
associated with Windlass Run are most narrow. The stream channel entrenchment is minimal 
compared to the other Alternatives. The associated valley is steeper and results in a narrow 
floodplain that provides moderate flood abatement and water quality functions. 

This alternative was not retained for detailed study because it did not meet the Purpose and Need 
for the project and did not meet the land use objectives for the local area. 

There is a significant difference between the County's proposal for Campbell Boulevard and the 
Purpose and Need for SHA's MREC AS project. The County plans to extend Campbell 
Boulevard into the White Marsh Town Center for the use of residential traffic; not truck traffic. 
The County's plan for Campbell Boulevard would provide a direct link from the proposed 
residential neighborhood to the White Marsh Town Center. The Master Plan calls for a 
boulevard-type roadway, which would consist of an approximately 70' typical section including 
sidewalks, bicycle trails, and trees. This arterial would connect area neighborhoods to the White 
Marsh Town Center and US 40. The goal for the local area is to not only provide an aesthetically 
pleasing and convenient connection to points north of US 40 for local residential traffic, but to 
also separate heavy truck traffic from residential areas.   This separation of commercial and 
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residential traffic can be achieved using the County's plan for Campbell Boulevard for 
residential traffic in conjunction with a roadway with more significant truck traffic to serve the 
employment center extending MD 43 to MD 150. 

There are two development proposals north of Bird River Road on either side of the proposed 
Campbell Boulevard. The Alma Smith Property is located west of Campbell Boulevard and has 
already begun construction. This property has 59 single family homes with direct access to 
Campbell Boulevard via a proposed public road. The Tito Inc. Property is located to the east of 
Campbell Boulevard. It has concept plans into the County for approval (as of November 1998). 
This development proposes two access points onto Campbell Boulevard. One point of access is 
a court with 39 single family homes, the other point is a small court with 7 single family homes. 
There are also two homes between these access points with their driveways directly accessing 
Campbell Boulevard. This totals to 107 single family homes with their only access being via 
Campbell Boulevard. 

There is 60 feet of right-of-way reserved between these developments. If Alternative H- 
Modified were constructed there will be direct impacts to proposed homes as a result of the 
approximately 210 feet needed for SHA's right-of-way requirements. Twenty-four proposed 
homes in the Tito development would be relocated or not allowed to be built. Also, there would 
be indirect impacts to the 24 homes remaining in this section of the Tito Property and to the 59 
homes in the Alma Smith property with their only access onto Campbell Boulevard. 

In addition, there are many smaller developments underway or proposed along Bird River Road. 
These total over 150 single family homes to be built that access Campbell Boulevard indirectly 
via Bird River Road. Also, there are additional parcels that are zoned residential but plans have 
not been submitted, this would include an additional 200 - 250 single family homes. 

The marketability of the land is a significant issue with regards to this study. The roadway is 
being built to bring economic development and jobs to this depressed area within a designated 
growth area for the Baltimore region. The infrastructure should be built to support the economic 
activity necessary to sustain the economy and the population within designated growth areas, 
consistent with the goals of the recent Smart Growth legislation. The proposal for MRECAS 
would provide a direct connection to the interstate and make the industrial area more attractive to 
major companies looking to locate their operations within the region. Industrial areas with direct 
access to the interstate are more attractive to industry because of their accessibility to major 
national markets. Direct access to the interstate can also have a number of positive effects on the 
existing community and the property values within the area. These include increased 
competition for the land, higher land values, and an increased number of local job opportunities 
provided to the area economy that roadway would provide for the community. 

Subsequent discussions with land use experts revealed that with a connection to the undeveloped 
land such as with Alternative H-Modified the uses of the land would dramatically change. Due 
to the longer travel time and circuitous route, the high value, high employment producing 
businesses would not locate in the undeveloped land. The uses that would be attracted would be 
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similar to what is currently located along Earls Road. These are businesses with few jobs and 
even fewer "family sustaining jobs", which is the goal of the proposed employment center. 

Detailed studies will provide more natural and socio-economic information about this alternative, 
but these studies will not change the reasons for eliminating this alternative. SHA does not want 
to conduct unnecessary detailed studies on Alternatives when it is known at a preliminary stage 
that they will not meet the purpose and need for the project and will be inconsistent with the land 
use objectives for the local area. 

There is less than one acre difference in the wetland impacts between Alternative F-Modified and 
Alternative H|-Modified. Both alternatives crossed Windlass Run at the same point. A 
comparison of the impacts is shown in Table II-4. Alternative F,-Modified had slightly more 
wetland impacts than H|-Modified due to the different crossing of Whitemarsh Run. The 
alternatives SHA proposed to retain for detailed study were the least environmentally damaging 
alternatives that met the purpose and need for the project and provided adequate land use 
development patterns for the area. They are also alternatives that are consistent with the existing 
and future desirable land use configuration for the local area as spelled out in the Baltimore 
County Master Plan 

There would be wetland impacts due to Baltimore County's extension of Campbell Boulevard, 
however the County project would also require a separate Section 404 and MDE permit. Both 
the county and state projects will comply with applicable regulations. The construction of both 
projects is consistent with the land use plans for the local area. 

Table H-4: Comparison of Alternatives F,- Modified and 
H.-Modified (Based on a 150 ft. Band Width) 
Alternative H, - Modified ^-Modified 

Project Length (miles) 2.7 3 
Total Cost (Smillion)1 $40-50 $38-48 

P ro pe rt ies A ffected 
Residential 15 2 
Business 6 2 

Displacements 
Residential 0 16 
Business 0 0 

Environmental Impacts (AC) 
C. B. C. B. A.2 1 1 
Historic3 3 3 
Wetland 9 11 
100-Year Flood Plain <1 2 
Woodland 23 30 

Stream Crossings (#) 2 3 
Cost assuming a donation of the required right-of-way needed 

from the A.V. Williams parcel. 
2Chesapeake Bay Critical Boundary Area 
•'Number of acres of acquisition, not number of properties affected. 
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Eliminating Alternatives that utilize Campbell Boulevard from future study will allow for a 
separation of residential land uses and industrial truck.traffic, which is consistent with the land 
use plans for the local area. Alternatives H, and H2 are inconsistent with the Baltimore County 
Master Plan. 

SHA did not recommend this alternative for further study, because it does not meet the 
Purpose and Need, would mix truck traffic in an area that the county intends to serve 
residential traffic, and would be inconsistent with the County's Master Plan. 

Alternative J, (See Table II-3). 
Alternative J, was not recommended because it did not address Purpose and Need since the 
improvements would not have enabled the planned development of major economic development 
opportunity sites and would not have fostered the increased utilization of established 
employment areas in the MREC. This alternative adversely impacted the communities along 
Ebenezer, Bird River, Vincent, Vincent Farm, and Earls Roads. This alternative also impacted 7 
acres of the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area. The crossing of Alternatives J, and J2 at Windlass 
Rim would have affected wetlands that are within a Resource Conservation Area of the 
Chesapeake Bay Critical Area. It would have bisected active farms east of Ebenezer Road. This 
alternative called for multiple crossings of Ebenezer Road both at-grade and grade separated. It 
also follows Earls Road for the last half of the alignment. There was a potential for noise 
impacts to these residences as a result of the expected truck traffic and strong public opposition 
from area residents. Noise impacts would have been expected to increase substantially above 
existing levels with the addition, of a roadway within this close proximity to the residential areas. 
There were potential noise impacts to 8 non-displaced residences that are located within 200 feet 
of the centerline of the alignment. There are many residences and businesses along Earls Road 
and no access control. The increased truck traffic associated with the development would 
increase conflicts between truck traffic and entering vehicles thus decreasing safety. This 
concept tied into MD 150 across from Chase Elementary School raising safety concerns by the 
team and the public. Along Earls Road, this alternative would have displaced 6 homes and a 
business in addition to the noise and safety issues associated with increased truck traffic along 
the roadway. In addition, the alternative would also not have provided direct access to the 
industrial areas along MD 150. Alternatives J, and J2 are the most expensive of all the options. 

SHA did not recommend this alternative for further study, because is has comparable 
wetland impacts to the Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study but has impacts to 
residential areas and does not serve the MREC as adequately. 

Alternative J2 (See Table II-3). 
Alternative J2 provided access to the MREC but was not recommended for detailed study. This 
alternative had the highest impacts to the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area and would have bisected 
active farms east of Ebenezer Road. The crossing of Alternatives J, and J2 at Windlass Run 
would affect wetlands that are within a Resource Conservation Area of the Chesapeake Bay 
Critical Area.   Alternative J2 would affect portions of a Limited Development Area within the 
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Chesapeake Bay Critical Area. This alternative adversely impacted the communities along 
Ebenezer, Bird River, Vincent, Vincent Farm, and Earls Roads. This alternative called for 
multiple crossings of Ebenezer Road both at-grade and separated. This alternative also had the 
highest impacts to the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area and would have bisected active farms east 
of Ebenezer Road. The alternative potentially displaced two homes in a minority community and 
introduces industrial truck traffic in a predominately residential area. Alternatives J, and J2 are 
the most expensive of all the options. Based on preliminary county coordination, a significant 
portion of Alternatives J, and J2 could fall outside the Priority Funding Area (PFA) currently 
being developed, which would have been inconsistent with Smart Growth initiatives. 

SHA did not recommend this alternative for further study, because it has comparable 
wetland impacts to the Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study but has impacts to 
residential areas and does not serve the MREC as adequately. 

b.        Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study 

The following modifications and decisions were made based on SHA and Environmental Agency 
field walks and decisions made at the September 3, 1998 meeting involving SHA, Baltimore 
County and Environmental Agency representatives. The Alternatives Retained for Detailed 
Study, also referred to as "Modified Preliminary Alternatives" are shown in Figure II-5, and an 
impacts comparison is shown in Table II-5. The impacts shown in Table II-5 are based on a 
bandwidth of 150 feet. The impacts were adjusted during the detailed study phase (See Table S- 
1 for final impacts). Detailed mapping for these alternatives is shown at the end of this Section 
in Figures 11-7 through II-l9. 

No-Build Alternative 
This alternative was recommended to be taken forward into detailed study as a base case scenario 
to compare with the build options. 
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Table II-5: Middle River Employment Center Access Study Summary 
Impacts (Based on a 150 ft. Band Width) 

of Modified Preliminary Alternatives 

Alternative No 
Build 

D D-Modified E FrModified I-Modified 

Project Length (mi) 0 3.2 3.6 3.2 2.9 3.4 
Total Cost (SMillion)1 0 $49-59 $55-65 $48-58 $37-47 $46-56 
Properties 
Affected  by changes 
in access 
Residential 0 1 1 11 2 14 
Business 0 2 2 9 3 9 
Displacements 

Residential 0 5 5 7 6 5 
Business 0 1 1 1 0 1 
Environmental   ;; 
Impacts (AC) 
C. B. C. B.A.2 0 1 1 4 1 4 
Historic :' 0 3 3 0 3 0 
Wetland 0 8 9 4 5 5 
100 Year Flood Plain 0 2 2 2 1 2 
Woodland 0 39 43 42 28 38 
Stream 
Crossings (#) 

0 5 5 5 4 5 

'Cost assuming a donation of the required right-of-way needed from the A. V. Williams parcel. 
2Chesapeake Bay Critical Boundary Area 
'Number of acres of acquisition, not number of properties affected. 
"Due to field-verified wetland information preliminary NW1 Mapping has been removed from the southern end of 

the study area near the MARC station. 

Alternative D 
Alternative D was recommended because it provided good access to the MREC and it had the 
least amount of socio-economic impacts. The entire alternative affected only 3 properties and 
had 6 displacements. (See Table II-5). It is also similar to the alignment recommended by the 
Land Use Expert Panel that would best promote economic development. As an extension of MD 
43, Alternative D provided direct access to 1-95 for development north and south of MD 150. As 
a secondary advantage the alternative would support potential upgrades to the GSA Complex, 
Martin State Airport, and the Chesapeake Industrial Park. Alternative D also received the greatest 
amount of public support. There are approximately 8 acres of non-tidal wetlands impacted with 
this alignment. 

The crossing of Windlass Run for this alternative had moderate channel entrenchment with a 
floodplain that is much broader and exhibits a seasonally saturated condition. As a result, flood 
abatement and water quality functions at this location appear to be the greatest. There is a 
potential that this crossing may affect more jurisdictional wetland area. Alternative D will 
require a Section 4(f) Evaluation, because it requires right-of-way from the Martin State 
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Airport/Federal Depot Historic District. Alternative D will be grade separated over Bird River 
Road. 

Alternative D Modified 
Alternative D Modified was added to the Alternatives Retained for Detailed study. This 
alternative would traverse through all three of the upland areas that are included as part of the 
developable area. The developer would have access to the upland areas directly, without the 
need to seek permits for service roads crossing additional wetland areas. Consequently, the 
secondary impacts associated with this alternative are less than many of the other alternatives. 
The crossing of Windlass Run for this alternative was suggested by COE through field visitsa 

because this alternative crossed at the narrowest crossing of the most disturbed stream section of 
Windlass Run. The I Modified and D Modified alignments seemed to have a more desirable 
stream crossing than Alternatives D and E, with potentially fewer impacts to the environment. At 
the crossing for Alternatives D Modified and I Modified, the stream channel exhibits the highest 
degree of entrenchment in comparison to the other Alternatives. As a result, out of bank flow is 
generally less frequent and adjacent wetlands are only temporarily flooded. Consequently, the 
flood abatement and water quality functions provided at this crossing are minimal. A Global 
Positioning System was used to ensure that the centerline being studied will cross at the point 
suggested by COE. Alternative D Modified will require a Section 4(f) Evaluation, because it 
requires right-of-way from the Martin State Airport/Federal Depot Historic District. Alternative 
D Modified will be grade separated over Bird River Road. 

Similar to Alternative D, this new alignment also had relatively minimal socio-economic 
impacts, with six displacements and three-properties from which right-of-way would be required. 
This alternative also improved access to the developable parcels within the MREC, in 
comparison with the original Alternative D alignment. With this alternative, the spur roads 
needed to access the developable portion of this site could avoid additional crossings of Windlass 
Run, therefore reducing the amount of cumulative impacts associated with development. As an 
extension of MD 43, Alternative D Modified would also provide direct access to 1-95 for 
development north and south of MD 150. As a secondary advantage the alternative would 
support potential upgrades to the GSA Complex, Martin State Airport, and the Chesapeake 
Industrial Park. There are approximately 9.9 acres of non-tidal wetlands impacted with this 
alignment. (See Table II-5) 

Alternative E 
Alternative E was recommended because it provided good access to the MREC and had 
relatively minimal natural environmental impacts. It has 4 acres of wetland impacts and only 
Alternative H2 has fewer impacts. (See Table II-5) Similar wetland impacts occur with both 
Alternatives E and C, but impacts to the communities along Earls Road are avoided with 
Alternative E. This alignment follows Alternative D until it nears MD 150 where it ties in east of 
the Williams Estate community. This divergence from Alternative D avoids effects to historic 
properties along MD 150 including the Martin State Airport/Federal Depot Historic District. 
This alternative also has direct access to 1-95. 
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The crossing of Windlass Run for this alternative has moderate channel entrenchment with a 
floodplain that is much broader and exhibits a seasonally saturated condition. As a result, flood 
abatement and water quality functions at this location appear to be the greatest. There is a 
potential that this crossing may affect more jurisdictional wetland area. Alternative E will cross 
over Bird River Road. Alternative E will be grade separated over Bird River Road. 

Alternative F, Modified 
The Preliminary Alternative F, was modified to minimize wetland impacts at the crossing of 
Windlass Run. A specific location for the crossing of this alternative was selected by COE 
through field inspection and use of the preliminary mapping. The location for the Windlass Run 
crossing for Alternative F, Modified was selected because it would cross at a point were the 
wetlands associated with Windlass Run are most narrow. The stream channel entrenchment is 
minimal compared to the other Alternatives. The associated valley is steeper and results in a 
narrow floodplain that provides moderate flood abatement and water quality functions. A Global 
Positioning System was used to identify that the preliminary engineering for the centerline of the 
alternative will cross at the point suggested by COE. 

Alternative F, Modified was recommended because it had minimal socio-economic impacts and 
provided a less environmentally damaging crossing of Windlass Run based on agency field 
reviews. As shown on Table II-5, this alternative also impacted 5 acres of wetlands. Regarding 
the socio-economic impacts, this alternative had 6 displacements and 5 properties affected. 
Alternative F, Modified did provide access into the MREC, but due to its proximity to the 
developable parcels an access road approximately one mile in length would potentially be 
required to access the development. Bird River Road would be constructed over Alternative Fl 
Modified. Alternative F, Modified required a Section 4(f) Evaluation, because it required right- 
of-way from the Martin State Airport/Federal Depot Historic District. 

Alternative I Modified 
The alignment of Alternative I was modified to minimize wetland impacts. This minimization 
was based on the preliminary wetland mapping and COE field reviews. The curve just east of 
Windlass Run was modified so that the alignment crosses the wetlands surrounding the Windlass 
Run tributary in a more upland area that may have less wetland impacts. COE identified this 
area during one of their field reviews and the modification was incorporated into this alternative. 
This modification has reduced the preliminary estimates of wetland impacts to 3 acres. 

Alternative I Modified was recommended because it provided direct access to the MREC and 
had a relatively low number of residential (5) and commercial (1) displacements (See Table II-5). 
The same 6 displacements associated with Alternative D are also displaced by this alternative. 
COE suggested the location for crossing of Windlass Run for this alternative through field visits. 
The I Modified and D Modified alignments seemed to have a more desirable stream crossing 
than Alternatives D and E, with potentially fewer impacts to the environment. At the crossing for 
Alternatives D Modified and I Modified, the stream channel exhibits the highest degree of 
entrenchment in comparison to the other Alternatives. As a result, out of bank flow is generally 
less frequent and adjacent wetlands are only temporarily flooded.    Consequently, the flood 
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abatement and water quality functions provided at this crossing are minimal. A Global 
Positioning System was used to ensure that the centerline being studied will cross at the point 
suggested by COE. This alternative also provides direct access to 1-95 for development along 
MD 150. Right-of-way would be acquired from 23 properties with this alignment. Alternative I 
Modified would require the closure of Bengies Road, west of the Amtrak rail line. Access will 
be provided by constructing a 20 foot wide driveway from one side of MD 43, under the 
mainline near MD 150, to the other side of MD 43 (See Figure 11-17). Alternative I-Modified 
will be grade separated over Bird River Road. Alternative I Modified also avoids the Martin 
State Airport/Federal Depot Historic District. 

4. Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study, but not SHA's Selected Alternative 

SHA is not recommending to carry forward Alternative D, Alternative E, Alternative Fl 
Modified or Alternative I Modified. 

Retained Alternative D (See Table S-l) 

> Alternative D has most of the same advantages as D Modified in terms of roadway location, 
but does not access the developable parcels as directly and consequently is estimated to 
require additional secondary impacts to wetlands and forested areas when access is provided 
to these parcels. 

> Alternative D requires four residential displacements and one business. 

> Alternative D's crossing of Windlass Run impacts 1.2 acres of wetlands and 0.9 acres of 
floodplain directly. The Corps felt this was a highly impactive location. 

> Alternative D impacts 8.2 (recently increased to 8.5 acres) acres of wetlands directly and 
impacts a range of 9.2 to 9.6 for both the alternative and its associated access roads. 

> Alternative D impacts two potentially National Register Eligible archeological sites. 

> Alternative D has an adverse effect to the historic district of the Martin State Airport/Federal 
Depot Historic District, similar to that of Alternative D Modified. 

Retained Alternative E (See Table S-l) 

> Alternative E's crossing of Windlass Run (the same as Alternative D) impacts 0.2 acres of 
wetlands and 0.9 acres of floodplain, again the Corps did not like this crossing location. 

> Alternative E terminates East of Williams Estates and West of the Chase Elementary School 
near a minority community that has been identified. Impacts to this community could 
include right-of-way acquisition and visual and noise intrusion. 
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> Alternative E also would require upgrading of MD 150 from near the termination point to 
Carroll Island Road. This will result in impact to utilities, additional properties and the 
Chesapeake Bay Critical Area. 

> Alternative E impacts two potentially National Register Eligible archeological sites. 

Retained Alternative Fl Modified (See Table S-l) 

> Alternative Fl Modified has the most residential displacements with 10. 

> Alternative Fl Modified provides the worst access to the developable land resulting in large 
secondary and cumulative impacts. This Alternative requires the greatest length and number 
of additional access roadways and therefore the third worst cumulative wetland impacts and 
the highest additional forest impacts. 

> Alternative Fl Modified has the most active agricultural land impacted. 

> Alternative Fl Modified has Bird River Road crossing over the roadway, resulting in more 
direct and indirect residential impacts, except for No Build. 

> Alternative Fl Modified has the least forest impacts. 

> Alternative Fl Modified has the second highest direct stream impact. 

> Alternative Fl Modified requires the most additional stream crossings in order to access 
development parcels. 

> One potential National Register Eligible archeological site impacted 

Retained Alternative I Modified (See Table S-l) 

> Alternative I Modified has the longest overall length and the highest cost. 

> Alternative I Modified has the highest secondary and cumulative impacts to wetlands and 
forests. 

> Alternative I Modified has the highest active agricultural farmland impacts. 

> Alternative I Modified terminates East of Williams Estates and West of the Chase 
Elementary School indirectly impacting a minority community. 
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> Alternative I Modified requires the second greatest length of additional access road 
construction 

> Alternative I Modified also would require upgrading of MD 150 from its termination at MD 
150 to Carroll Island Road. This will impact utilities, additional properties and the 
Chesapeake Bay Critical Area. 

> One potential National Register Eligible archeological site impacted 

> There will be increased traffic on MD 150 from terminus at MD 150 Martin State Airport. 

D.        Congestion Management System (CMS) Study 

In 1996, MDOT conducted a Congestion Management System (CMS) analysis of the Middle 
River Employment Center Access Study area. The CMS analysis focused on ways to manage 
congestion and reduce Single Occupancy Vehicle (SOV) travel to improve the efficiency and 
effectiveness of the transportation network in the study area. If an increase in SOV capacity is 
warranted, strategies appropriate both to manage the SOV facility and to improve mobility in the 
corridor in which the project occurs will be identified. This analysis refers to the MD CMS 
CorridorUJ 7 Report: Harford County to Baltimore (December, 1996), which includes the Middle 
River Employment Center Access Study area. 

CMS Corridor #17 analysis findings show that in this corridor moderate to severe peak period 
congestion can be expected to occur under all conditions. None of the congestion management 
strategy packages independently addresses congestion problems; it was shown that combinations 
of various strategies tested and proactive growth management are needed. We can expect similar 
conclusions to apply to the MRECAS area of Corridor #17. The MD CMS Strategies 
Identification Guidance Document was consulted in selecting the most appropriate congestion 
mitigation strategies. 

In Corridor #17, the Travel Demand Management (TDM) and Transportation Systems 
Management (TSM) measures along with transit service improvements would be helpful but are 
insufficient to relieve congestion. In the MRECAS area, employer based TDM measures such as 
vanpool/carpool support or preferential parking might help employers with large concentrations 
of employees making trips to and from the area. The establishment of a Transportation 
Management Association (TMA) in the study area would facilitate the implementation of these 
TDM measures. TSM measures such as access management would be useful in controlling 
direct access into the study area, and traffic signalization would be beneficial, especially on 
roadways that have heavy volumes of traffic flowing predominately in one direction. 

Regarding transit, existing rail service helps by providing an alternative mode of travel, but the 
transit market does not justify northbound Maryland Rail Commuter (MARC) service in the 
morning peak period, or southbound in the evening peak period.   The viability of additional 
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MARC service during special events should be studied to determine the expected number of 
events per year, alignment, patronage, etc. [This information was taken from the CMS Corridor 
#17 Report: Harford County to Baltimore (December 1996).] 
As part of a test package of the Corridor #17 Study, light rail service from Baltimore to White 
Marsh attracted daily ridership of approximately 16,000 passengers, and was recommended for 
additional study in that report due to its potential for helping to manage congestion. Bus or 
shuttle service connected to rail service in the study area would provide the flexibility to serve 
many trip patterns in a case where sufficient demand for such service is demonstrated. For 
example, on the segment of MD 43 that is a part of the Middle River Employment Center Access 
Study, bus service should be available to any major activity centers where people movement is 
an issue. In this case, bus bays would be a useful design feature along the main thoroughfare to 
facilitate smooth traffic flow, and land uses would need to be designed to allow pedestrians easy 
access to building entrances. Shuttle service from the Martin State Airport MARC Station to 
major activity centers, such as an employment center, should be studied as part of the project 
planning process as a way to enhance existing bus service. [This information was taken from the 
CMS* Corridor #17 Report: Harford County to Baltimore (December 1996).] 

The conversion of an existing lane along 1-95 to a High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lane would 
result in a reduction of general purpose lanes, and operating conditions would deteriorate slightly 
from the base case scenario. However, overall capacity would be increased by requiring the 
HOV lane to carry high occupancy vehicles. A complementary HOV lane with transit/HOV 
preference along MD 43 could help manage travel demand and could be a positive reinforcement 
to the mainline 1-95 HOV lane. HOV lanes on MD 43 should be studied as part of project 
planning if HOV lanes on 1-95 is determined to be a viable, imminent strategy. [This information 
was taken from the CMS Corridor #17 Report: Harford County to Baltimore (December 1996).] 

The addition of highway capacity enhancements will have a significant impact on congestion 
levels in the entire corridor, and will have corresponding impacts in the MRECAS area. SOV 
strategies are likely to be the primary, most effective transportation solutions due to the character 
of planned land use in the Middle River Employment Center area, including warehousing, office, 
or other industrial use, and the need to accommodate SOVs and trucks. General-purpose lanes 
will be needed to support this high-growth area and effectively manage travel demand. 

Given the types of developments planned for the MRECAS area, the private vehicle will 
continue to be the dominant travel mode. In addition, there is current and projected goods 
movement activity due to existing industrial uses, and the large tracts of industrial zoned land. 
Approximately 3-13 percent of the average daily traffic (ADT) on the local roadways is truck 
traffic. [This information was taken from the CMS Corridor #17 Report: Harford County to 
Baltimore (December 1996).] 
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E.        Major Investment Study (MIS) 

The Major Investment Study was conducted as part of the preliminary studies of alternatives for 
the Middle River Employment Center. This analysis eliminated some alternatives from further 
study and recommended that implementation of some measures be further considered. 
Coordination with the Baltimore Metropolitan Council (BMC) and the Mass Transit 
Administration (MTA) was ongoing throughout the project development. 

A number of multi-modal options were considered. The reasons for recommending 
implementation of these measures are summarized in the following section. 

1. Multi-modal Options Not Recommended for Detailed Study 

Detailed studies of HOV lanes, rail transit connecting from the MARC Penn Line to west of 1-95, 
and reverse commute trains on the MARC Line were not recommended for further study. The 
reasons for removing these options from further study are explained below. [This information 
was taken from the CMS Corridor #17 Report: Harford County to Baltimore (December 1996).'] 

High Occupancy Vehicle Lanes 
Implementation of HOV lanes on 1-95 is not expected to occur soon, therefore HOV lanes will 
not be included in the design of the MRECAS since there will be no connectivity of the road 
network. The conversion of an existing lane along 1-95 to an HOV lane would result in a 
reduction of general purpose lanes, and operating conditions would deteriorate slightly from the 
base case scenario. 

The addition of highway capacity enhancements will have an impact on congestion levels in the 
entire corridor, and will have corresponding impacts in the MRECAS area. SOV strategies are 
likely to be the primary, most effective transportation solutions due to the character of planned 
land use in the Middle River Employment Center area, including warehousing or other industrial 
use, and the need to accommodate SOVs and trucks. General-purpose lanes will be needed to 
support this high-growth area and effectively manage travel demand. 

Rail Transit within the Employment Center 
Several Mass Transit Administration (MTA) bus lines and the MARC Penn Line provide transit 
service in or near the MRECAS area. Detailed studies include a consideration of transit and its 
connectivity to the transportation network and a description of these is included in the next 
section, however additional fixed-guideway transit options will not be further considered. The 
feasibility of widening the median or reserving right-of-way for a fixed guideway transitline 
within the proposed corridor was considered during the study of preliminary alternatives. It was 
decided that it would be unreasonable to reserve space for a future transitway as part of the 
MRECAS highway improvements. Reserving the right-of-way would provide space only for a 
three-mile transitway and would not provide for system connectivity. No right-of-way is 
reserved to connect a transit corridor to other parts of the region outside the study area.   In 
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addition, a rail connection in this area is not contained in the Constrained Long Range Plan and 
is not part of the recommendations detailed in the Corridor#17 Congestion Management Report. 
As congestion worsens in the entire corridor, the availability of the existing transit service will 
become more important and could help manage travel demand in the study area. 

If light rail service is built between downtown Baltimore and White Marsh, bus feeder service 
from the Middle River area will connect the MREC to the light rail service. 

Reverse Commute Trains 
In the corridor as a whole, rail capacity is high compared to ridership, which is relatively low at 
the northern end (including the MRECAS area) because the trains are destined for Washington, 
D.C. and most riders board in or south of Baltimore City. The MARC Penn Line does serve 
approximately 400 daily riders at the stations from the Martin State Airport north to Perryville. 
There is substantial excess capacity available to accommodate additional riders at the Martin 
State Airport Station and other stations in the CMS corridor. However, the service is entirely 
directional, serving southbound traffic in the morning and northbound traffic in the evening. 
There may be a lack of demand for reverse commute trains, however more detailed studies will 
be required. These studies are outside the scope of study for the MRECAS. [This information 
was taken from the CMS Corridor #17 Report: Harford County to Baltimore (December 1996).] 

2. Multi-modal and Congestion Mitigation Options Retained for Further Study 

The following multi-modal options were recommended for further study to be included with the 
highway build alternatives. 

Transportation Management Area 
The new roadway will potentially contribute to the congestion currently experienced in the local 
area. This includes daily peak hour congestion experienced on the Beltway and on 1-95. SHA 
would encourage the implementation of a Transportation Demand Management Area program 
for the employers locating within the MREC area. Employers applying for a development permit 
within the MREC area could be held responsible for developing and implementing a 
transportation demand management program. The list below details the elements that could be 
included in the program. 
• preferential parking for carpools 
• carpool/vanpool/rideshare matching 
• access to transit fare information, guaranteed ride home 
• staggered and/or compressed work schedules and participation in surveys to measure 

program effectiveness 
• establishment of Transportation Management Associations or program coordinators 
• telecommuting 
• shuttles to the MARC Station 
• discounted or fully subsidized transit fares 
• bicycle racks and shower facilities 
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The agreed upon effectiveness of each of these measures to reduce trips can be estimated and 
measures would be implemented as chosen by the employer to meet an established trip-reduction 
quota. A Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) can be established with the county and area 
employers. Trip reduction measures such as these are being implemented on an increasing basis. 
MOU's have been developed for the National Institutes of Health and the Walter Reed Army 
Medical Center in Montgomery County. The implementation of these programs can be used as 
an example for the development of this parcel. 

Access Management 
TSM measures such as access management would be useful in controlling land development 
patterns and direct access into the study area. The alignment proposes to have at-grade 
intersections at the US 40 interchange, at MD 150, and potentially two to three intersections to 
serve the developable area. Traffic signalization and traffic calming measures would also be 
beneficial. 

Park-n-Ride Lots 
Usage of park and ride lots in the corridor is relatively good, averaging 51 % of capacity. The 
park-n-ride facilities in the area are served by bus transit. A description of the park-n-rides in the 
area is listed below: 
• in White Marsh at Perry Hall Boulevard and Honeygo Boulevard with a capacity of 200 

spaces and 50 percent usage rate, and 
• on MD 150 at Back River with a capacity of 100 spaces and 50 percent usage rate. 
• The Martin State Airport MARC Station Park-n-Ride lot, with 175 spaces, has a 75 percent 

usage rate. 

Bus 
Several Mass Transit Administration (MTA) bus lines provide bus transit service in or near the 
MD 43 area. In the CMS Corridor #17 as a whole, the ratio of bus ridership to capacity is fairly 
high. MTA #15 operates between White Marsh and Security Square Mall. MTA #24 operates 
between Tidewater Village and Franklin Square Hospital and intersects other bus routes and the 
MARC Penn Line. MTA #35 operates between Franklin Square Hospital and the University of 
Maryland Transit Center. MTA #120, a premium express service, operates between White 
Marsh and Downtown Baltimore. 

Bus or shuttle service connected to rail service in the study area would provide the flexibility to 
serve many trip patterns in a case where sufficient demand for such service is demonstrated. For 
example, on the segment of MD 43 that is a part of the Middle River Employment Center Access 
Study, bus service should be available to any major activity centers where people movement is 
an issue. In this case, bus bays would be a useful design feature along the main thoroughfare or 
within the development to facilitate smooth traffic flow, and land uses would need to be designed 
to allow pedestrians easy access to building entrances. Shuttle service from the Martin State 
Airport MARC Station to major activity centers such as an employment center, is included in the 
plans for the Transportation Management Area as a way to enhance existing bus service. 
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Extension of local bus service, adding commuter bus service and adding local circulator service 
will be planned for any build alternative to be coordinated with the opening of the roadway. This 
analysis has been coordinated with the Mass Transit Administration. In terms of local bus 
service they intend to extend the proposed Route 66 into the employment center, extend the 
Route 23 to meet with the Route 66 at the same location and have the Route 24 make a stop at 
that same location. In terms of the commuter bus service the MTA will investigate locating a 
park and ride lot near the intersection of US 40/MD 43 and extend the Route 120 to serve the lot. 
In terms of local circulator service they will examine the implementation of a local circulator bus 
service to transport people through the study area on the new road to locations such as the White 
Marsh Mall, Martin State Airport, the Martin State Airport MARC station, and the proposed 
employment center. 

Enhancements to the Martin MARC Station 
Potential enhancements to the Martin State Airport MARC Station can be looked at as part of the 
design of the roadway. Preliminary studies show that the potential to expand the MARC Station 
may be limited due to space constraints and wetland impacts on the north side of the rail line. 
Pedestrian access to the station could be improved with the construction of a pedestrian 
connection associated with Alternatives D, D-Modified, or F,-Modified. Potential use of the 
park-n-ride may also increase with these alternatives, as they would provide fast access to 1-95 
and provide a good meeting place for carpools and vanpools in the Middle River area. An 
enhanced waiting area and ticketing facility will be examined in the next phase of the study. 

Pedestrian Facilities 
The proposed cross-section includes a 15-foot outside lane and room to include sidewalks. It 
would be prudent at this stage to make sure that enough cross-section width is included in the 
404 permit to include pedestrian facilities as a final design detail. 

A pedestrian/bike connection between White Marsh to the MARC Station or to the waterfront 
development is needed for the future development of the area. The entire route from White 
Marsh Town Center to the waterfront would be less than five miles. There are difficulties 
associated with crossing 1-95 and US 40 but the demand for pedestrian facilities may be 
significant if the area becomes developed with an alternative that extends MD 43. In accordance 
with the Americans With Disabilities Act, the project will accommodate, to the maximum extent 
feasible, all pedestrians (including the disabled) on the proposed facility. 

Pedestrian facilities are needed along existing White Marsh Boulevard (MD 43). People actually 
climb down the slopes to cross the roadway and there are pedestrian crossings along existing MD 
43 in areas that the county never anticipated a need for. There is also a good amount of 
pedestrian and bicycle traffic along the route. A connection between MD 43 and Eastern 
Boulevard (MD150) should be provided. The pedestrian coordinators for both SHA and 
Baltimore County recommend it. 
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For the recreational biker and pedestrian movements, a vision plan was developed using county 
and developer roadways as a safer and more efficient way to allow for these movements through 
the area. (See Figure II-6) 

From MD 150, the first major hurdle to a bike or pedestrian movement is the crossing of the 
Amtrak rail line. The bridge to be constructed over Amtrak will include a five foot sidewalk on 
both sides of the bridge. As a part of SHA's project a five-foot sidewalk will be constructed 
from MD 150 until the first intersection north of MD 150 on the west side. The proposed design 
speed and presumable speed limit in this section will be 40 mph. 

From this first intersection with a county/developer roadway the recreational biker and pedestrian 
accommodations will be located on a separate alignment. In this section, the new roadway will 
be designed at a 45 mph design speed and is expected to be posted as such. 

On the west side it is assumed that recreational bikers and pedestrians will be accommodated 
along a county/developer roadway up to Bird River Road. These movements will then be 
accommodated on Campbell Boulevard to White Marsh Mall and surrounding development, the 
major destination. 

On the east side it is assumed that recreational bikers and pedestrians will be accommodated 
through easement from the developer. A path could cross Windlass Run on SHA's 
bridge/culvert (design the same as the Amtrak bridge) then extend through the Bird River 
Road/Vincent Road/Ebenezer Road network to Cowenton Boulevard over 1-95, ending up in the 
Perry Hall and Honeygo areas. 

As a contingency to the planned County/developer network, SHA will leave room in the right-of- 
way for the section from where the sidewalk ends, up to Bird River Road to allow for a 
retrofitted pedestrian accommodation in the landscaped area adjacent to the new roadway. This 
area will allow for a buffer between the roadway and the sidewalk. Therefore a curbed section 
can be constructed and still maintain SHA aesthetic considerations and the possibility to 
accommodate pedestrians and bikers. The recreational bikers and pedestrians, if they must be 
accommodated along the corridor, will be as far from the travel lanes as possible to keep them as 
safe as possible. 

From Bird River Road to US 40 the design speed will be 50 mph and there will be an open 
section, therefore SHA will not make any plans for additional pedestrian and recreational biker 
accommodations as part of their study. The recreational bikers and pedestrians will be 
accommodated on existing and planned (the extension of Campbell Boulevard) county network 
of roads. 

In addition, the commuter biker will be accommodated by an extra wide outside lane, currently 
proposed as a maximum of 15 feet. This width will not be signed or marked as a bike lane, but 
will allow enough buffer for the commuter biker to safely operate in the travel lane. The 
highway designation for the build alternative will be MD 43. 
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in 

HI. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

A. Social, Economic and Land Use 

1. Social Environment 

a. Population 

The area of study for the MRECAS is located entirely within Baltimore County. Population 
statistics for Baltimore County are shown in Table ni-1. As shown in the table, the population 
of Baltimore County has been increasing steadily over the last 25 years, although the rate of 
increase has declined over the last five to eight years. The data also indicates that the largest 
increase among age groups is the 65+ age group, which increased by more than 130% from 1970 
to 1995. 

Table III-l: Baltimore County Population Characteristics 
1970 1980 1990 1995 

Individuals: 
Total Population 621,077 655,615 692,134 713,600 
Male 302,364 314,749 330,288 340,050 
Female 318,713 340,866 361,846 373,550 
White 599,027 590,283 589,346 580,100 
Non-white 22,050 65,332 102,788 133,500 

Selected Age Groups: 
0-4 49,065 34,721 47,965 50,190 
$-19 181,935 147,339 121,539 126,510 
20-44 206,099 250,684 284,558 279,360 
45-64 138,280 152,507 141,618 152,250 
65+ 45,698 69,364 96,454 105,290 

' Households: 
Total Household Population 607,282 642,354 678,424 699,042 
Total Households 184,890 237,371 268,280 283,900 
Average Household Size 3.28 2.71 2.53 2.46 

Source: Planning Date Services, Maryland Office of Planning, March 1998 Revision 

Maryland Office of Planning projections through the year 2020 call for continued population 
growth throughout the County, with total populations increasing to 781,500, an increase of 9.5% 
(Figure III-l). The 65+ age group will continue to increase at a high rate, attaining a 43.0% 
increase over the 1995 level for that group. The 45-64 age group will increase nearly as fast 
(42.3%), while all other age groups are expected to decline in numbers during the period. 
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11%, 

Figure m-l: Baltimore County Population from 1970 through 2020 

Source: Planning Date Services, Maryland Office of Planning, March 1998 Revision 

The number of jobs available to Baltimore County workers is expected to increase from 409,600 
to 476,000 by the year 2020 (a 16.2% rise), with the largest number of new positions being in the 
Services industry (Figure III-2). The services industry is currently the leading job provider in the 
County (134,700 jobs in 1995) and will continue in its position well into the twenty-first century. 
By 2020 it is expected to account for 38.4% of all Baltimore County jobs. Retail sales jobs and 
jobs in finance, insurance, and real estate will also increase, but not nearly as fast, accounting for 
18,900 new jobs in aggregate. Meanwhile, jobs in manufacturing are expected to decrease in 
number by 14.1% or 5600 jobs, and the number of jobs in all other categories are expected to 
remain at or near current levels. 

Figure 111-2: Trends in the Number of Available Jobs Within Selected Baltimore County 
Industries. 
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The study area is included within the boundaries of nine contiguous Baltimore County Census 
Tracts (See Figure 111-3). Table III-2 provides selected 1990 population characteristics for the 
nine census tracts that comprise the MRECA study area. The study area contained 37,715 
persons in 1990, which represented a little over five percent of the County's total population. The 
poverty level for 1989 was defined by the Department of Health and Human Services as $6,310 
for an individual or $12,674 for a four-person household. Approximately five percent of the 
families in the study area were below the poverty level in 1990. This is approximately the same 
ratio as in the rest of the County. 

Table III-2: Stu* y Area Population ( Characteristics 
Census Tract # 4113.02; 4113.04 4113.05 4507 4514 4516 4517.01 i451.7.0r 4518.02 Total 
Size (Sq. Mi.) 8.06 5.09 1.75 0.12 1.35 2.69 6.39 3.83 14.55 43.83 
Families 524 1,694 1,983 545 2,036 716 538 538 2,051 10,625 
All Persons 1,849 5,506 7,164 2,254 7,483 2,549 1,790 1,820 7,300 37,715 
Persons   Below 
Poverty1 Level 18 24 20 6 313 94 0 20 72 567 

"Ethnictiv? 
White 1,762 5,522 6,478 2,059 6,485 2,476 1,730 1,815 7,040 35,367 
Black 79 75 350 124 780 60 55 0 202 1725 
Amer.   Indian, 
Eskimo, Aleut 1 15 5 25 34 6 1 4 23 114 
Asian,    Pacific 
Islander 1 187 315 18 120 60 4 1 30 736 
Other 6 7 16 28 14 1 0 0 5 77 

Source 1990 Census of Population and Housing, US Department of Commerce 
1 $12,674 for a family of four in 1989 dollars 

Section I-E of this document provides a discussion and supporting data that projects population, 
households, labor force, and employment trends for the study area through the year 2020. 
Employment is expected to increase significantly due to the development of the employment 
center. Meanwhile the population and the labor force are expected to remain near the current 
level, necessitating recruitment of employees from outside the study area in order to staff the 
new employment positions. The number of household are expected to increase, but only slightly. 

b.        Ethnic Characteristics 

Table III-2 also shows the ethnic make-up of the study area. Ethnic minorities represented 
6.22% of the study area's population compared to nearly 15% County-wide. The two largest 
ethnic minorities are the African-American community that makes up 4.56% of the study area 
population and the Asian, Pacific Islander group that constitutes 1.95%. Native Americans and 
others make up the remaining 0.50%. 
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c. Neighborhoods 

Residences in the MRECAS are primarily of two types: older single-family homes scattered 
among commercial and agricultural properties, or newer single-family homes clustered within 
high-density planned communities. The older homes tend to be located either on larger, 
scattered lots or on smaller, clustered lots that line main roadways for short distances, and 
consequently a community structure is not apparent. One notable exception, however, is a 
community on Bengies Road, west of Earls Road, where a distinct community has been apparent 
since the mid ISOO's. Historically an African-American community, it has retained its character 
to the present day. A meeting was held on June 18, 1999 with the minority communities, to 
update them on the upcoming Public Hearing and to solicit comments. See community meeting 
minutes in the Appendix. See Figure 11-4 for a map showing communities. 

Planned communities are located along the edges of the MRECAS and are associated with either 
MD 150 or US 40. One planned community, Wampler Village, is located just outside of the 
study area on Wampler Road but it will likely benefit from the improved highway access, 
depending on final routing and intersection placements. It is closely connected to an older 
townhouse community, Maple Crest, which lies just west of it, and to Middle River which lies 
still further west. Northwest of Wampler Village is the Sleepy Hollow Mobile Home Park, a 
small community that extends eastward from US 40 and is bounded by Mohrs Lane to the south 
and Reames Road to the north. Just north of Reames Road is the community of White Marsh 
Estates. Immediately east of Martin State Airport and south of MD 150 the new waterfront 
community of Fairwinds consists of upscale housing overlooking Frog Mortar Creek. The 
Chesapeake Yachting Center is located creek-side within this community. On the west side of 
MD 150 and opposite the Fairwinds community are two adjoining mobile home communities: 
Peppermint Woods and Williams Estates. These properties extend westward to the Amtrak 
railway. 

d. Community Facilities and Services 

(1)      Schools and Churches 

Two schools are located within the study area: Chase Elementary School and Our Lady Queen of 
Peace School. Chase Elementary is located on MD 150 and shares a common property with the 
Chase Middle School site. The middle school site is located just east of the elementary school 
and lies just outside the MRECAS area boundary. Our Lady Queen of Peace School is located 
on Bird River Road near Wampler Village and White Marsh Estates. Both of these schools have 
outdoor recreational facilities. A third school, Vincent Elementary School, is planned for the 
area and will be built at a designated site on Ebenezer Road, northeast of White Marsh Estates. 

Our Lady Queen of Peace Catholic Church is located with Our Lady Queen of Peace School and 
is affiliated with it. Shining Star Baptist Church and Sharp Street United Methodist Church are 
located immediately outside of the MRECAS area on MD150, and Ebenezer United Methodist 
Church is located on the MRECAS boundary line at the junction of Ebenezer and Earls Roads. 
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Schools and churches are shown in Figure II-6 in Section II of this document. 

(2)       Emergency Response and Medical Facilities 

Eight fire and/or emergency ambulance companies are located within or around the perimeter of 
the MRECAS area: 

Middle River Volunteer Ambulance Rescue Squad is located within the MREC on Leland 
Avenue, near the Chesapeake Industrial Park.     Leland Avenue runs parallel to and 
immediately west of MD 150. 
Middle River Fire Company #12 is located to the west of the MREC at Compass and 
Henderson Roads, one block east of Middle River Road. 
Cowenton Fire Company #200 is on Ebenezer Road, just west of US 40 and the Amtrak 
railway and north of the MREC. 
Chase Fire Company #54 is located on Eastern Avenue at Ebenezer Road and lies east of the 
MREC. 
Bowley's Quarters Fire Company #210 is located on Bowleys Quarters Road at Susquehanna 
Avenue, an intersection which lies to the southeast of the MREC. 
Middle River Volunteer Fire Company #220 is located directly on the southwestern 
perimeter of the MREC at 1100 Wilson Point Road, just east of Martin State Airport. 
Middleborough Fire Company #230, is located to the southwest of the MREC, and although 
it is further away than the others, it is in close enough proximity to effectively back up the 
closer units. 
Essex Fire Company #7 is also located in close enough proximity to effectively back up the 
closer units. 

Only one medical facility operates within the MRECAS area, it being a medical center located 
within the Chesapeake Industrial Park and operating as a service to General Electric's Middle 
River Aircraft Systems complex. 

The nearest hospital, Franklin Square, is located west of the MRECAS area at Rossville 
Boulevard and Franklin Square Drive. It is a 405-bed, full-service hospital with emergency 
room facilities. Franklin Square is the sixth largest hospital in the Baltimore Metropolitan Area 
and serves eastern Baltimore County, Harford County, and parts of Baltimore City. 

A nursing and rehabilitation facility, owned and operated by Manor Care Health Services, is 
located on Ridge Road, near the intersection of MD 7 and Rossville Boulevard and in close 
proximity to Franklin Square Hospital. 

The MREC is located within the jurisdictions of two Baltimore County Police Department 
precincts: the 11th Precinct, located on Marlyn Avenue in Essex, and the 9th Precinct, located on 
Perry Hall Boulevard in White Marsh. 

III-7 



Middle River Employment Center Access Study 
Final Environmental Impact Statement/Final Section 4(f) Evaluation / d^^f 
Section III Affected Environment 

(3) Transportation Services 

Transportation facilities within the study area include Martin State Airport and the Martin 
Airport Train Station for the MARC commuter rail system. The MARC trains utilize the Amtrak 
rail lines through this area and provide commuters with local rail passenger service to 
Edgewood, Aberdeen, and Perryville to the north and to communities within the Baltimore- 
Washington corridor to the south. The airport and the MARC station are both owned by the 
State of Maryland and operated by the Maryland Aviation Administration and Mass Transit 
Administration, respectively. Amtrak trains pass through the area on a regular schedule to points 
all along the east coast, but Amtrak does not have a station in or near the area. The nearest 
Amtrak stops are in Aberdeen to the north and Baltimore City's Pennsylvania Station to the 
south. 

(4) Other Facilities 

The Maryland National Guard has facilities at Martin State Airport. 

Holly Hill Memorial Gardens cemetery is located on Bird River Road. It is comprised of 99 
acres lying to the west of Vincent Road near White Marsh Estates. 

Two baseball fields are located along the east side of MD 150, within the Chesapeake Industrial 
Park area. 

2.        Economic Environment 

a.        Employment Characteristics 

Table III-3 contains selected statistical information compiled from the 1990 census for the nine 
census tracts that include the MRECAS area. The selected topics include the number of 
residents attaining specific educational thresholds and the number of residents employed within 
specific industries, job categories, and job classes. A breakdown of the household incomes for 
the area is also provided. 

As the table shows, 35% of the area's adult residents 25 years of age and older have obtained 
high school diplomas but have not received any college education. And whereas 27.5% of the 
population have not obtained a high school diploma, the remaining 37.5% have gone on to 
college, with 19% earning college degrees at Associates level or higher. Only 4.3% have 
advanced degrees. 

The leading industries employing the area's residents are retail trade (17.8%) and non-durable 
goods manufacturing (12.0%), followed by the construction (9.9%) industry and the combined 
areas of finance, insurance and real estate (7.9%). The remaining workers are fairly evenly 
distributed among the remaining industry categories. 

The occupation categories describe the type of work performed by area workers. The leading 
one is a combined category for all precision production, crafts, and repairs occupations. 
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Table III-3: Study Area Education and Employment Characteristics 
Category Persons % 

Education (All Persons, Age 25 and Over) 
Less than 9th Grade 2613 10.60% 
9th to 12th Grade - No Diploma 4156 16.86% 
High School Graduate 8813 35.75% 
Some College - No Degree 4373 17.74% 
Associate Degree 1240 5.03% 
Bachelor's Degree 2398 9.73% 
Graduate or Professional Degree 1062 4.31% 
Toted Education 24655 100.00% 
Industries (Employed Persons, Age 16 or Over) 
Agriculture, Forest, Fisheries 212 1.07% 
Mining 33 0.17% 
Construction 1967 9.91% 
Manufacturing, Durable Goods 1103 5.55% 
Manufacturing, Non-durable Goods 2398 12.08% 
Transportation 1056 5.32% 
Communications 619 3.12% 
Wholesale Trade 962 4.84% 
Retail Trade 3520 17.73% 
Finance, Insurance, and Real Estate 1551 7.81% 
Business Services and Repair Services 1031 5.19% 
Personal Services 431 2.17% 
Entertainment and Recreation 254 1.28% 
Health Services 1544 7.78% 
Educational Services 1070 5.39% 
Other Professional Services 913 4.60% 
Public Administration 1193 6.01% 
Total Industries 19857 100.00% 
Occupations (Employed Persons, Age 16 Or Over) 
Executive, Administrative, Managerial 2482 12.50% 
Professional Specialties 1852 9.33% 
Technicians 723 3.64% 
Sales 2467 12.42% 
Administrative Support 3425 17.25% 
Private Household Services 41 0.21% 
Protective Services 563 2.84% 
Other Services 1693 8.53% 
Farming, Forestry, Fishing 237 1.19% 
Precision Production, Crafts, Repairs 3468 17.47% 
Machine Operators, Assemblers, Inspectors 1290 6.50% 
Transportation, Material Handling 937 4.72% 
Equipment Cleaners, Helpers, Laborers 678 3.41% 
Total Occupations 19856 100.00% 

(continued on next page) 
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Table III-3: Study Area Education and Employment Characteristics (cont'd.) 
Category Persons % 

Worker Classes (Employed Persons, Age 16 Or Over) - 

Private For Profit 15261 76.85% 
Private Not For Profit 981 4.94% 
Local Government 1447 7.29°/ 
State Government 558 2.81% 
Federal Government 676 3.40% 
Self Employed 839 4.23% 
Unpaid Family Workers 95 0.48% 

Total Worker Classes 19857 100.00% 

Household Income (All Households) Households % 
Less than $5,000 636 4.36% 
$5,000-59,999 820 5.62% 
$10,000-12,499 444 3.04% 
$12,500-$14,999 512 3.51% 
$15,000-$ 17,499 554 3.80% 
$17,500-$ 19,999 344 2.36% 
$20,000-522,499 691 4.74% 
$22,500-$24,999 491 3.37% 
$25,000-$27,499 763 5.23% 
$27,5()0-$29,999 567 3.89% 
$30,0()0-$32,499 685 4.70% 
$32,500-$34,999 489 3.35% 
$35,000-$37,499 742 5.09% 
$37,500-$39,999 637 4.37% 
$40,000-$42,499 708 4.85% 
$42,500-$44,999 510 3.50% 
$45,000-$47,499 525 3.60% 
$47,500449,999 445 3.05% 
$50,()00-$54,499 773 5.30% 
$55,000-$59,999 731 5.01% 
$60,000-$74,999 1345 9.22% 
$75,000-$99,999 835 5.73% 
$100,000-$124,999 235 1.61% 
$125,000-$149,999 52 0.36% 
$150,000 or more 50 0.34% 

Total Household Income 14584 100.00% 

Source: 1990 Census of Population and Housing, US Department of Commerce 
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It accounted for 17.5% of the population. Right behind it is the administrative support category 
(17.3 %). Managers and executives together account for 12.5% of the population and 12.4% of 
the workers are sales staff. 

In regards to the worker class, an overwhelming 77% work for private, for-profit companies, 
whereas only 5% work for non-profits, only 4% are self-employed, and the remaining 10% work 
within various levels of government. About 0.5% are unpaid family workers. 

All income levels are represented in the study area. In fact, household incomes are very evenly 
distributed among the income level categories. The highest number of households were in the 
$60,000-$74,999 income range, but this amounted to less than 10% of the population. Only 
2.3% of the population, or 237 homes, had household incomes of more than $100,00 dollars, 
whereas 31% had household incomes of less than $25,000. 

Not shown in the table are statistics comparing the MRJECAS area with other areas and other 
times. When those comparisons are made, some significant facts come to light, and especially 
three facts of major importance to this study. First, the area was the only regional employment 
area outside of Baltimore City that had a net loss of jobs. Good paying manufacturing jobs have 
been replaced by lower paying retail and service jobs. Second, the area has lost 15,000 residents 
since 1970, and third, the area has the highest concentration of poverty in Baltimore County, 
with a majority of the area below the County's median household income. 

b.        Industrial Facilities 

The Glenn L. Martin plant, founded in 1929, was the industrial anchor for the area during the 
1930's and 1940,s. Employment peaked at this facility during World War II, when more than 
50,000 workers were engaged in the manufacture of military aircraft. Over the last fifty years, 
however, corporate downsizing and consolidation in the aircraft industries has resulted in a 
considerable decline of the workforce, which reached a low of 600 workers in 1996. Today, the 
plant is owned and operated by the Middle River Aircraft Systems (MRAS), a subsidiary of 
General Electric Company. Formerly known as Lockheed Martin Aerostructures, MRAS is 
currently involved in a substantial expansion project that has already grown its workforce from 
600 employees to 1,200 in just two years. By the year 2001 MRAS expects to add at least 
another 250 jobs and invest $30 million on plant upgrades. (Governor's Press Office, May 1998 
Press Release) 

Chesapeake Industrial Park is comprised of nearly 80 acres of industrial property distributed 
among six parcels. The site has access to MD 150, to an AMTRAK rail spur, and to shoreline 
footage along Dark Head Creek. Currently the parcels are undeveloped, but they are zoned to 
include manufacturing, warehouse/distribution, and office uses. The economic development 
potential for the parcels will be considerably higher with improved transportation access. 

Martin State Airport has 265,000 square feet of office, industrial, and hanger space available for 
lease, with a current occupancy rate of 95%. A number of area businesses maintain flight 
operations and office facilities, including Black & Decker Corporation, Crown Central 
Petroleum, USF&G, PHH, Ward Machinery, and Lockheed Martin. 
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The Federal General Services Administration (GSA) facility was the site of a major U.S. Army 
Publications Depot facility until 1996. The building is presently 53% leased and houses the 
Social Security Administration, a US Air Force Publications facility, and the US State 
Department. The remaining 47% is being actively marketed by GSA, with the potential of an 
additional 400,000 square feet being leased in the immediate future. GSA plans to maintain 
control of the facility for lease to government entities. 

The 1000-acre A.V. Williams property is the largest industrial tract of land under single 
ownership in the County but is undeveloped because it lacks highway access and sewer service. 
Over the past few years the A.V. Williams parcel has been proposed at different times for 
development as an automobile assembly plant, an amusement park with a foreign trade zone, and 
an automobile raceway with a 100,000 seat stadium. Each of these proposals was critically 
dependent on significantly improved regional highway access to accommodate large volumes of 
freight, employees, and/or customers. 

c. Commercial Facilities 

Nearly all of the commercial development within the MRECAS area has been concentrated in 
two strips. One strip lines both sides of MD 40 at its junction with Ebenezer Road. It is 
comprised of gas stations, restaurants, an automobile dealer, auto repair/parts shops, and several 
other small businesses. The other strip lines the eastern side of MD 150 from immediately north 
of Martin State Airport to beyond the MRECAS boundary. It is comprised of numerous 
restaurants, retail stores, beauty parlors, and a variety of other shops and services. Within both 
of these strips a significant number of the businesses are relatively new enterprises. Outside of 
these strips commercial facilities are generally old and scattered, being largely interspersed 
between residential and agricultural properties. 

3.        Land Use 

a.        Existing Land Use 

Land use in the northern portion of the study area is dominated by existing highways, including 
the I-95/MD 43 interchange, the MD 43/MD 7 interchange, and the MD 43/US 40 interchange. 
Land use along MD 7 and US 40 is primarily commercial/industrial. MD 43 between 1-95 and 
US 40 is access controlled and vacant. High-tension electrical transmission lines enter the 
MRECAS area via the MD 43 corridor and exit as they cross Earls Road, north of New Bengies 
Road. The transmission lines extend entirely across the MRECAS, running in a northwest- 
southeast direction. 

Ebenezer Road and Earls Road land use is predominantly residential, with some scattered 
commercial sites. Vincent Road, Vincent Farm Lane, and cross streets between them comprise 
an area of new and significant residential development. 

Land use along Bird River Road is predominantly residential, with some scattered commercial 
and industrial uses. Our Lady Queen of Peace School is located on Bird River Road to the west 
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of Alternative Fj Modified. South of Bird River Road, the alternative routes pass to the east and 
west of Holly Hills Memorial Gardens Cemetery. Land use south of the cemetery is 
predominantly open and undeveloped. There is an active farm operation just south of the 
cemetery. The 1000-acre Williams tract is located between the farm and MD 150. With the 
exception of a few widely scattered residences, the Williams tract is completely undeveloped 
and, for the most part, densely wooded. Amtrak's Northeast Corridor rail line forms the southern 
border of the Williams tract. 

The Wampler Road area is primarily residential with some agriculture and light industrial areas 
and isolated commercial enterprises. 

MD 150, south of the Amtrak rail line, is intensely developed, primarily for industrial uses with 
some residential and commercial uses. 

b.        Future Land Use 

Baltimore County has established an aggressive county-wide growth management program, 
which is embodied within its Baltimore County Master Plan 1979-1990. The plan, adopted by 
the County Council in 1979, created an urban service boundary, the Urban Rural Demarcation 
Line (URDL), which defines the limit of public water and sewer service and the limit of the 
major transportation system. The MREC is located within the URDL, which means that 
development requiring water and sewer extensions would be allowed, and the County's major 
transportation system could be extended to the area. In fact, the County has targeted the area for 
future employment growth, and the stated means for achieving that end are the development of 
prime industrial properties and the serving of public infrastructure. For instance, the County's 
Master Sewer and Water Plan was amended in 1996 to designate the A.V. Williams property as 
a capital facilities area, which means that water and sewer services would be made available to 
that property within the framework of a six-year capital program. 

Future land use includes office/industrial use within the MREC, surrounded by suburban and 
residential uses and rural protection. Resource protection areas will adjoin Bird River. This land 
use configuration is depicted in Figure III-4, which shows Page 111 of the 1990 Baltimore 
County Master Plan. The Master Plan calls for extensive land development within the 
employment center boundaries for commercial and industrial uses. Outside of the employment 
center the land is designated for primarily urban residential use in the western and southern 
portions of the study area. Along the northern and eastern fringes development will be largely 
curtailed because the northern portion is zoned for rural protection and the eastern edge lies 
within the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area. 

Within an area encompassing the urban residential land use areas and extending into a portion of 
the employment center, the Baltimore County Planning Department database indicates that 
twenty-one private development projects were in either the proposal, approval, or construction 
phases at the time of this writing. These projects include commercial, industrial, and residential 
development types. All of the residential development projects are approved for single-family, 
detached homes (SFD). A breakdown of the projects according to development type is presented 
in Table III-4 and details of all the known private projects are shown in Table III-5. 
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Table III-4: Active and proposed development within MRECAS by type 
Development Type No. of Projects No. of Units Acreage 

Residential 12 330 169.5 

Industrial 4 10 152.2 

Commercial 3 3 10.9 

Mixed 1 2 5.0 

Office 1 1 1.5 

Source: Baltimore County Office of Planning 
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Table III-5: Known Active and Proposed Private Development Projects within the MRECAS 
Tax 
Map 

Census 
Tract 

Parcel Proj. No. Project Name Status 
11/24/98 

Development 
Type 

No. of 
Units 

Acres 

82 411302 6 
699 

Xl-775 Aldabere Warehouse (Redland 
Genstar-Monier) Industrial Site 

plat 
recorded 

Industrial 2 7.3 

91 451802 24 XV-651 Armstrong, Joseph plan 
approved 

Residential 2 1.4 

91 451802 29 XV-643 Brown, Raymond K. plan 
approved 

Residential 2 1.2 

91 451802 18 
400 

XV-629 Carroll Island Park plan 
approved 

Office 1 1.5 

82 411302 16 XI-738 Cellular       Systems       Supply 
(Knight, Wayne) 

plat 
recorded 

Industrial 1 16.7 

91 451802 213 XV-669 Chase   Auto    Care    (PUD-C) 
(Rons Auto & Transmission) 

plan 
approved 

Commercial 1 4.2 

83 451701 152 XV-633 Earls Road (516) plat 
recorded 

Mixed 2 5.0 

82 451701 706 XV-273- 
01 

Forty      East      Business      & 
Industrial Park 

plat 
recorded 

Industrial 2 58.6 

90 451400 951 XV-693 Harvey,   Sharon  &  Robinson, 
Winifred 

plan 
approved 

Residential 3 2.7 

82 451701 801 XV-702 Holt, Rosanda Property plan 
approved 

Residential 34 9.6 

82 411302 107 XI-611 1-95 North Business Center plan 
approved 

Industrial 5 69.6 

82 451701 87 XV-724 Kimble, Daniel plan 
approved 

Residential 2 1.0 

90 451400 558 XV-598 Ruby, Philip (Lot 28) plan 
approved 

Residential 2 4.1 

82 451701 151 
186 
260 

XV-687 Smith, Alma Property plat 
recorded 

Residential 78 46.4 

82 451701 148 XV-580- 
02 

Smith, Joseph - phase 2 plan 
approved 

Residential 2 5.4 

82/83 451701 148 XV-580- 
01 

Smith,     Joseph     and     Mary 
Property - phase 1 

plan 
approved 

Residential 1 2.6 

83 451701 102 XV-630 Tanner, Wayne plan 
approved 

Residential 2 12.7 

90 451600 1209 XV-579 Tilley Chemical Company plan 
approved 

Commercial 1 6.0 

82 451701 149 
152 
706 

XV-273- 
03 

Tito   Inc.   Property   (40   East 
Business and Industrial Park) - 
4/2/98 

concept 
plan for 
review 

Residential 183 73.5 

82 451400 806 
825 

XV-706 Wampler Woods concept 
plan for 
review 

Residential 19 8.9 

82 451701 659 XV-657 White Marsh Car Wash plan 
approved 

Commercial 1 0.7 

Source: Baltimore County Office of Planning 
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B.        Cultural Resources 

SHA has completed identification and evaluation of historic stractures and archeological 
resources for the study area. Coordination letters from the State Historic Preservation Office 
acknowledging completion of cultural resource identification are included in Section VI of this 
document. Cultural resource studies were undertaken in compliance with Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA) as amended in 1992. 

The NHPA represents the cornerstone of federal preservation law, and was passed to address the 
widespread disturbjince of historic properties. The law provides for identification, evaluation, 
and protection of cultural resources. Section 106 of the NHPA requires federal agencies to take 
into account the effects of their undertakings on historic properties, and provides the Advisory 
Council on Historic Preservation, an independent agency created by the NHPA, the opportunity 
to comment on undertakings that affect historic properties. Properties that qualify for inclusion 
on the National Register of Historic Places are considered historic for the purposes of Section 
106. To qualify for the National Register, districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects must 
have significance in American history, architecture, or archeology, and possess integrity of 
location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association. Additionally, 
properties must do one of the following: 
• Be associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of 

history; or 
• Be associated with the lives of persons significant in our past; or 
• Embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction, or 

represents the work of a master, or possess high artistic values, or represent a significant and 
distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction; 

• Have yielded, or be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history. 

The Section 106 review process includes steps for identification and evaluation of historic 
properties, assessing the effects of the agency's proposed undertaking, and if there is a harmful 
(adverse) effect, consultation about ways to avoid, reduce, or mitigate that harm. 

1. Historic Sites 

Previous coordination with Maryland Historical Trust (MHT) in 1987 indicated that no known 
historic standing structures existed within the project area. Based on the amount of time that had 
lapsed and the expansion of the earlier study area, the Maryland State Highway Administration 
(SHA) completed full inventory documentation and National Register of Historic Places 
eligibility determinations for 32 properties within the Area of Potential Effect (APE) and 
abbreviated documentation for approximately 60 less-significant sites. 

Subsequently, SHA and MHT agreed on the eligibility of four architectural resources in the 
study area. These include three National Register Eligible historic structures: St. John's/Old 
Chase School (BA-1852), the Ebenezer Methodist Church (BA-1180), and the Middle River 
(Federal) Depot (BA-2824); and one National Register Eligible historic district, the Martin State 
Airport Complex (BA-2081), which includes Martin State Airport. In addition to these sites, the 
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Chase Elementary School exists on Eastern Avenue at the southeastern edge of the area of 
potential effects, and was previously determined National Register eligible by the SHPO in 1997. 
The locations of these resources are shown on plates at the end of Section II of this document. 

a. BA-1852 St. John's/Old Chase School 

St. John's/Old Chase School was constructed as one of the first schools in response to the 1858 
act authorizing County Commissioners to levy a tax used to divide Baltimore County into school 
districts and to erect new schoolhouses. The standardized, modest, one-story wood frame 
building has windows piercing the side walls to afford light and ventilation, typical of purpose- 
built structures during the campaign to replace substandard school buildings. In 1890, a new 
Queen Anne style wing was built at the original east elevation of the school, allowing the 
building to evolve from typical mid-19th century schoolhouse form. A more contemporary but 
sympathetic one-story addition has since been added on the rear of the building. The building 
has served as a meeting hall and church owned by St. John Apostolic Church since 1994. 

b. BA-1180 Ebenezer Methodist Church 

The Ebenezer Methodist Church, built in 1894, is an example of a rural Gothic Revival style 
church typical of many rural churches of the region. Built by the Trustees of the Methodist 
Episcopal Church, which established a presence in the Bird River area as early as 1790, the 
church represents church plan No. 43A from the Methodist Episcopal catalog of 1889. The 
structure replaced an earlier meeting house and was sited on a Vi acre parcel 500 feet south of 
Bird River Beach Road. Reportedly named for Ebenezer Blackstone, a local resident, Ebenezer 
means "stone of help" in Hebrew and was a common congregation name. 

c. Martin State Airport (BA 2081) and Middle River (Federal) Depot (BA 2824) 

The Martin Aircraft Complex, or Martin State Airport, developed in three building campaigns 
that took place between 1938 and 1943. Aviation pioneer Glenn L. Martin located his company 
in Middle River to take advantage of proximity to the federal government and access to ice-free 
water. Plant #1 was constructed in 1929 and expanded through 1943; Plant #2 was built between 
1940 and 1941, and repeated the design utilized in Plant #2 additions. Martin State Airport was 
begun in 1938 and completed in 1941. The complex is significant for its relation to aviation 
history, its importance as a production facility during World War II, and for several engineering 
and architectural considerations. Built by the noted industrial architectural firm of Albert Kahn 
Associated Architects, the Depot's system of 300-foot trusses allowed the greatest flat span in a 
building to date. The total plant accommodated the making of machines at an unprecedented 
scale, with its transportation connection expressed through use of streamline modem-stylistic 
elements. By employing nearly 60,000 workers during wartime, the facilities also played a 
critical role in local development. Area neighborhoods with names such as Victory Villa and 
Aero Acres were built to accommodate the influx of workers necessary to meet wartime 
production demands. 

SHA has recommended, and MHT has concurred, that the Middle River (Federal) Depot and the 
Martin State Airport together constitute the Martin State Airport/Federal Depot Historic District. 
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The total area of the Martin State Airport/Federal Depot Historic District is over 900 acres. The 
total area of the Federal Depot portion of the Martin State Airport/Federal Depot Historic District 
is 50.93 acres. The property is owned by the United States of America and is operated by the 
Federal General Services Administration (GSA). The buildings, constructed in the 1940,s, are 
low-lying horizontal blocks, 1-2 stories in height. The facility was the site of a major U.S. Army 
Publications Depot facility until 1996. The building is presently 53% leased and houses the 
Social Security Administration, a US Air Force Publications facility, and the US State 
Department. The remaining 47% is being actively marketed by GSA, with the potential of an 
additional 400,000 square feet being leased in the immediate future. GSA plans to maintain 
control of the facility for lease to government entities. 

The building closest to SHA 's Selected Alternative (Revised D Modified) is the one-story, flat 
roofed rectangular Paint Hangar, which was constructed in 1941. It's three large openings on the 
northeastern elevation accommodated railroad cars transferring components from Plant #1 for 
painting. 

d.        Chase Elementary School 

Located on Eastern Avenue Extended, Chase Elementary School is significant for its association 
with the development of public education in Baltimore County. Known originally as the Chase 
Consolidated School, the earliest section of the building was constructed of stone in the Colonial 
Revival style in 1939. The school brought together students from the Chase and Bengies 
communities, and was expanded in 1943 to meet the demands of families migrating to the area 
for World War II manufacturing jobs. Maryland Historical Trust determined the Chase 
Elementary School National Register in July 1997. 

2.        Archeological Resources 

The project area was also surveyed for archeological resources. The investigation recorded four 
archeological sites and two isolated finds. Site 18BA468 and the two isolates are not considered 
eligible for the National Register of Historic Places, and no further work is warranted at those 
resources. Sites 18BA467, 18BA469, and 18BA470 are considered potentially eligible for the 
National Register under Criterion (d), and Phase II investigations will be conducted if the sites 
will be impacted by the project. 

The Phase I investigations indicate that sites 18BA467, 18BA469, and 18BA470 may be 
important chiefly because of what can be learned from data recovery. At this stage of work, we 
have no indications to suggest that the sites warrant preservation in place. Confirmation of this 
must await completion of the Phase II investigations (See Appendix E). 

C.        Topography, Geology and SoUs 

1.        Topography 

The topography of the study area consists of gently rolling hills with elevations ranging from less 
than 20 to over 130 feet above sea level. The area is dissected by three streams, which form the 
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hills and valleys and give the area its topographic characteristics. Whitemarsh Run drains the 
northwestern portion of the study area, Windlass Run the central portion, and Saltpeter Creek the 
southeastern portion. In general, the area slopes down from higher elevations in the northwest 
section to the southeast where the land approaches sea level near the shorelines of Chesapeake 
Bay tributaries. 

2. Geology. 

The study area lies over sedimentary formations of the Atlantic Coastal Plain Physiographic 
Province. The Coastal Plain consists of a series of Lower Cretaceous to Recent unconsolidated 
sedimentary formations that overlie pre-Cambrian crystalline basement rock. The study area is 
situated at the edge of the Coastal Plain, adjacent to the Piedmont Plateau Physiographic 
Province. Depths to the basement rock range from approximately fifty feet at the extreme 
western edge of the site area to over five hundred feet at the eastern edge of the site area. 
Crystalline basement rock beneath the study area probably consists of gneisses and amphibolites. 

The study area lies directly on the Lower Cretaceous Potomac Group of Formations (see Figure 
III-5, which include the Patuxent Formation, the Arundel Formation and the Patapsco Formation. 
These formations consist of various unconsolidated sediments that dip and thicken to the 
southeast. Deposits of recent sediments are located along flood plains of streams in the area. 
The following paragraphs describe these three formations. The descriptions are synopses of 
information contained in the Geologic Map of Baltimore County and City, 1976, a publication of 
the Maryland Geological Survey. All of the descriptions enclosed within quotation marks are 
direct quotes from that publication. 

The Patuxent Formation is the oldest of the group and lies directly over the crystalline basement 
rock. This formation contains both a clay and sand facies units, but only the sand facies is 
present in the study area. The sand facies of the Patuxent Formation is described as "highly 
variable, intercalated sand, gravel, silt and clay with hematite-limonite cements." The 
environment of deposition is described as "a high gradient braided and meandering stream 
complex." 

The Arundel Formation overlies the Patuxent Formation and is described as "gray, brown, black 
and red kaolinitic and illitic clays with quartz silt locally interbedded with quartz sand lenses and 
pods." The formation contains lignitized wood and other fossil tree and plant remains encased 
and preserved in the clay. The environment of deposition is described as a "flood plain-back 
swamp complex." The Arundel Formation is overlain by the younger but similar in appearance 
and constituency, Patapsco Formation. 

The Patapsco Formation contains a sand facies unit and a clay facies unit, both of which are 
present in the study area. The sand facies is described as "a well sorted, medium to fine grained 
quartz sand with locally abundant quartz gravel and clay clasts." Ferruginous cemented sands 
form ledges and spheroids at sand-clay interfaces at many locations in the formation. According 
to the MGS these sediments were probably deposited in and around channels of low-gradient 
streams. The clay facies is described as " buff, red-yellow, and brown mottled kaolinitic 
clays...[with] variable amounts of quartz sand and silt as pods and interbeds dispersed throughout 
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Legend for Figure III-5: Geologic Map of MRECA Study Area 
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Artificial Fill - Composed of unconsolidated materials such as; rock, 
unconsolidated sediment, slag, refuse, and dredge spoil. 

Alluvium - Interbedded gravel, sand, silt and clay of variable composition. 
Typically confined to floodplains of perennial streams. 

Patapsco Formation - Clay facies (Kpc) - Typically buff, red-yellow, and 
brown mottled kaolinitic clays. Variable amounts of quartz sand and silt 
as pods and interbeds, dispersed throughout the clay. Sand facies (Kps) - 
Well sorted medium to fine grained quartz sand with locally abundant 
quartz gravel and clay clasts. 

Arundel Formation - Clay facies (Kac) - Gray, brown, black and red 
kaolinitic and illitic clays with quartz silt locally interbedded with quartz 
sand lenses and pods. Sand facies (Kas) - Well-sorted, medium to fine- 
grained quartz sand with locally abundant lignite fragments. 

Patuxent Formation - Sand facies (Kxs) - Highly variable, intercalated 
sand, gravel, silt, and clay with hematite-limonite cements. Sands and 
gravels are typically quartzose and well-rounded. Clay facies (Kxc) - 
Light gray to black and brown clay containing variable amounts of quartz 
silt, gravel, local concentrations of lignitic, partially pyritized wood, or 
macerated leaf and cone debris; locally siderite concretions. 
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the clay". The environment of deposition is postulated by the MGS as an "oxidized flood plain- 
mud flat." 

Other depositions in the study area include recent (Quaternary) alluvium (flood plain deposits) 
and artificial fill. Alluvium depositions are found along existing flood plains of streams in the 
study area, and artificial fill has been deposited near highways in low lying areas along stream 
valleys. 

3.        Soils 

a.        Soil Associations and Series 

Three Soil Associations occur in the study area (see Figure ni-6). The portion of the study area 
west of Windlass Run lies within the Loamy and Clayey Land-Lenoir-Beltsville Association. 
These soils are characterized by their occurrence on nearly level to steep lands and by their 
composition, which is sandy loam to clay loam over clay. They range from somewhat poorly 
drained to moderately well drained. Subsoils are silty clay loam to silt loam underlain by thick, 
stratified sediment. The Windlass Run drainage area lies within the Sassafras-Woodstown- 
Fallsington Association. These soils occur on nearly level to gently sloping sites within the 
study area. They range from well drained to poorly drained. Subsoils are sandy clay loam 
underlain by thick, stratified sediment. The Mattapex-Barclay-Othello Association occurs from 
the vicinity of the AMTRAK railroad to MD 150. These soils range from poorly drained to 
moderately well drained. They have a subsoil of silt loam or silty clay loam underlain by thick, 
stratified sediment. 

Thirty-eight soil types occur within the study area, representing fifteen soil series. The fifteen 
soil series are described below. 
• Alluvial land consists of soil materials washed from uplands and deposited on floodplains. 

Soils of this series are hydric and occur within the Whitemarsh Run and the Windlass Run 
floodplains. They are sandy and poorly drained. 

• Soils of the Barclay Series occur east of Bird River Road. These soils are deep, somewhat 
poorly drained, nearly level silt loams with moderate permeability. The water table is near 
the surface and is sometimes at the surface for short periods. 

• Soils of the Beltsville Series occur west of Bird River Road. These are acid soils, which 
contain a fragipan (an impermeable layer), generally at a depth of less than 30 inches. 
Beltsville soils are often saturated near the surface while being dry in and below the fragipan. 

• Soils of the Christiana Series occur adjacent to MD 150. These soils are deep, well drained 
and gently sloping. They formed in thick deposits of plastic clay and are red in color. 

• Soils of the Elkton Series occur in scattered locations near the AMTRAK tracks. These 
hydric soils are deep, nearly level and poorly drained. 

• Soils of the Fallsington Series occur in the wetlands adjacent to Bengies Road. These hydric 
soils are deep, poorly drained, level and grey in color. They formed in old marine deposits of 
sandy materials with low to moderate amounts of silt and clay. 

• Soils of the Fort Mott Series occur east of Bird River Road and east of Windlass Run. These 
soils are deep and well drained. They have a very thick, sandy surface layer. 
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• Soils of the Galestown Series occur east of Windlass Run. They are very deep, somewhat 
excessively drained, very sandy soils. They formed in old marine deposits of sand and have 
been reworked by wind. 

• Soils in the Lenoir Series occur west of Bird River Road, east of Windlass Run, along the 
power lines, and adjacent to AMTRAK. These are hydric soils and are deep, somewhat 
poorly drained, and nearly level. They formed in old deposits of highly clayey marine 
sediment. 

• Loamy and Clayey Land soils occur at Bird River Road. These are very old clay deposits 
overlain by more recent deposits of sandy loam, loam, or silt loam. 

• Soils of the Mattapex Series occur north of the power lines. These soils formed in old 
deposits of silty materials underlain by coarser sediments. 

• Soils of the Pocomoke Series occur in the Bengies Road-Earls Road area. These are hydric 
soils that are deep, very poorly drained, and nearly level. They occur in flats and 
depressions, having formed in sandy marine sediments with little silt or clay. 

• Sand and Gravel Pits occur east of Whitemarsh Run in areas from which materials were 
excavated. 

• Soils of the Sassafras Series occur east of Whitemarsh Run, east of Bird River Road, and east 
of Windlass Run. The soils of this series are the most commonly encountered non-hydric 
soils in the study area. They are deep, well drained, and formed in unconsolidated deposits 
of very old sandy sediments. 

• Woodstown Series soils are the most commonly encountered hydric soils in the study area. 
They occur in scattered locations throughout the study area and large areas east of Windlass 
Run. They formed in unconsolidated deposits of very old sandy materials containing 
moderate amounts of silt and clay. 

b.        Ecological Considerations for Affected Soil Series 

With the exception of Sand and Gravel Pits, ecological considerations for the pertinent soil series 
are discussed below. 
• Soils of the Alluvial Land Series are unsuited for farming, and special problems arise in other 

uses. The native vegetation consists of water-tolerant hardwoods, such as river birch, yellow 
poplar, sweetgum and maples. These soils are good for woodland wildlife. They are 
generally poor for wetland and open-land wildlife. 

• Soils of the Barclay Series are fair for farming if drained. Native vegetation consists of 
hardwoods that tolerate wetness, including red maple, sweetgum, holly and certain oaks. 

• Soils of the Beltsville Series are important in farming, but they are difficult to manage. 
Special problems occur on these soils in residential areas, particularly related to drainage for 
septic systems. 

• Fragipans yield fair to good stands of hardwoods mixed with some Virginia pines. They 
produce good crops of open-land and woodland wildlife, but are poor for wetland wildlife 
production. 

• Christiana Series soils are acid and low in natural fertility. The clayey subsoil limits the use 
of these soils.   The native vegetation is consists of upland hardwoods and Virginia pine. 
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These soils are rated good for woodland and open-land wildlife and unsuitable for wetland 
wildlife. 

• Elkton Series soils are useful for many crops if artificially drained. These soils are difficult 
to work and manage, even when drained. Native vegetation consists of mixed hardwoods 
that tolerate wetness. These soils are rated good for woodland wildlife, fair for open-land 
wildlife and good for wetland wildlife. 

• Fallsington Series soils are easy to work if artificially drained. Native vegetation consists of 
mixed, water-tolerant hardwoods and pond pine. These soils are fair for open-land wildlife 
and good for woodland and wetland wildlife. 

• Fort Mott soils are easily worked and are among the earliest to be ready for planting. Native 
vegetation consists of scrub hardwoods and Virginia pine. These soils are rated fair for open- 
land and woodland wildlife and unsuited for wetland wildlife. 

• Galestown Series soils are similar to Fort Mott soils. Main limitations are low moisture 
retention and loose, blowing sand. Native vegetation consists of scrub oaks, other hardwoods 
and Virginia pine. These soils are poor for open-land and woodland wildlife and unsuited for 
wetland wildlife. 

• Lenoir Series soils limitations include impeded drainage and slow permeability in the 
subsoil. Native vegetation consists of water-tolerant hardwoods. These soils are rated fair 
for open-land wildlife, good for woodland wildlife and unsuited for wetland wildlife. 

• Loamv and Clavev Land is unsuited for farming and most other uses. Native vegetation 
consists of red oak and Virginia pine. These soils are rated fair for open-land and woodland 
wildlife and unsuited for wetland wildlife. 

• Pocomoke Series soils need artificial drainage for practically all uses. Native vegetation 
consists of water-tolerant hardwoods. These soils are rated good for woodland and open-land 
wildlife and poor for wetland wildlife. 

• Sassafras Series soils are extensive in the County and are important for farming and 
residential and industrial development. Native vegetation consists of mixed upland 
hardwoods and Virginia pine. These soils are rated good for woodland and open land 
wildlife and are unsuited for wetland wildlife. 

• Woodstown Series soils are limited in their usefulness by seasonal wetness. Native 
vegetation consists of mixed, water-tolerant hardwoods. These soils are good for open-land 
and poor for woodland wildlife. 

c.        Soil Types 

Table III-6 lists the thirty-eight soil types found in the study area, describes some of their 
attributes, and provides information regarding specific features that might restrict highway 
construction activities. 
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Table m-6: Attributes of Soil Types in Study Area. 
,Map 

Symbol 
Soil Mapping' 

Unit 
Erosion 

Potential 
Depth to 

High Water 
Table (ft) 

Drainage Class Potential 
Frost Action 

Restrictive Soil Features 
- Affecting Highway   , 

Construction 
Av Alluvial Land Slight N/A N/A N/A N/A 
Br Barclay Silt 

Loam 
Slight 1 Seasonal high 

water table, 
moderate 

permeability 

High Seasonal high water 
table, frost action, local 

ponding 

BtB Beltsville Silt 
Loam, 

2 to 5% Slopes 

Slight 1.5 to 2.5 Seasonally 
perched water 

table, slow 
permeability 

High Seasonally perched water 
table, frost action, 

seepage in cuts, cuts and 
fill needed 

BtC 
V 

Beltsville Silt 
Loam, 

5 to 10% Slopes 

Slight 1.5 to 2.5 Seasonally 
perched water 

table, slow 
permeability 

High Seasonally perched water 
table, frost action, 

seepage in cuts, cuts and 
fill needed 

CmB Christiana 
Loam, 

2 to 5% Slopes 

Slight >5 Well drained Moderate Frost action, cuts and fills 
needed, cut slopes tend to 

be unstable, plastic 
materials 

CmC Christiana 
Loam, 

5 to 10% Slopes 

Slight >5 Well drained Moderate Frost action, cuts and fills 
needed, cut slopes tend to 

be unstable, plastic 
materials 

Em Elkton Loam Slight Otol Seasonal high 
water table, 

slow 
permeability 

High Seasonal high water 
table, frost action, plastic, 

local ponding 

En Elkton Silt Loam Slight Otol Seasonal high 
water table, 

slow 
permeability 

High Seasonal high water 
table, frost action, plastic, 

local ponding 

Eo, 

1 

Elkton-Urban 
Land 

Complex 

N/A Otol Seasonal high 
water table, 

slow 
permeability 

High Seasonal high water 
table, frost action, plastic, 

local ponding 

Fa, 

i 

Fallsington 
Sandy Loam 

Slight 0 Seasonal high 
water table, 
moderate 

permeability 

High Seasonal high water 
table, frost action, 

running sand substratum, 
local ponding 

Fallsington 
Loam 

Slight 0 Seasonal high 
water table, 
moderate 

permeability 

High Seasonal high water 
table, frost action, 

running sand substratum, 
local ponding 

, FtB FortMott 
Loamy Sand, 
0 to 5%Slopes 

Slight >4 Well drained Low Generally favorable, cuts 
and fills needed 

GaB Galestown 
Loamy Sand, 
0 to 5%Slopes 

Slight >10 Well drained Low Loose sand, hauling 
hindered, subject to soil 
blowing, cuts and fills 

needed, droughty 
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Map 
Symbol 

Soil Mapping 
Unit 

Erosion 
Potential 

Depth to 
High Water 

Table (ft) 

Drainage Class Potential 
Frost Action 

Restrictive Soil Features 
Affecting Highway 

Construction 
GaC 

-      ' 

Galestown 
Loamy Sand, 

5 to 10% Slopes 

Slight >10 Well drained Low Loose sand, hauling 
hindered, subject to soil 
blowing, cuts and fills 

needed, droughty 
JpC Joppa Gravelly 

Sandy Loam, 
5 to 10% Slopes 

Slight >5 Well drained Low Favorable, cuts and fills 
needed 

LIB Lenoir Loam 
0 to 5% Slopes 

Slight 1.5 to 2.5 Seasonal high 
water table, 

slow 
permeability 

High Seasonal high water 
table, frost action, plastic 

material 

LmC Lenoir Silt 
Loam, 

5 to 12 % Slopes 

Slight 1.5 to 2.5 Seasonal high 
water table, 

slow 
permeability 

High Seasonal high water 
table, frost action, plastic 

material 

LnC Lenoir Silty 
Clay Loam, 

5 to 12% Slopes 

Slight 1.5 to 2.5 Seasonal high 
water table, 

slow 
permeability 

High Seasonal high water 
table, frost action, plastic 

material 

LyB Loamy and 
Clayey Land, 
0 to 5%Slopes 

Slight >5 Well drained Low Cut slopes unstable, hard 
to vegetate, plastic 

materials 
LyD Loamy and 

ClayeyLand, 
5 to 15% Slopes 

Moderate >5 Well drained Low Cut slopes unstable, hard 
to vegetate, plastic 

materials 
Ma. Made Land N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

:; MkA Matapeake Silt 
Loam, 

0 to 2% Slopes 

Slight >4 Well drained Moderate Frost action, cuts and fills 
needed 

MkB Matapeake Silt 
Loam, 

2 to 5% Slopes 

Slight >4 Well drained Moderate Frost action, cuts and fills 
needed 

MIA Mattapex Silt 
Loam, 

0 to 2% Slopes 

Slight 1.5 to 2.5 Seasonal high 
water table, 

slow 
permeability 

High Seasonal high water 
table, frost action 

M1B Mattapex Silt 
Loam, 

2 to 5% Slopes 

Slight 1.5 to 2.5 Seasonal high 
water table, 

slow 
permeability 

High Seasonal high water 
table, frost action 

MmB Mattapex-Urban 
Land Complex, 
0 to 5% Slopes 

N/A 1.5 to 2.5 Seasonal high 
water table, 

slow 
permeability 

High Seasonal high water 
table, frost action 

Po Pocomoke 
Sandy Loam 

Slight 0 Seasonal high 
water table, 
moderate 

permeability 

High Seasonal high water 
table, frost action, thick 
organic surface layer, 

local ponding 
.>-sg:. Sand and Gravel 

Pits 
N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 
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Map . 
Symbol 

Soil Mapping 
Unit 

Erosion 
Potential 

Depth to 
High Water 

Table (ft) 

Drainage Class Potential 
Frost Action 

Restrictive Soil Features 
Affecting Highway 

Construction 
ShA Sassafras Sandy 

Loam, 
0 to 2% Slopes 

Slight >4 Well drained Low Features are favorable, 
cuts and fills needed 

ShB Sassafras Sandy 
Loam, 

2 to 5% Slopes 

Slight >4 Well drained Low Features are favorable, 
cuts and fills needed 

.ShC 
1 

Sassafras Sandy 
Loam, 

5 to 10% Slopes 

Slight >4 Well drained Low Features are favorable, 
cuts and fills needed 

SnB Sassafras-Urban 
Land Complex, 
0 to 5%Slopes 

N/A >4 Well drained Low Features are favorable, 
cuts and fills needed 

SsD Sassafras and 
Joppa Soils, 

5 to 15% Slopes 

Slight >4 Well drained Low Features are favorable, 
cuts and fills needed 

SuB Sunnyside Fine 
Sandy Loam, 

0 to 5% Slopes 

Slight >5 Well drained Low Features are favorable, 
cuts and fills needed 

WdA Woodstown 
Sandy Loam, 

0 to 2% Sandy 
Slopes 

Slight 1.5 to 2.5 Seasonal high 
water table, 
moderate 

permeability 

High Seasonal high water 
table, frost action 

WdB Woodstown 
Sandy Loam, 

2 to 5% Slopes 

Slight 1.5 to 2.5 Seasonal high 
water table, 
moderate 

permeability 

High Seasonal high water 
table, frost action 

W6A 

1 

Woodstown 
Loam, 

0 to 2% Slopes 

Slight 1.5 to 2.5 Seasonal high 
water table, 
moderate 

permeability 

High Seasonal high water 
table, frost action 

WoB Woodstown 
Loam, 

2 to 5% Slopes 

Slight 1.5 to 2.5 Seasonal high 
water table, 
moderate 

permeability 

High Seasonal high water 
table, frost action 

D. Farmlands 

The Baltimore County Soil Conservation District was consulted to determine which soils within 
the study area are classified as Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, Soils of Statewide Importance 
or Locally Important Soils. 

Prime Farmland is land that has the best combination of physical and chemical characteristics for 
producing food, feed, forage, fiber and oilseed crops and is also available for these uses (the land 
could be cropland, pasture land, forest land, or other land, but not urban built-up or water). It has 
the soil quality, growing season and moisture supply needed to economically produce sustained 
high yields of crops when treated and managed, including water management, according to 
acceptable farming methods. Prime Farmland Soils generally have an adequate and dependable 
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water supply from precipitation or irrigation, a favorable temperature and growing season, 
acceptable acidity or alkalinity, acceptable salt content, and few or no rocks. They are permeable 
to water and air. Prime Farmland Soils are not excessively erodible or saturated with water for a 
long period of time and they either do not flood frequently or are protected from flooding. The 
Prime Farmland Soils within the study area include: 

MkA        Matapeake silt loam, 0 to 2% slopes 
MkB        Matapeake silt loam, 2 to 5% slopes 
MIA Mattapex silt loam, 0 to 2% slopes 
M1B Mattapex silt loam, 2 to 5% slopes 
ShA Sassafras sandy loam, 0 to 2% slopes 
ShB Sassafras sandy loam, 2 to 5% slopes 
SIB Sassafras loam, 2 to 5% slopes 
WdA        Woodstown sandy loam, 0 to 2% slopes 
WdB        Woodstown sandy loam, 2 to 5% slopes 
WoA        Woodstown loam, 0 to 2% slopes 
WoB        Woodstown loam, 2 to 5% slopes 

Statewide Importance Soils are for the production of food, feed, fiber, forage and oilseed crops. 
Criteria for defining and delineating this land are to be determined by the appropriate state 
agency or agencies. Additional farmlands of statewide importance include those that are nearly 
prime farmland and that economically produce high yields of crops when treated and managed 
according to acceptable farming methods. The Soils of Statewide Importance within the study 
area include: 

BtB Beltsville silt loam, 2 to 5% slopes 
BtC2        Beltsville silt loam, 5 to 10% slopes, moderately eroded 
CmB        Christiana loam, 2 to 5% slopes 
CmC2       Christiana loam, 5 to 10% slopes, moderately eroded 
Fa Fallsington sandy loam, 0 to 2% slopes 
Fs Fallsington loam, 0 to 2% slopes 
FtB Fort Mott loamy sand, 0 to 5% slopes 
LIB Lenoir loam, 0 to 5% slopes 
LmC2       Lenoir silt loam, 5 to 12% slopes, moderately eroded 
ShC2        Sassafras sandy loam, 5 to 10% slopes, moderately eroded 

Prime Farmland soils and Soils of Statewide Importance are shown on Figure III-7. There are no 
unique or locally important soils in Baltimore County. A farmland assessment has been 
conducted to identify the potential impacts to farmland and prime and statewide importance soils 
by the proposed build alternates. Coordination with the Natural Resources Conservation Service 
(NRCS) has been initiated and Farmland Conversion Impact Rating Forms have been submitted 
for completion by NCRS. 
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E.       Groundwater Resources 

Groundwater in the Coastal Plain is found in two types of aquifers, unconfined or "water table" 
aquifers and confined or "artesian" aquifers. Unconfined aquifers are located nearest the surface 
and by definition do not lie under a confining layer or formation. These aquifers discharge to 
surface waters through springs and seepage to streams. Water in the unconfined aquifer not 
discharged to surface waters recharges the aquifer and supplies water to deeper portions of the 
aquifer. It eventually becomes confined as it moves under other less permeable formations. In 
Maryland this occurs to the southeast. 

Unconfined aquifers were used in the past as major sources of domestic water supplies. A 
relatively shallow well can usually penetrate the aquifer and produce usable quantities of water. 
However, the unconfined aquifer is very susceptible to contamination from surface activities 
such as crop fertilization, road salting and septic systems. For this reason, permits to install 
wells into the unconfined aquifer for potable water supplies are no longer approved by most 
Maryland jurisdictions. 

Confined aquifers are located below formations or layers of material (confining layers) that 
inhibit the downward movement of water from above. The confining layer isolates the water in 
the aquifer from contaminants applied to the surface. The confined aquifers are acceptable 
potable water supplies. 

Groundwater resources in the study area consist of two aquifers, the Patuxent Aquifer and the 
Patapsco Aquifer. Recharge areas for these aquifers are shown in Figure 111-8. The Patuxent 
Aquifer is expressed as both an unconfined and confined aquifer in the study area. The Patapsco 
Aquifer is unconfined in the study area. The Patuxent and Patapsco Formations contain aquifers 
in the sand facies units of each formation, while the Arundel Formation does not generally carry 
an aquifer and acts as an aquiclude or confining layer where it overlies the Patuxent Formation. 
The Patuxent aquifer is an unconfined aquifer system in the formation's outcrop area in the 
western portion of the study area. The outcrop area of the formation functions as the recharge 
area for the aquifer. The Patuxent Aquifer becomes a confined aquifer where the Patuxent 
Formation dips below the Arundel Formation (confining layer) toward the middle and eastern 
portions of the study area. The Patapsco Aquifer is unconfined over the outcrop area (recharge 
area) of the formation, which includes the entire eastern portion of the study area. 

The two aquifers are used by some residents and businesses within the study area for water 
supply. Although some portions of the study area near major roads are served by public water, 
most of the area is served by private wells. The area north of Ebenezer Road and south of Bird 
River is not served by public water. The area south of Ebenezer Road to Eastern Avenue is not 
presently served by public water, but Baltimore County's plans include water service for this 
area in the future. Residents and businesses along Eastern Avenue (MD 150), Martin State 
Airport and in most of Bowleys Comer are served by public water, as are residents and 
businesses along US 40. The rest of the area is served by private wells screened in either the 
unconfined or the confined aquifers. 
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Wells screened in the unconfined aquifer are susceptible to contamination or loss of water due to 
surface activities in the area. Some older wells may be screened in the unconfined aquifer, but 
newer wells are all required to be screened into the deeper confined aquifer. Wells screened in 
the confined aquifer in the study area (Patuxent Aquifer in the Arundel or Patapsco outcrop 
areas) are not as susceptible to surface activity degradation and should not be affected by 
planned activities in the area. 

A request for well data in the study area was made to the Maryland Department of the 
Environment (MDE). Well data within specified grid coordinates were obtained from MDE's 
wells database. Wells within the study area were tabulated, along with well depths, well yields 
and static water levels. The data are shown in Table ni-7. Based on locations and depths of the 
wells, a determination was made as to which aquifer the well was screened in and whether the 
aquifer was confined or unconfined in that location. This was accomplished by estimating the 
thickness and depth of the aquifer-bearing formations at well locations. 

Table m-7: Wells Screened in Coastal Plain Aquifers of the MRECA Study Area 
Well No. ;;i";?l^dcatioil iiei>tr(Ffc); ^iditCGPMi :StaticWEs M<iilifer Confined/Unconfinea 

BA-73'397t Bengies Rd. 85 20 40 Patuxent Confined 
BA.81,1481 Bengies Rd. 103 30 20 Patuxent Confined 
BA-8i-i48* Bengies Rd. 97 15 41 Patuxent Confined 
BA-81-2662 Bengies Rd. 208 30 85 Patuxent Confined 
BA^81-7Z85 Bengies Rd. 100 30 16 Patuxent Confined 
BAr81-7925 Bengies Rd. 100 30 28 Patuxent Confined 
BA^OSOS Bird River Rd. 70 12 18 Patuxent Confined 
BA-70-0427 Bird River Rd. 55 20 13 Patuxent Confined 
BA^1149 Bird River Rd. 85 10 10 Patuxent Confined 
BA-73-6193 Bird River Rd. 147 83 60 Patuxent Confined 
8^81-0276 Bird River Rd. 120 30 30 Patuxent Confined 
BAr8l-3358 Bird River Rd. 50 8 28 Patuxent ' Confined 
BA-81-6716 Bird River Rd. 132 55 50 Patuxent Confined 
»Ar92^0335 Bird River Rd. 194 20 120 Patuxent Confined 
BA^2,0(JI8 Bird River Rd. 50 25 21 Patuxent Confined 
fiAr70-0283 Carroll Is. Rd. 60 25 9 Patapsco Unconfined 
BA^l-0132 Carroll Is. Rd. 50 20 13 Patapsco Unconfined 
BAr73-d29<> Carroll Is. Rd. 58 40 8 Patapsco Unconfined 
BA-8^5684 Claires Lane 110 20 9 Patapsco Unconfined 
BAr72^209 Earles Ave. 120 8 30 Patapsco Unconfined 
BA#1"309S Earles Beach Rd. 73 40 5 Patapsco Unconfined 
BAi8lT6254 Earles Beach Rd. 50 20 14 Patapsco Unconfined 
#A-7I-(>502 Earles Rd. 95 25 35 Patapsco Unconfined 
BA;73'2294 Earles Rd. 75 30 10 Patapsco Unconfined 
iBk-mim Earles Rd. 75 15 40 Patapsco Unconfined 
BA-73-5152 Earles Rd. 160 37 80 Patuxent Confined 
^BA-73;5ite Earles Rd. 119 30 20 Patapsco Unconfined 
BAr73-6588 Earles Rd. 95 20 52 Patapsco Unconfined 
BA-73-7765' Earles Rd. 125 30 30 Patapsco Unconfined 
BA-73-8205 Earles Rd. 155 25 83 Patuxent Confined 
BA-81-0830 Earles Rd. 85 20 46 Patapsco Unconfined 
BA-8M459 Earles Rd. 120 50 23 Patapsco Unconfined 
BA-81-2026 Earles Rd. 140 25 63 Patuxent Confined 
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Well No. Location Depth(Ft) Yield CGPMJ StaticWL* Aquifer Confined/Unconfmed 
BA-814412 Earles Rd. 100 30 20 Patapsco Unconfined 
BA-81-2838 Earles Rd. 100 20 20 Patapsco Unconfmed 
BA-81-3093 Earles Rd. 122 40 21 Patapsco Unconfined 
BA-81-3359 Earles Rd. 75 20 34 Patapsco Unconfined 
BA-81-3882 Earles Rd. 133 25 48 Patapsco Unconfined 
BA-81-4187 Earles Rd. 145 40 56 Patuxent Confined 
BA-81-4465 Earles Rd. 125 25 44 Patapsco Unconfined 
BA-81-6326 Earles Rd. 130 30 52 Patuxent Confined 
BA-S1-6686 Earles Rd. 145 50 36 Patuxent Confined 
BA-81-7396 Earles Rd. 220 50 28 Patuxent Confined 
BA-81-8799 Earles Rd. 142 30 60 Patuxent Confined 
BA-88-2497 Earles Rd. 155 0 0 Patuxent Confined 
BA-92-0900 Earles Rd. 60 8 39 Patapsco Unconfined 
BA-70-044S Ebenezer Rd. 95 20 40 Patuxent Confined 
BA-73-0099 Ebenezer Rd. 155 15 17 Patuxent Confined 
BA-73-0365 Ebenezer Rd. 80 14 14 Patapsco Unconfined 
BA-73-4924 Ebenezer Rd. 130 25 60 Patapsco Unconfined 
BA-73-6946 Ebenezer Rd. 92 70 16 Patapsco Unconfined 
BA-81-0260 Ebenezer Rd. 77 10 44 Patapsco Unconfined 
BA-81-0262 Ebenezer Rd. 113 30 50 Patuxent Confined 
BA-81-0438 Ebenezer Rd. 105 30 49 Patuxent Confined 
BA-81-0560 Ebenezer Rd. 115 20 53 Patuxent Confined 
BA-81-3287 Ebenezer Rd. 102 50 29 Patuxent Confined 
BA-81-3335 Ebenezer Rd. 105 50 38 Patuxent Confined 
BA-81-4019 Ebenezer Rd. 100 30 52 Patuxent Confined 
BA-81-4375 Ebenezer Rd. 117 8 68 Patuxent Confined 
BA-81-5395 Ebenezer Rd. 135 20 65 Patuxent Confined 
BA-81-7203 Ebenezer Rd. 105 25 29 Patuxent Confined 
BA-92-0795 Edwards Lane 68 60 5 Patapsco Unconfined 
BA-73-5119 HiHpine Road 87 60 38 Patuxent Confined 
BA-81-0596 Hughes Lane 87 15 10 Patapsco Unconfined 
BA-73-1592 Hughes Rd. 110 25 1 Patapsco Unconfined 
BA-73-5701 Leland Ave. 95 15 15 Patuxent Confined 
BA-81-6255 Leland Rd. 115 40 21 Patuxent Confined 
BA-72-0031 Mohr Lane 95 25 40 Patuxent Confined 
BA-73-6737 Mohr Lane 85 40 36 Patuxent Confined 
BA-81,7090 Pulaski Hwy. 58 20 30 Patuxent Unconfined 
BA-73-0108 Stevens Rd. 104 15 5 Patapsco Unconfined 
BA-73-7310 Stevens Rd. 110 30 3 Patapsco Unconfined 
BA.73-8262 Stevens Rd. 107 30 1 Patapsco Unconfined 
BA.81-7195 Stevens Rd. 120 50 6 Patapsco Unconfined 
BA-92-0216 Stevens Rd. 114 25 1 Patapsco Unconfined 
BA.73-3514 Stumpfs Rd. 121 7 90 Patapsco Unconfined 
BA-81-4058 Stumpfs Rd. 47 30 6 Patapsco Unconfined 
BA-88-0550 Wampler Rd. 125 50 20 Patuxent Confined 
BA-88-3474 Wampler Rd. 90 20 20 Patuxent Confined 
BA-7I-0101 Wampler Road 65 10 31 Patuxent Confined 

Average 104.22 27.78 32.23 
Source: Mary and Department of the E nvironment 
•Static Water Level expressed as number of feet below the ground surface 
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Most of the wells found in the study area are located in the central to eastern portions of the 
study area. Few wells were located west of Bird River Road. Public water is supplied to most 
residences in the western portions of the study area and in areas adjacent to major roads. Eighty 
wells were identified within the study area. Wells along the Bird River Road and the Bengies 
Road area are most likely screened into the confined Patuxent Aquifer. Well depths recorded for 
wells in this area are sufficient to penetrate the Patapsco and Arundel Formations and reach the 
underlying Patuxent Formation which carries a confined aquifer in this area. Wells located along 
the western section of Ebenezer Road are probably screened into the confined Patuxent Aquifer 
while well along the eastern section of the road are probably screened into the unconfined 
Patapsco Aquifer. Deeper wells along Earles Road are most likely screened into the confined 
Patuxent Aquifer and shallower wells along the road are probably screened into the unconfined 
Patapsco Aquifer. Wells located north of Ebenezer Road and south of Eastern Blvd. are 
probably all screened into the unconfined Patapsco Aquifer. 

Wells screened in the Patuxent Aquifer average 114 feet deep, yield 28.4 GPM and average a 
static water level of 40 feet below the ground surface. Wells screened into the unconfined 
Patapsco Aquifer average 93 feet in depth, yield 25.6 GPM and average a static water level of 
22.5 feet below ground surface. 

Based on the information obtained from MDE, it appears that groundwater, confined and 
unconfined, is located relatively deep below the surface over much of the area. Groundwater 
should be found much closer to the surface at lower elevations and near streams or tidal 
shorelines within the study area. Wells screened into the unconfined aquifer are concentrated in 
the eastern and southeastern sections of the study area. These wells are the most susceptible to 
affects from road construction activities. Wells screened into the confined aquifer are 
concentrated in the central section of the study area near Bird River and Bengies Roads. These 
wells should not be as susceptible to damage from construction activities or surface 
contamination. 

F.        Surface Water Resources 

1.        Streams and Rivers 

Surface water resources including streams and rivers are a dynamic and important part of the 
physical environment. They support and maintain not only aquatic biota but are very important 
in the support of terrestrial systems as well. 

a.        Affected Watersheds 

The MRECA study area lies entirely within the Chesapeake Bay drainage area on the Atlantic 
Coastal Plain in eastern Baltimore County, Maryland. Six large surface streams drain portions of 
the study area, in addition to several smaller tributary streams. Three of them (Whitemarsh Run, 
Honeygo Run, and Windlass Run) are primary tributaries to Bird River. Whitemarsh and 
Honeygo Runs originate in the Piedmont region west of the coastal plain and descend onto the 
Atlantic Coastal Plain before emptying into Bird River, whereas Windlass Run lies entirely 
within the coastal plain (Maryland Department of Natural Resources, 1998).   Bird River is a 
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tributary to the Gunpowder River, which discharges directly into Chesapeake Bay. Another 
Gunpowder River tributary (Saltpeter Creek) drains the southeastern portion of the study area. 
Frog Mortar Creek and Darkhead Creek drain a small area in the southwestern section of the 
study area and flow into Middle River, which discharges directly into Chesapeake Bay. 
Maryland Department of Natural Resources classifies all of the non-tidal streams in the study 
area except for Whitemarsh Run as Use-I, which designates use for water contact recreation and 
the protection of aquatic life. Whitemarsh Run and its tributaries are classified as Use-IV, 
(recreational trout fishing and associated aquatic life). 

As indicated on Figure 111-9, four of the streams are located at the extreme edges of the study 
area. They will not be directly impacted by any of the proposed highway alignments. But 
Windlass Run and Whitemarsh Run, which lie well within the study area, will both have to be 
crossed regardless which build alternate is selected, so stream studies for this project have been 
primarily directed toward those two subwatersheds. On Figure 111-9 the six drainage areas are 
identified by Roman numerals as follows: 

I Whitemarsh Run 
n Honeygo Run 
111 Windlass Run 
IV Darkhead Creek 
V Saltpeter Creek 
VI Frog Mortar Creek 

Windlass Run is a small narrow stream where it flows through the study area At no point is it 
wider than fifteen feet, and in the upper reaches of the study area it is generally less than three 
feet wide and braided. The bottom substrate is a very soft muck. Typical of coastal plain 
streams, riffle and pool areas in Windlass Run are rare and generally small. However, aquatic 
vegetation and snags are common in many parts of the stream and provide plentiful habitat for 
aquatic life. The stream is relatively undisturbed (compared to other nearby streams) and there is 
a buffer of at least 100 meters from human development along much of its channel. 

Whitemarsh Run has a 25-foot wide channel in many places. Some of the pools exceed six feet 
in depth, but most of the stream is shallow. The substrate is primarily soft sand and the channel 
is straight with minimal bank stabilization. Overhanging vegetation and some snags provide 
most in-stream habitats; macrophytic vegetation is rare. The stream channel is within 100 meters 
of human activity throughout much of its course, and trash lies on many of the banks. Tires and 
concrete debris are common in the stream. 
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b.       Hydrology 

The six streams located in the study area vary in size and discharge (Table 111-8). 

Table 111-8: Area and 1993 peak flows for tributaries of Bird River, Saltpeter Creek, and 
Middle River* 

-Watershed ^^Tributary Area (acres) \    1993Pe*Iii:fB^rJft?^)|.^. 

Bird River Windlass Run 2,059 76 
Bird River Whitemarsh Run 8,248 1,720 
Bird River Honeygo Run 1,681 349 
Saltpeter Creek Saltpeter Creek NA NA 
Middle River Frog Mortar Creek NA NA 
Middle River Darkhead Creek NA NA 
Sources: U.S. Geological Survey, 1998 and Maryland DNR, 1998 
*1993 peak flow is included for a rough comparison between streams. 

c.        Channel Classification 

On December 30, 1998 a fluvial geomorphologic field assessment was conducted on two stream 
reaches within the study area: one on Windlass Run and one on Whitemarsh Run. Each stream 
reach was approximately 1000 feet long. Both study reaches were identified by survey flagging 
and staking in the field for the proposed alignment of Alternative D Modified. Physical channel 
conditions were assessed using the procedures and methodologies outlined in .4 Classification for 
Natural River Systems (Rosgen, 1994). The team members first walked the reaches to visually 
assess the streams, record in-stream and riparian features, and locate an appropriate riffle reach 
(hydraulic control) to measure cross sectional features. An automatic transit and stadia rod were 
used to survey the cross sections. Stream morphology and cross section locations were photo 
documented using 35 mm color print film. The field measurement were then used to derive key 
parameters used in the Rosgen classification system to determine channel type. Key parameters 
and channel types used in the Rosgen Classification analysis are presented in Table III-9 below. 

Table III-9: Rosgen Stfeam Classification Parameters 
' 'Channel Type Channel 

Gradient 
Width/Depth 

Ratio 
Sinuosity   " '.Entrenchment i - 

-   ; i ' Ratiog '   v ^ 

i     A''     ' 4 to 10% <12 Low (< 1 2) <1.4 
.   B 2 to 4% >12 Moderated 1.2) 1.4 to 2.2 

C 0.1 to 2% >12 High (> 1.2) >2.2 
'w ,  s' D ? 0.1 to 2% >40 Low(<1.2) N/A 

v. '    .*E   :- <2% <12 Very High (> 1.5) >2.2 
.      <    F     t <2% >12 Moderate (> 1.2) <1.4 
.s.    o „ . ' 2 to 4% <12 Moderate (> 1.2) <1.4 

Source: Rosgen, 1994. 
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Each major stream type identified in the field was further classified based upon the median 
particle size (D50) of the bed material. Numbers 1 through 6 correspond to different sediment 
size ranges as follows: 

1 - Bedrock    4 - Gravel 
2 - Boulder     5 - Sand 
3 - Cobble      6 - Silt 

The Wolman Pebble Count Method was used to calculate the particle size distribution of the bed 
material (Wolman, 1954). This information was also used to calculate a channel roughness 
coefficient utilizing the methods of Lane (1975), Limerinos (1984) and Anderson (1990). 

On April 12,1999, a fluvial geomorphologic field assessment of two additional stream reaches 
was conducted. Each stream reach, both on Windlass Run, was approximately 500 feet long. 
These study reaches were identified by survey flagging and staking for Alternates D and Fi- 
Modified. The same procedures were followed as in the earlier two assessments. 

The results of all four assessments are discussed below. 

Windlass Run at Alternate D-Modified 

The Windlass Run study reach is located east of Holly Hill Memorial Gardens located on the east 
side of Bird River Road. The drainage area to the study reach is approximately 1.5 square miles 
and is mostly undeveloped. The developed areas are composed of mostly large lot, single family 
homes. 

The study reach is situated in a broad, flat, wooded floodplain. The vegetation is characterized 
as mixed mesic deciduous woods in mid-successional stage. It is a typical woodland association 
of the Atlantic coastal plain physiographic province. 

The channel appears to be very stable. It is about 15 feet wide and 2 feet deep with an all sand 
substrate. (No pebble count was performed at this site as all channel material was less than 
2mm.) The sand substrate and fairly low gradient (0.15%) form a glide/pool system rather than a 
riffle/pool system. There are no significant mid-channel or point bars and it is obvious that the 
bankfull elevation is top of bank. The banks are composed of silt and clay and allow a near 
vertical slope. The stream meanders modestly through the floodplain so there is minimal 
migration of meander bends. 

Using top of bank as bankfull elevation, the assessment of the cross section survey data produced 
key channel parameters as follows: 

Width/Depth Ratio:    21.25 
Entrenchment Ratio:  >2.2 

The channel is classified as a C5. The bankfull discharge, using Manning's Equation and the 
field measured cross sectional area and slope, was computed as 67 cfs. This compares well with 
an estimated bankfull discharge of 90cfs from the regional curve for southeast. Pennsylvania 
(Dunne & Leopold, 1978). 
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Whitemarsh Run 

The Whitemarsh Run study reach is located just east of the ramp from MD 43 onto US 40. The 
drainage area to the study reach is approximately 13.8 square miles and is mostly developed. 
The land use is dominated by small lot residential, but also contains commercial, industrial, and 
institutional land uses. 

The study reach is situated in a broad, flat, wooded floodplain; however, the lower reaches of 
Whitemarsh Run (including the study reach) have been greatly disturbed by past mining 
operations. While the vegetation can be characterized as a mixed mesic deciduous woods, it is in 
an early successional stage with some remnant large trees and it has been heavily invaded by 
multiflora rose. 

The channel, at first glance, appears to be entrenched and unstable. The study reach has 
numerous eroding banks which are about 8 feet above the base flow elevation. The study reach 
contains large mid-channel and point bar deposits composed of sand and gravel. Long, deep 
pools dominate the reach with only a couple small (perhaps 5 feet long) riffle reaches. (The lack 
of riffle reaches made it difficult to determine an accurate water surface slope at the study reach.) 
The banks are composed of silt and clay which allow near vertical slopes. The meanders are 
migrating readily as there nothing to inhibit erosion of the outside meander bends. 

The inside meander bend, immediately upstream of the cross section location, exhibits two 
possible bankfull indicators. The first is an active point bar with fresh sand and gravel deposits. 
The second is a vegetated terrace between the active point bar and the top of bank. Computing a 
discharge using the lower elevation produces a discharge of about 407 cfs. The discharge 
computed from the upper elevation is about 785 cfs. The larger discharge compares well with an 
estimated bankfull discharge of 700 cfs from the regional curve for southeast Pennsylvania 
(Dunne & Leopold, 1978). Also, sand deposits were observed in the overbank areas of the 
floodplain, which suggests that the channel is not entrenched and accesses the floodplain on an 
annual or semi-annual basis. 

Using the terrace elevation as bankfull elevation, the assessment of the cross section survey data 
and pebble count produced key channel parameters as follows: 
• Width/Depth Ratio: 24.95 
• Entrenchment Ratio:        >2.2 
• D50 Material: 3 mm 

The channel is classified as a C5. However, the morphological features, discussed above, 
indicate that this channel is unstable, incising and becoming more entrenched. It is apparent that 
the channel is adjusting to large, frequent storm flows from the highly developed watershed. 
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d.        Aquatic Resources 

(1)      Assessment Parameters and Sampling Sites 

An assessment was made of water quality and aquatic health of the two tributaries in the 
immediate study area: Windlass Run and Whitemarsh Run. Aquatic health was assessed using 
three sets of indirect indicators: aquatic habitat, benthic macroinvertebrate composition, 
fish/herpetofauna composition. Water quality was assessed directly by testing stream waters and 
comparing the results to Maryland's water quality standards. Test parameters included various 
toxic chemicals, pH, dissolved oxygen, turbidity, and fecal coliforms. A total of eleven sites 
were examined, including nine sites on Windlass Run and two on Whitemarsh Run. Table III-10 
shows which sites were sampled and the specific assessment parameters addressed at each site. 

Table m-10: Surface water parameters sampled at selected reaches of Windlass and Whitemarsh Rims. 
Site Name Aquatic Habitat Macrfl-invertebratesf Fish and Herpetofauna ^Wat^'Oualit^1' 

Windlass 1 (H-1V X 
Windlass 2 (H-2) X 
Windlass 3 (H-3) X 
Windlass 4 (H-4) X X X X 
Windlass 5 (H-5) X 
Windlass 6 (H-6) X 
Windlass 7 {H-7) X X Spot-Sample X 
Windlass 8 (H-8) X X X 
Windlass 9 {H-9) X X X 

Whitemarsh 1 (WM-1) X X X X 
Whitemarsh 2 fWM-2) X X X 

(2)     Assessment Methodology 

Aquatic Habitat 

Habitat quality was evaluated based on protocols outlined in the Field and Laboratory Methods 
for Macroinvertebrate and Habitat Assessment of Low Gradient, Nontidal Streams (U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency, 1997). This survey method was developed to accurately 
characterize the slow-moving nature of coastal plain streams. A team of three trained 
environmental scientists conducted habitat assessments at every major habitat change (for a total 
of 11 sample sites) along the reaches of Windlass and Whitemarsh Runs within the study area. 
Every habitat assessment site extended 100 meters along the stream. Teams determined a rating 
from 0 to 10 (poor to excellent, respectively) for each habitat parameter of interest. These 
parameters included: 
• Channel Modification - measures the degree to which the stream channel has been modified 

or engineered by man 
• In-stream Habitat - measures the diversity and abundance of stable habitats (snags, riffles, 

vegetated banks, and macrophytes) 
• Pools - measures the diversity and abundance of pools 
• Bank Stability - estimates the percentage of stream bank that shows evidence of recent 

erosion or bank failure 
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• Bank Vegetative Type - determines the dominant vegetation type (shrubs, trees, grasses and 
herbaceous plants, or non-vegetated) along the stream bank 

• Shading - estimates the percentage of water that is shaded 
• Riparian Zone Width - estimates the width of the riparian zone that shows no evidence of 

human activity 

A final consensus rating for each habitat parameter was discussed and recorded. An overall 
habitat score for each stream was determined by adding all rated habitat parameters. 

Benthic Macroinvertebrates 

Benthic macroinvertebrates were sampled using the basic protocols discussed in Field and 
Laboratory Methods for Macroinvertebrate and Habitat Assessment of Low Gradient, Nontidal 
Streams (U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 1997). A total of six sites were sampled, four 
on Windlass Run and two on Whitemarsh Run. At each sample site, which consisted of 100 
meters of stream, the percentage of each type of potential macroinvertebrate habitat was 
estimated. Potential habitats included stream banks, woody snags, and submerged macrophytes. 
Sampling was performed according to the percentage of potential habitat. For example, if 60% 
of the stream habitats were woody snags, then 60% of the samples came from woody snags. 

A total of twenty jab samples were taken at each sample site using a dip-net. Any captured 
organisms were then picked from detritus with the aid of sieves and taken to the laboratory for 
processing. All of the organisms were placed in a shallow pan over a numbered grid. Using a 
random number generator, grid squares were selected from which all organisms were removed. 
This process was repeated until 100 organisms were removed. The resulting subsample was 
used for all further processing. 

Where possible, all organisms were identified to the genus level. Several metrics were then 
calculated: 

• Metric 1. Taxonomic Richness 
This metric represents the total number of unique taxa in a sample. High taxonomic richness 
is indicative of areas with high water and habitat quality. 

• Metric 2. EPT Richness 
The total number of unique taxa in the Ephemeroptera (mayfly), Plecoptera (stonefly), and 
Trichoptera (caddisfly) orders. Macroinvertebrates within these groups are generally 
intolerant of pollution and human disturbance, therefore a higher number of taxa present 
suggests better water quality. 

• Metrics. % EPT Abundance 
The percent of the organisms in a sample that are EPTs. See Metric 2 for additional 
comments. 
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• Metric 4. % Dominant Taxon 
The percent of the total abundance that is a single taxon. A community dominated by a 
single taxon indicates environmental stress. 

• Metrics. HilsenhofFBioticIndex(HBI) 
Each genera is given a tolerance value (U.S. EPA 1990), which ranges from 0 - 10, 
increasing as water quality decreases. The tolerance value is incorporated into the following 
equation: 

HBI = Xiti / n 
Where: 

Xj = number of individuals within genera i 
t; = tolerance value for genera i 
n = total number of organisms in the sample 

Metric values increase as organic pollution increases. 

• Metric 6. % Non-Insect 
This metric represents the percent of organisms that are not insects. Non-insects such as 
scuds, aquatic pillbugs, snails, worms, leeches and water mites are generally more pollution 
tolerant. 

In summary, Metrics 1-3 tend to increase with increasing habitat and water quality, Metric 4 
tends to increase as habitat and water quality decrease and Metrics 5 and 6 tend to increase as 
pollution increases. 

Fish and Herpetofauna 

Sampling followed methods described in the U.S. EPA's Rapid Bioassessment V Protocols 
(RBPs) for fish (Plafkin et. al., 1989). These methods call for the sampling of 100-meter 
representative reaches of streams in the study area. Block nets were installed at the upstream and 
downstream end of each sampled reach. Two sampling runs were conducted for each reach 
using an electro-fisher. All species were identified and weighed before they were returned to the 
stream. Any specimens that were unidentifiable in the field were preserved and brought to the 
laboratory for positive identification. Fish were also examined for any anomalies such as 
external diseases and deformities. Any herpetofauna captured in the sampling runs were 
identified and recorded. 

One reach of Windlass Run and one reach of Whitemarsh Run were completely sampled. 
Because of thick bank vegetation, an extremely soft stream bottom, and excessive surface leaf 
litter and detritus, a second section of Windlass Run was spot-sampled (no block nets were 
installed) and the remaining sample sites were not sampled at all. 
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Using the data gathered during the surveys, several metrics were calculated to describe fish 
diversity and abundance (Roth et. al, 1997), including: 

• 

• 

Metric 1. Number of native species 
Often referred to as species richness, lower numbers of species generally indicate 
environmental degradation. 

Metric 2. Number of benthic species 
Benthic fish species have specific requirements for reproducing and feeding on the 
stream bottom. Therefore, they are very sensitive to the quality of benthic habitats that 
become degraded through channelization, siltation, and reduction in dissolved oxygen. 

MetricS. Percent tolerant individuals 
Intolerant species are those that become negatively affected by environmental 
degradation. Therefore, an increase in the percent of tolerant individuals may indicate an 
increase in habitat degradation or environmental stress. 

Metric 4. Percent abundance of the dominant species 
Dominant taxa (tolerant species) become more abundant with increasing habitat 
degradation. 

Metric 5. Percent of individuals as generalists, omnivores, or invertivores 
When stream degradation reduces the abundance and variety of prey items, generalist 
feeders may increase in numbers because they are more successful at foraging with a 
switching food base than are specialist feeders. 

Metric 6. Percent of individuals as insectivores 
Degraded streams will generally support fewer insects, thus reducing the food supply for 
insectivorous fish. 

Metric 7. Abundance (number of individuals) per square meter 
Degraded streams will generally support fewer individuals than less severely disturbed 
streams. 

• Metric 8. Biomass per square meter 
As with abundance, biomass is expected to decrease in severely impacted streams. 

• Metric 9. Percent of individuals as lithophilic spawners 
Lithophilic spawners use rocks, rubble or gravel substrates for egg deposition. Silt, a 
common stream pollutant in Maryland, can negatively affect egg deposition and reduce 
the number of lithophils. 

Metrics were then used to determine the Index of Biotic Integrity (IBI) which has been 
developed for assessing stream fishes in the Coastal Plain of Maryland (Roth et al., 1997). The 
IBI provides a way of estimating the extent of stream degradation. Each metric is scored against 
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a criteria developed from regional Coastal Plain reference sites and is converted to a score of 1, 
3, or 5. The average of these scores produced the overall BI and ranges from 1-5. Table ni-11 
summarizes the interpretation for IBI scores. 

Table 111-11: Interpretation for the Index of Biotic Integrity (IBI) Scores for Fishes in Maryland Streams. 
IBI Integrity Class Characteristics 
1-2 Good Decreased species richness, intolerant species in particular, sensitive 

species present 

2-3 Fair Intolerant and sensitive species absent; skewed trophic structure 
.3-4^: Poor Top carnivore and many expected species absent or rare; omnivores and 

tolerant species dominant les dominant  
and individuals present; tolerant species dominant; diseased 4-5 Very poor Few species 

fish frequent 
Sources: Roth et al., 1997; Plafkin et al., 1989 

Water quality 

Water quality samples were taken at six stream reaches: four on Windlass Run and two on 
Whitemarsh Run. These samples were analyzed for the presence and amount of cadmium, lead, 
mercury, selenium, silver, zinc, and fecal coliforms. Several additional variables were measured 
in the field, including dissolved oxygen, conductivity, pH, and turbidity. 

(3)     Results and Discussion 

For clarity purposes, Aquatic Habitat, Benthic Macroinvertebrates, Fish and Herpetofauna, and 
Water Quality for Windlass and Whitemarsh Runs will be addressed separately. 

(a) Windlass Run 

Aquatic Habitat 

A summary of the habitat assessment ratings for each sample site is shown in Table 111-12. One 
sample site (H-2) was rated "fair", and the remainder (88%) were rated as either "good" or 
"excellent". Most of Windlass Run has a natural channel with frequent bends, a high diversity of 
in-stream habitats, few pools, stable banks dominated by shrubs and trees, a variety of shading 
conditions, and little evidence of human activity within 18 meters of the stream. H-2 was rated 
"fair" because it has a modified channel with no bends, a relative low diversity of in-stream 
habitats, moderately stable banks dominated by grasses and herbaceous plants and no evidence 
of human activity within 12 meters of the stream. 
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Table 111-12: Habitat assessment ratings for Windlass Run sample sites 
Sample site ' t,                *• ^       T Rating "'   " •'  r'        ,   - 

Excellent Good        ; Fair fbor 
,o      H-i X 

H-2 X 
'^'  "  H-3   ., X 

-     H-4 , X 
H-5 X 
Hifi X 

,     *    H-7 'J. X 
-    ,   H-8 X 

>       H.9 X 

Benthic Macroinvertebrates 

The four sample sites in Windlass Run varied in their macroinvertebrate composition and metric 
scores (Table 111-13). Of these four sites, H-4 and H-7 received similar scores indicating 
relatively high stream quality with little pollution or human disturbances. Sites H-8 and H-9 
received low scores for Taxonomic Richness, EPT Richness, % EPT and high scores for % 
Dominant Taxon, and HBI. Site H-9 received the highest score for % Non-Insect. The scores 
for H-8 and H-9 suggest relatively low water and habitat quality, and high environmental stress 
and pollution. 

Table 111-13: Benthic Macroinvertebrate Metric Scores for Windlass Run. 
v" '" Biological Metric „ Samp e Site 'V'S* N :•' 

H-4 H-7 H-8 H-9 
Taxonomic Richness 13 16 8 5 
EPT Richness 0 2 1 1 
%EPT. 0 4% 4% 1% 
% Dominant Taxon 38% 22%a 50% 56% 
HBI 5.2 5.3 6.7 5.8 
% Non-Insect 76% 65% 76% 97% 
Dominant Taxon shared by Asellus sp. (22%) and Synurella sp. (22%) 

Fish and Herpetofauna 

Relatively few individuals representing a few different species were sampled from the two sites 
at Windlass Run (Table 111-14). The majority of individuals sampled were American Eels 
(Anguilla rostrata). In addition, several amphibians were collected including 1 wood frog (Rana 
sylvatica), 16 green frogs {Rana clamitans) and 6 bullfrogs {Rana catesbeiana). Fish IBI scores 
were calculated for only site H-4 because insufficient data were available from the spot-sample 
at site H-7. Site H-4 received an overall IBI score of 3.25 placing it in the "fair" class (Table m- 
15). This suggests that intolerant and sensitive species are absent from this stream; their absence 
indicates moderate stream degradation. 
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Table 111-14: Summary of the fish species collected for Windlass Run. 
.'•''••                              '•: ••Taxa •'                   •••:i'/-"^ • ''•::. -'•:- Sample Site - 

Common name Is Scientific name H-4 H-7* 
Spottail Shiner Notropis hudsonius - - 
Striped Shiner Luxilus chrysocephalus - - 
Comely Shiner Notropis amoenus - - 
Banded Killifish Fundulus diaphams - - 
Tessolated Darter Etheostoma olmstedi 7 - 
Glassy Darter Etheostoma vitreum 1 - 
American Eel Anguilla rostrata 23 6 
Brown Bullhead Ameiurus nebulosus - - 
Mosquitofish Gambrusia affinis - - 
Mummichog Fundulus heteroclitus - - 
Pumpkinseed Lepomis gibbosus - - 
Green Sunfish Lepomis cyanellus - - 
Bluespotted Sunfish Enneacanthus obesus 4 - 
Chain Pickerel Esox niger 1 - 
Redfin Pickerel Esox americanus 3 3 
Eastern Mudminnow Umbra limi 2 2 
White Perch Morone americam - - 
Shorthead Redhorse Moxostoma macrolepidotum - - 
Northern Hog Sucker Hypentelium nigricans 2 - 

Total number of species 8 3 
Total number of individuals 43 11 

* not a complete sample 

Table 111-15: Fish Index of Biotic Integrity (IBD Scores for Wii idlass Run. 
IBI Metric 3g:§$|S Sample Site   ^ .     v 

ii'-rlifstli5 ^ H-4 f 

No. of native species 5 
No. of benthic.species 3 
% Tolerant individuals 3 
% Abundance of dominant species 3 
% Generalists, omnivores and invertivores 3 
Abundance (No. of individuals/m2) 3 

Biomass (g/m2) 1 

% Lithophilk spawners 5 
IBI Score 3.25 

Water Quality 

Toxic substances including cadmium, lead, mercury, selenium, silver, and zinc did not exceed 
Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE) criteria for aquatic life. (Table 111-16). Water 
was slightly acidic; field pH sampled in all sites at Windlass Run were below the accepted 
criterion of pH = 6.5 (Table El-17).  Two of the four sites had dissolved oxygen below the 5 
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mg/1 minimum acceptable value set forth for Use I waters.  Turbidity and fecal coliforms met 
MDE criteria except for H-8 which had fecal coliforms slightly above the accepted value. 

Table 111-16: Comparison of Windlass Run samples with MDE Toxic Substance Criteria11 

Compound Toxic substances   * 
Criteria",     -,, 

,  , Windlass Run 

. Acute Chronic H-4    - *   H-7. H-8 H-9 
Cadmium 39 1 1 <1 1 2 27 
Lead 82 3.2 <5 <5 9 <5 
Mercury 2.4 0.012 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 
Selenium 20 5 <5 <5 <5 <5 
Silver 4.1 0.12 <1 2 <1 <1 
Zinc 120 110 9 10 60 30 

Source. Maryland Department of the Environment, 1993 
b Toxic substances criteria are for aquatic life in fresh water. Criteria and sample test values are 

represented in micrograms per liter (ng/1). 

Table 111-17: Comparison of Windlass Run samples with MDE Water Quality Criteria 
for Use I waters. 

Parameter \   Criteria" Windlass Run                 -   i,- 

H-4 H-7 H-8 H-9 
' Fecal coliforms 200/100 ml 90 40 230 <30 

pH 6.5<x<8.5 6.15 6.28 5.71 5.69 
Turbidity < 150 units 5 3 3 18 

Dissolved O2 >5 mg/1 5.07 5.44 0.93 2.85 
"Source: Maryland Department of the Environment, 1993 

(b) Whitemarsh Run 

Aquatic Habitat 

The habitat assessment for WM-1 indicated that habitat at this site was classified overall as 
"Good". This type of habitat has a natural channel that is mostly straight with low sinuosity. 
The site was rated excellent with regard to its natural channel characteristics and shading. It 
rated good for the presence of pools and stability of its banks and fair for bank vegetation and 
riparian width. The in-stream habitat was rated poor. The bottom was soft with some snags and 
vegetated banks that provided the in-stream habitat. However, coverage of these features was 
less than 50%. 

Site WM-2 overall habitat assessment was also classified as "Good". This site rated excellent for 
natural channel characteristics, the presence of pools and for shading. In-stream habitat, bank 
vegetation and the riparian zone width were all rated as good. The only poor rating was for bank 
stability which indicated very unstable banks and many eroded areas. 
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Benthic Macroimertebrates 

WM-1 and WM-2 differed in their macroinvertebrate composition. Table HI-18 provides the 
macroinvertebrate metrics calculated for each site. WM-2 had nearly twice the number of taxa 
of WM-1. The community composition at WM-2 included Ephemeroptera (Baetidae) and 
Trichoptera (Hydropsychidae). The Hydropsychidae included two genera, Hydropsyche sp. and 
Cheumatopsyche sp. The genus Hydropsyche sp. made up the dominant taxon. There was also a 
non-insect component which included amphipods and gastropods. WM-1 only had eight taxa, 
three of which were in the order Odonata with Argia sp. making up the dominant taxon. 
Ephemeroptera, Plecoptera, and Trichoptera were not present. 

The HBI index for WM-1 and WM-2 were 7.6 and 5.3, respectively. Based on Hilsenhoff s 
(1988) classification this indicates that the water quality at WM-1 is very poor and at WM-2 it is 
fair. The HBI index is an indicator of water quality degradation due to organic pollution. The 
conditions at each site; low gradient, low flow, and poor in-stream habitat may partially explain 
the lower taxonomic diversity at this site and the types of species found there. 

Table 111-18: Benthic Macroinvertebrate Metric Scores for Whitemarsh Run 
.'.,.;: Biological Metric      ^ v [:/:>MMw:-::1 /Samp lesitc ••'.'.'>•• ':',      \ „ " 

^¥:f§^Mrl:.-n,v-;S ^•"^.'WMJ-   :'•' >. 
Taxonomic Richness };   ;  ;•'$• 8 15 
EPT Richness ;• ''.M^f^'fZMS- 0 3 
SfcEFT   •  •'•     ;-^^V*'•&'';: 0 53% 
% Dominant Taxon/   • 48% 45% 
HBI-'-.              .;•-.;-••:;•-; 7.6 5.3 
%^on-Insect::.; VV^S^/^H/: 0 6.30% 

Fish and Herpetofauna 

Fish collections at sample site WM-1 at Whitemarsh Run yielded the highest number of 
individuals (Table III-19). In addition, Whitemarsh Run had almost twice as many species of 
fish present as Windlass Run. A summary of the number of fishes collected within each species 
is shown in Table 111-19. In addition, one green frog (Rana damitans) was collected. Overall 
fish IBI scores were of 3.25 placing it in the "fair" class. This suggests that intolerant and 
sensitive species are absent from this stream; their absence indicates moderate stream 
degradation (Table IH-20). 
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Table 111-19: Summary ofthe fish species collected for Whitemarsh Run. 
^#1^;;-^;^ Sample site 

Common name Scientific name WM-1-   ' 
Spottail Shiner Notropis hudsomus 151 
Striped Shiner Luxilus chrysocephalus 48 
Comely Shiner Notropis amoenus 3 
Banded Killifish Fundulus diaphanus 2 
Tessolated Darter Etheostoma olmstedi 12 
Glassy Darter Etheostoma vitreum - 
American Eel Anguilla rostrata 16 
Brown Bullhead Ameiurus nebulosus 1 
Mosquitofish Gambrusia affinis 73 
Mummichog Fundulus heteroclitus 2 
Pumpkinseed Lepomis gibbosus 7 
Green Sunfish Lepomis cyanellus 2 
Bluespotted Sunfish Enneacanthus obesus 10 
Chain Pickerel Esox niger - 
Redfin Pickerel Esox americams - 
Eastern Mudminnow Umbra limi - 
White Perch Morone americana 1 
Shorthead Redhorse Moxostoma macrolepidotum 3 
Northern Hog Sucker Hypenteliutn nigricans 1 

Total number of species 15 
Total number of individuals 331 

Table 111-20: Fish Index of Biotic Integrity (IBI) Scores for Whitemarsh Run. 
IBI Metric „    -<    .,.', , Sample site 

No. of native species 5 
No. of benthic species 1 
% Tolerant individuals 5 
% Abundance of dominant species 3 
% Generalists, omnivores and invertivores 1 
Abundance (No. of individuals/in2) 5 

Biomass (g/m2) 1 

% Lithophilic spawners 5 
IBI Score 3.25 

Water Quality 

Water quality at both sites (WM-1 and WM-2) was similar. Constituents did not exceed MDE 
criteria for aquatic life. (Table 111-21). Heavy metals were at or below the detection limits with 
the exception of copper at WM-1 and zinc at WM-2. However, these metals were less than the 
acute and chronic criteria for aquatic life. Field pH sampled at WM-1 was 6.69, slightly less 
than circunmeutral indicating a buffered system. Dissolved oxygen for both sites WM-1 and 
WM-2 was, 7.1 mg/1 and 5.07 mg/1, respectively, and was greater than the required 5 mg/1 for 
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Use I waters.   Although fecal coliforms were present at both sites, they did not exceed the 
recommended density of 200/100 ml (Table ni-22). 

Table 111-21: Comparison of Whitemarsh Run samples with MDE Toxic Substance Criteria1' 
' - •           . ••   ••'.. 

Compound 
Toxic substances 

criteria11 
Whitemarsh Run 

• •. •  -• Acute Chronic WM-1 WM-2 
Cadmium   ::i*;V %: 3.9 1.1 <0.5 <0.5 
Lead          '^K7^ 82 3.2 <5 <5 
Mercury 2.4 0.012 <0.5 <0.5 
Selenium 20 5 <5 <5 
Silver 4.1 0.12 <1 <1 
Zinc 120 110 10 20 

"Source: Maryland Department of the Environment, 1993 
b Toxic substances criteria are for aquatic life in fresh water. Criteria and sample test values 

are represented in micrograms per liter (ng/1). 

Table 111-22: Comparison of Whitemarsh Run samples with MDE Water 
Quality Criteria for Use I Waters 

Parameter Criteria8 
.Whitemarsh Run  "- 

'•'"••.•..WM-r •••::• ^•WM.!.:,;;;: 

Fecal coliforms 200/100 ml 90 90 
PH 6.5<x<8.5 6.69 6.15 
Turbidity < 150 units 12 5 
Dissolved Oj >5mg/l 7.1 5.07 
"Source: Maryland Department of the Environment, 1993 

2.        Wild and Scenic Rivers 

There are no Federal or State Wild and Scenic Rivers within the study area. 

G.       Floodplains 

According to Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Maps 
(FIRM) there are three designated 100-year floodplains within the study area. Floodplains in the 
study area are associated with Whitemarsh Run, Windlass Run and tributaries of Saltpeter Creek. 

Floodplains provide unique environments for various species of plants and animals, and serve as 
a channel for excess drainage in times of flood. Floodplains are usually associated with 
wetlands, but can extend beyond designated wetland areas. Soils associated with floodplains 
usually consist of silty sands and clays that are rich in nutrients and are well suited for some 
types of agriculture. 

The floodplain for Whitemarsh Run (100-year) is the widest in the study area, ranging from 300 
to over 1000 feet wide. The floodplain associated with Windlass Run (100-year) bisects the 
study area and averages approximately 150 feet in width. Floodplains associated with a tributary 
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of Saltpeter Creek are located in the southeast portion of the study area and range in width from 
100 to 400 feet in width throughout the study area. 

H.       Chesapeake Bay Critical Area 

The Chesapeake Bay Critical Area Law of 1984 regulates land use activities within a 1,000-foot 
strip of land along tidal waters. The law requires local governments to develop and implement a 
management plan for protection of tidal waters, riparian habitat, and wetlands that are 
immediately adjacent to tidal waters. The management plan must include certain elements 
specified in the Critical Area Law. Baltimore County has the responsibility for managing the 
critical areas associated with the MRECAS. As shown in Figure III-10, the Critical Area skirts 
the eastern side of the study area. 

1.        Wetlands 

1.        Methodology 

Wetlands were identified in accordance with the Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation 
Manual, (Environmental Laboratory, Technical Report Y-87-1) (ACOE 1987), and supplemental 
guidance papers issued by the Corps of Engineers, the Natural Resources Conservation Service, 
and the US Fish and Wildlife Service. This method requires, under normal circumstances, 
positive field identification of three parameters: wetland hydrology, hydric soils, and 
hydrophytic vegetation. 

Wetland areas were evaluated in a study area that consists of five 400-1000 foot corridors 
crossing between Eastern Avenue and Pulaski Highway (200-500 feet on either side of a center 
line) (see Figures 1 through 10 in Appendix B). The 400-foot corridor was used in most areas, 
however, at Windlass Run a 1000-foot corridor was established, and at the railroad tracks near 
Eastern Avenue a 500-foot corridor was established. 

Wetlands in the study area were classified according to the Cowardin System, as described in A 
Classification of Wetlands and Deepwater Habitats of the United States (Cowardin et al. 1979). 
Vegetation in and near wetland areas was identified using several guides, including Woody 
Plants of Maryland (Brown and Brown 1972), Herbaceous Plants of Maryland (Brown and 
Brown 1984), and Aquatic and Wetland Plants of Southeastern United States: Monocots and 
Dicots (Godfrey and Wooten 1979, 1981). The wetland indicator status of observed vegetation 
was determined using the National List of Plant Species that Occur in Wetlands: Northeast 
(Region 1) (US Fish and Wildlife Service 1988, Resource Management Group 1992). Soil colors 
were determined in the field using Munsell Soil Color Charts (Macbeth 1994). 
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Before the field delineation was conducted, potential wetland areas were identified using 
delineation mapping from previous studies conducted in the same study area; National Wetland 
Inventory (NWI) maps created by the US Fish and Wildlife Service; Soil Survey maps for 
Baltimore County, Maryland prepared by the Natural Resources Conservation Service (formerly 
the Soil Conservation Service) (SCS 1976); and topographic maps (scale: 1" = 200') prepared by 
the Maryland State Highway Administration. Preliminary wetlands were identified in areas with 
hydric soils, near watercourses, and in topographic depressions. 

Field investigation of wetlands was conducted between October 1998 and January 1999. 
Boundaries of wetlands in the study area were flagged using pink ribbon labeled "SHA Wetland" 
for verification by the Corps of Engineers. A latitude/longitude position was acquired for each 
flag using a Trimble® Global Positioning System (GPS) receiver and subsequently incorporated 
into the project plans. The Jurisdictional Determination was completed by the Corps of 
Engineers in January, 1998. 

2.        Wetland Functions 

As agreed upon by SHA, ACOE, and MDE, wetland functions were assessed using the 
Evaluation for Planned Wetlands (EPW) method (Bartoldus et al. 1994). Three functions were 
analyzed using this method: Wildlife, Sediment Stabilization, and Water Quality. 

The Wildlife (WL) function considers the capacity of a wetland to provide food, shelter, and 
nesting habitat for animal species. It refers to the interaction between habitat complexity and 
wildlife diversity and/or abundance. In general, it is assumed that wetlands with high habitat 
complexity, both vertical and horizontal, will attract more wildlife species and be able to support 
larger wildlife populations however, it is not a direct measure of wildlife use or abundance. 

The Sediment Stabilization (SS) function examines the wetland's ability to retain previously 
deposited sediments. It refers to the interactions between stable substrate, hydrologic flow, 
erosion control, and nutrient retention. Wetlands with a high sediment stabilization capacity will 
generally control erosion and nutrient run-off more effectively than those with a low sediment 
stabilization capacity. The methodology does not however examine sources of sediment for the 
wetland. 

Water Quality (WQ) is closely related to Sediment Stabilization, but instead looks at the 
wetland's capacity to retain suspended and dissolved particles. This directly relates to the 
interaction between the wetland and downstream surface water quality. The higher the water 
quality capacity, the better the wetland acts as a hydrologic filter for nutrients, toxic chemicals, 
and suspended soil. The methodology does not however examine sources of pollution within the 
wetland's watershed and only examines wetlands with direct downstream surface water 
connections. 

The EPW method uses a series of ecological elements to calculate an overall rating of each 
function. Reviewers assess each function by examining relevant elements. For each element a 
condition is selected that best describes the form the element takes in the wetland. These 
conditions correspond to a score ranging from 0.1 to 1.0, with a score of 1.0 implying the 
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greatest potential to increase the functional capacity of the wetland. Conversely, a low score 
indicates that this element probably does not increase the functional capacity of the wetland. 
Scores of "NA" indicate that the condition is not applicable. 

The element scores are used in a series of formulas that yield an overall Functional Capacity 
Index (FCI). This index is multiplied by the impacted area of the wetland to calculate the 
number of Functional Capacity Units (FCU). The FCUs serve as a base unit for comparing 
function differences between different wetlands and time periods. The final objective is to plan 
wetlands that will exhibit similar functional capacities to existing wetlands, both qualitatively 
and quantitatively. 

For this study, teams of two to four trained scientists agreed upon the condition of each element 
for the existing field-delineated wetlands. The evaluation incorporated the entire area of the 
wetland, including portions that may have extended beyond the right-of-way limits of the build 
alternatives. Corresponding scores for each element condition were recorded on data sheets. 
Following the initial assessment, SHA, ACOE, and MDE reviewed element scores for twelve 
representative wetlands. All of the wetlands were then sorted according to the reference 
wetlands. Element scores for all wetlands were reevaluated and adjusted based on any changes 
made during the review. These element scores were approved by SHA, ACOE, and MDE. An 
FCI was then calculated for each function using the method outlined by Bartoldus et al. (1994). 

The wetlands in the study area can be described as Palustrine Forested (PFO), Palustrine Scrub- 
Shrub (PSS), or Palustrine Emergent (PEM) using the wetland classification system described by 
Cowardin et al. (1979). EPW does not compare FCIs or FCUs between different wetland 
classes. Thus, all wetland areas were grouped according to class for the functional assessment. 
In addition, the Water Quality FCI could not be calculated for any wetland that is isolated, 
because conditions in these wetlands do not directly effect downstream surface water quality. 
However, element scores for Water Quality were obtained in order to make comparisons with 
other wetlands and for eventual mitigation purposes. For more information, refer to the EPW 
manual by Environmental Concern, Inc. (Bartoldus et al. 1994). 

3.        Identification and Delineation 

Observations of hydrology, soils, and vegetation were made in each of the 74 wetlands and at 
neighboring upland sites to characterize the study area and confirm wetland boundaries. The 
field data from these observation points are included in the Natural Environmental Technical 
Report. 

The wetlands in the study area lie in four drainage systems. Of the number of wetlands studied, 
there are fourteen wetlands in the Whitemarsh Run watershed, thirty-one in the Windlass Run 
watershed, twenty in the Saltpeter Creek drainage, and nine in the Frog Mortar Creek drainage. 
Figure 111-9 shows the location of drainage divides within the study area. Waters from 
Whitemarsh Run and Windlass Run flow into the Bird River before entering the Gunpowder 
River; Saltpeter Creek empties directly into the Gunpowder River; and Frog Mortar Creek flows 
into the Middle River. All wetlands within the study area are included within the Chesapeake 
Bay drainage system. 
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The majority of wetlands in the study area are classified as palustrine forested (PFO), but some 
are palustrine scrub-shrub (PSS) and palustrine emergent (PEM). A description of each 
delineated wetland is provided below. Wetland functions were analyzed using the Evaluation for 
Planned Wetlands (EPW) method (Batoldus et al. 1994). Functional Capacity Indices (FCI), 
which were calculated to describe wetland functions, are explained in Section IILI.2. The total 
area of each wetland in the study area and results of the EPW assessment are in Table 111-23. 

This methodology does not examine the opportunity of a wetland to perform the assessed 
functions based upon its location in the wetland system. For example, wetlands along Windlass 
Run's mainstem will be able to perform its function in receiving runoff from drainage areas 
better than those wetlands at headwaters and more isolated upland wetlands. 

Table 111-23: Area and Functional Capacity Index (FCI) Scores for Wetlands in Study Area 
Wetland 
Number 

Watershed Wetland 
Class1 

Wetland 
Area (ac) 

WL'FCI2: ^SS1 FCI2 WQ'FCI2, 

DWl 

DWl 

DWl          - • 

Whitemarsh 

Whitemarsh 

Whitemarsh 

PSS 

PEM 

Total 

0.033 

0.080 

0.113 

0.31 

0.31 

N/A 

0.76 

0.76 

N/A 

0.63 

0.63 

N/A 

DW1A    i Whitemarsh PEM 0.02 0.21 1.00 N/A 

DWIB* 

DWIB* 

DWIB* 

Whitemarsh 

Whitemarsh 

Whitemarsh 

PFO 

PEM 

Total 

0.11 

0.13 

0.24 

0.33 

0.33 

N/A 

0.90 

0.90 

N/A 

0.89 

0.89 

N/A 

DW2 Whitemarsh PEM 0.136 0.27 0.53 N/A 

DW2A Whitemarsh PEM 0.039 0.27 0.53 N/A 

DW2B Whitemarsh PFO 0.164 0.41 0.76 0.75 

DW3 - Whitemarsh PEM 0.020 0.48 0.15 0.58 

DW4 Whitemarsh PSS 0.047 0.33 0.55 0.7 

DW4A Whitemarsh PSS 0.086 0.39 0.69 0.75 

DW5 Whitemarsh PSS 0.015 0.26 0.7 N/A 

DW6*   .      , 

DW6*   „-      . 

DW6* 

Whitemarsh 

Whitemarsh 

Whitemarsh 

PFO 

PEM 

Total 

1.029 

0.806 

1.835 

0.28 

0.28 

N/A 

0.81 

0.81 
N/A 

0.65 

0.65 

N/A 

DW6A* 

DW6A* 

DW6A* 

Whitemarsh 

Whitemarsh 

Whitemarsh 

PSS 

PEM 

Total 

0.094 

0.080 

0.174 

0.5 

0.5 

N/A 

0.76 

0.76 

N/A 

0.75 

0.75 

N/A 

DW6B Whitemarsh PEM 0.013 0.32 0.88 N/A 

DW7 Whitemarsh PSS 0.036 0.22 0.95 0.98 

DW8* Whitemarsh PEM 0.220 0.43 0.77 0.78 

DW97* Whitemarsh PFO 12.105 0.74 0.82 0.83 

DW100 Windlass PFO 0.254 0.48 0.76 0.75 

D-modWl Frog Mortar PEM 0.007 0.15 0.76 N/A 
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Wetland 
Number 

Watershed Wetland 
Class1 

Wetland 

Area (ac) 
WL1 FCI2 SS1 FCI2 WQ1 FCI2 

D-modW2* Frog Mortar PFO 5.203 0.5 0.76 0.75 

D-mod W2A Frog Mortar PFO 0.406 0.4 0.76 N/A 

D-modW3 Frog Mortar PFO 0.040 0.41 0.76 0.75 

D-mod W4* 

D-mod W4* 

D-mod W4*-r 

Frog Mortar 

Frog Mortar 

Frog Mortar 

PFO 

PEM 

Total 

1.277 

0.018 

1.295 

0.5 

0.5 

N/A 

0.76 

0.76 

N/A 

0.75 

0.75 

N/A 

D-mod W5* Frog Mortar PFO 4.999 0.48 0.76 0.75 

D-mod W5 A i Frog Mortar PFO 0.485 0.47 0.61 N/A 

D-itiodWe* Windlass PFO 2.388 0.5 0.76 0.75 

D-mpd W7 Frog Mortar PFO 0.279 0.47 0.76 N/A 

D-mod W8 Frog Mortar PFO 0.077 0.46 0.76 N/A 

D-mod W9* Saltpeter PFO 3.292 0.5 0.76 •     N/A 

D-mod W10 Saltpeter PFO 0.736 0.48 0.76 N/A 

D-mod Wll* Windlass PFO 0.863 0.5 0.76 0.75 

D-mod W12 Windlass PFO 0.092 0.48 0.76 N/A 

D-mod Wl 3* Windlass PFO 2.042 0.55 0.76 0.49 

D-modW13A* Windlass PFO 0.674 0.51 0.76 0.75 

D-mod W14 Windlass PFO 1.504 0.52 0.76 0.75 

D-mod Wl 5* Windlass PFO 0.277 0.54 0.76 0.65 

D-modW15A* 

DmodWlSA* 

D-mddWl5A* 

Windlass 

Windlass 

Windlass 

PFO 

PEM 

Total 

0.27 

0.03 

0.30 

0.54 

0.54 

N/A 

0.76 

0.76 

N/A 

0.65 

0.65 

N/A 

D-modW15B Windlass WUS 170 LF N/A N/A N/A 

D-mod Wl 6 Windlass PFO 0.008 0.38 0.76 0.75 

D-mod WIT Windlass PFO 0.052 0.38 0.76 0.75 

E-Wl* Saltpeter PFO 0.343 0.53 , 0.76 N/A 

EW2 Saltpeter PFO 0.096 0.48 0.76 N/A 

EW3 Saltpeter PFO 0.219 0.28 0.79 N/A 

EW4    , Saltpeter PFO 0.159 0.4 0.76 N/A 

EW5':   /_•• '•::• Saltpeter PFO 0.008 0.46 0.76 N/A 

EW6* Saltpeter PFO 0.368 0.45 0.76 N/A 

E.W7* • Saltpeter PFO 1.746 0.56 0.81 0.68 

EW8   . Saltpeter PFO 0.627 0.56 0.76 N/A 

EW9 Windlass PFO 0.704 0.49 0.76 N/A 

EW10* Windlass PFO 0.657 0.51 0.81 0.71 

EW11*     •    - Windlass PFO 12.228 0.7 0.82 0.71 

F-modWIA Whitemarsh PEM 0.149 0.15 0.95 0.86 
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Wetland 
Number 

Watershed Wetland 
Class1 

Wetland 
Area (ac) 

WL' FCI2 SS1 FCI2 WQ1 FCI2 

F-mod W1B* Whitemarsh PFO 1.732 08 0.57 0.67 

F-mod W2 Whitemarsh PFO 0.086 0.21 0.79 0.69 

F-mod W2A Whitemarsh PEM 0.038 0.49 0.8 N/A 

F-mod W3 Whitemarsh PFO 0.144 0.21 0.79 0.69 

F-mod W4* 

F-mod W4*., 

F-mod W4* 

F-mod W4* 

Windlass 

Windlass 

Windlass 

Windlass 

PFO 

PSS 

PEM 

Total 

0.681 

0.128 

0.119 

0.928 

0.46 

0.46 

0.46 

N/A 

0.75 

0.75 

0.75 

N/A 

0.77 

0.77 

0.77 

N/A 

Frmod W4A Windlass PEM 0.084 0.12 0.73 N/A 

Fi-mod W4B Windlass PEM 0.280 0.12 0.75 N/A 

Frmod W4C Windlass PEM 0.136 0.23 0.98 0.54 

Fi-modW5* Windlass PFO 10.820 0.56 0.84 0.69 

Frmod W5A*. Windlass PFO 0.107 0.49 0.76 0.75 

F,-modW5B* Windlass PFO 1.149 0.49 0.76 0.66 

Fi'-mod W6 Windlass PFO 0.542 0.36 0.76 N/A 

Eastern Wl* Saltpeter PFO 0.145 0.53 0.76 0.51 

I-mod WA Saltpeter PFO 0.341 0.3 0.76 N/A 

I-mod WB 

I-mod WB 

I-mod WB 

Saltpeter 

Saltpeter 

Saltpeter 

PFO 

PEM 
Total 

1.546 

0.143 

1.689 

0.44 

0.44 

N/A 

0.76 

0.76 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

I-mod Wl* Saltpeter PFO 0.973 0.42 0.76 0.69 

I-mod W2   ' Saltpeter PFO 0.058 0.42 0.76 0.64 

I-mod W3* Saltpeter PFO 1.951 0.56 0.76 0.56 

I-mod W3A Saltpeter PFO 1.090 0.49 0.76 N/A 

I-mod W3B* Saltpeter PFO 1.197 0.51 0.76 0.75 

I-mod W4*' Saltpeter PFO 2.126 0.49 0.76 0.75 

I-mod W5* Saltpeter PFO 1.001 0.49 0.76 0.75 

I-mod W6* Windlass PFO 1.858 0.49 0.76 0.75 

I-mod W7* Windlass PEM 0.398 0.16 0.7 N/A 

I-mod W8* Windlass PFO 1.154 0.51 0.76 N/A 

I-mod W9* Windlass PFO 0.950 0.49 0.76 0.75 

I-mod W10   ,' Windlass PFO 0.752 0.49 0.76 0.75 

I-niodWll Windlass PFO 0.276 0.48 0.76 0.75 

I-mod W12* Windlass PFO 9.998 0.56 0.76 0.51 
•These wetlands extend beyond the study area. Listed acreage only includes the area within study limits. 
'Definition of terms: PFO = palustrine forested wetland; PSS = palustrine scrub-shrub wetland; PEM = palustrine 
emergent wetland; WUS=Waters of the U.S.; WL = wildlife; SS = sediment stabilization; WQ = water quality 

2The Functional Capacity Index measures the functionality of a site, where 0 represents no functional capacity 
and 1.0 represents optimal. 

111-58 



Middle River Employment Center Access Study f 
Final Environmental Impact Statement/Final Section 4(f) Evaluation / ' 0 
Section III Affected Environment   

Wetland D1 
This wetland is classified as palustrine scrub-shrub and is located on a small hillside behind 
several residences and adjacent to a power line right-of-way. The area is the headwater for a 
small ephemeral channel that flows into a larger ditch before crossing under the power line right- 
of-way. Vegetation in this wetland includes red maple {Acer rubrum), river birch (Betula nigra), 
red-osier dogwood (Cornus stolonifera), and Japanese honeysuckle (Lonicera japonica). The 
soils at this site showed hydric characteristics with low chroma colors above 10 inches and 
distinct mottling. Oxidized root channels were present above 10 inches, showing evidence of 
periodic flooding. The wetland has a Wildlife FCI of 0.31, a Sediment Stabilization FCI of 0.76, 
and a Water Quality FCI of 0.75. This wetland lies within the Whitemarsh Run drainage area. 

Wetland DIA 
The wetland along the cattail ditch, north of the BGE entrance road, was flagged as DW1A. The 
dominant plant is cattail, (Typha latifolia), and reducing conditions were present. The source of 
hydrology is effluent from the septic field, therefore no examination was done of the soil. The 
ditch was flowing the day of the field review. The wetland has a Wildlife FCI of 0.21, a 
Sediment Stabilization FCI of 1.00, and a Water Quality FCI of NA. 

Wetland D IB 
The wetland south of the BGE entrance road was flagged as DW1B. Along the road, the wetland 
is palustrine emergent, with the palustrine forested portion of the wetland within the woods. We 
flagged the entire limits of the wetland, however it flows into a stream outside of the study area. 
Dominant plants include black willow {Salix nigra), red maple {Acer rubrum), sweetgum 
{Liquidambar styraciflua), elderberry {Sambucus canadensis), jewelweed {Impatiens capensis), 
horsetail {Equisetum arvense), and yellow rocket {Barbarea vulgaris). Wetland hydrology 
indicators include inundation or saturation, and drainage patterns. Hydric soil indicators include 
reducing conditions and low-chroma colors. The wetland has a Wildlife FCI of 0.33, a Sediment 
StabUization FCI of 0.90, and a Water Quality FCI of 0.89. 

Wetlands D 2, D 2A 
D 2 and D 2A are small palustrine emergent wetlands in a depression adjacent to a power 
substation. Vegetation consists of soft rush (Juncus effusus), wool-grass {Scirpus cyperinus), 
and common cat-tail {Typha latifolia). The soils are strongly gleyed below three inches and 
contain some mottling. The entire area was inundated by shallow surface water and oxidized 
root channels were common throughout the soil profile. The wetland has a Wildlife FCI of 0.27, 
a Sediment Stabilization FCI of 0.53, and a Water Quality FCI of NA. Wetlands D2 and D2A 
are within the Whitemarsh Run drainage basin, but they lie in an isolated depression with no 
surface water outlet. 

Wetland D2B 
This wetland is a palustrine forested wetland that lies in a headwater area for a shallow swale. 
The vegetation is dominated by facultative species, including red maple {Acer rubrum) and 
common greenbriar {Smilax rotundifolia), as well as American holly {Ilex opaca). The soil 
profile for this wetland is strongly hydric, with low chroma colors in the upper B horizon and 
bright mottling. There were few indicators of hydrology, except for the topographic position of 
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the area. The wetland has a Wildlife FCI of 0.41, a Sediment Stabilization FCI of 0.76, and a 
Water Quality FCI of 0.75. Water from wetland D2B eventually flows into Whitemarsh Run. 

Wetland D 3 
Wetland D 3 is a very small depression located in an abandoned sand pit adjacent to Whitemarsh 
Run. The site is significantly disturbed from former mining operations. The wetland itself lies 
between two commonly used all-terrain vehicle trails that block an ephemeral channel; the trails 
create ponding conditions that allow for a palustrine emergent community. Vegetation primarily 
consists of black willow (Salix nigra), soft rush (Juncus effusus), and common cat-tail (Typha 
latifolia). Soils consist of sand that does not show any horizon development. The site was 
inundated with 3 inches of water when the wetland was evaluated. The wetland has a Wildlife 
FCI of 0.48, a Sediment Stabilization FCI of 0.15, and a Water Quality FCI of 0.58. This 
wetland is located within the Whitemarsh drainage area. 

Wetland D 4 
This wetland is located within the same abandoned sand pit as wetland D 3. The community is 
classified as palustrine scrub-shrub. Common plant species include woolgrass (Scirpus 
cyperinus), deertongue (Dichantheleum clandestinum), multiflora rose {Rosa multiflora), and 
black willow {Salix nigra). Soils are a poorly developed sand, with only one horizon that 
extends to at least 12 inches below the surface. The wetland is a headwater area for a deeply 
incised ephemeral channel that flows into Whitemarsh Run. Other hydrology indicators include 
oxidized root channels and soil saturation 12 inches below the soil surface. The wetland has a 
Wildlife FCI of 0.33, a Sediment Stabilization FCI of 0.55, and a Water Quality FCI of 0.7. 
Water from wetland D4 flows into Whitemarsh Run. 

Wetland D 4A 
Wetland D 4A is a depression located within the sand pit. It is a palustrine forested wetland 
exhibiting some vernal pool characteristics. There is a very limited herbaceous layer, and the 
soil surface has been rutted by all-terrain vehicles. The vegetation consists of river birch (Betula 
nigra), black willow {Salix nigra). Red Osier dogwood {Cornus stolonifera), and some 
moneywort {Lysimachia nummularia). The soil profile contains low chroma colors to a depth of 
24 inches with distinct mottling, and a shallow disturbed horizon on the surface. There are 
water-stained leaves, sediment deposits, and oxidized root channels in this wetland, all of which 
strongly indicate periodic flooding. The wetland has a Wildlife FCI of 0.39, a Sediment 
Stabilization FCI of 0.69, and a Water Quality FCI of 0.75. This wetland is located in the 
Whitemarsh Run drainage area, however, there is no surface water outlet. 

Wetland D 5 
This wetland is also in the abandoned sand pit near Whitemarsh Run. It lies in a small 
depression composed of palustrine forested vegetation. The site exhibits vernal pool 
characteristics, such as limited herbaceous and shrub layers. The most prominent vegetation 
grows on the edge of the wetland and consists of river birch {Betula nigra), red maple {Acer 
rubrum), and red-osier dogwood {Cornus stolonifera). The soils are a consistent, disturbed silty 
clay loam to 20 inches below the surface, with a relatively bright chroma of 3. Hydrology 
indicators include water-stained leaves, saturation at 12 inches, and oxidized root channels. 
Although the soil has high chroma values, it was assumed to be hydric because of strong 
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hydrologic indicators. It is expected that, given time, the soils will show hydric characteristics. 
The wetland has a Wildlife FCI of 0.26, a Sediment Stabilization FCI of 0.7, and a Water Quality 
FCI of NA. This wetland is located in the Whitemarsh Run drainage area; it lies in an isolated 
depression that has no surface water outlet. 

Wetland D 6 
Wetland D 6 is a palustrine scrub-shrub wetland, located in a depression next to an embankment 
for the existing MD 43 - US 40 interchange ramp. Water that collects in this wetland eventually 
drains along a shallow ditch, empties into a persistent channel and eventually enters Whitemarsh 
Run. The vegetation consists of a number of co-dominant species, primarily in the herbaceous 
and scrub-shrub layers: common reed (Phragmites australis), soft rush (Juncus effiisus), 
agrimony (Agrimonia parviflora), silky dogwood {Comus amomum), and multiflora rose (Rosa 
multiflora). The soil profile shows a color chroma of 2 just below the A horizon, with very 
bright, common mottles. Water-stained leaves and drainage patterns indicate the hydrology of 
the wetland, and there are also some small hummocks scattered throughout the site. The wetland 
has a Wildlife FCI of 0.28, a Sediment Stabilization FCI of 0.81, and a Water Quality FCI of 
NA. This wetland is within the Whitemarsh Run drainage. It extends beyond the study area 
corridor to the southwest and the entire wetland area is greater than one acre. 

Wetland D 6A 
This wetland lies adjacent to US 40. The wetland begins in a drainage ditch for the road before 
spreading into a larger headwater area. It empties into a large pond (outside the study area) 
which drains into Whitemarsh Run. The wetland is divided among two distinct classes: 
palustrine scrub-shrub, which lies next to the road, and palustrine emergent, which dominates the 
headwater area. The vegetation consists of black willow (Salix nigra), green ash (Fraxinus 
pennsylvanica), eastern cottonwood (Populus deltoides), multiflora rose {Rosa multiflora), and 
common reed {Phragmites australis). The soils are slightly disturbed, perhaps from the 
construction of US 40. The A horizon has a dark gray color (10YR 2/1), and the B horizons are 
a lighter gray (10YR 6/2,10YR 5/2). Mottles begin to occur 3 inches below the soil surface and 
are generally a pale orange color (10YR 4/6, 10YR 5/6, and 10YR 5/4). Hydrology indicators at 
this site include drainage patterns and the FAC-neutral test. The wetland has a Wildlife FCI of 
0.5, a Sediment Stabilization FCI of 0.76, and a Water Quality FCI of 0.75. It extends beyond 
the study area corridor to the southwest and the entire wetland area is approximately one acre. 

Wetland D 6B 
This wetland is a very small isolated depression that lies immediately adjacent to US 40. It is 
classified as palustrine emergent, with the vegetation dominated by soft rush {Juncus effusus), 
common reed (Phragmites australis), tall fescue (Festuca arundinacea), and Chinese elm (Ulmus 
parvifolia). The soils consist of a disturbed A horizon (10YR 4/3) and two B horizons, with 
colors of 10YR 3/2 and 10YR 6/1, respectively. Mottles are found in both B horizons and have 
colors of 10YR 5/8 and 7.5 YR 5/8. The hydrology indicators for this wetland are drainage 
patterns, inundation, and soil saturation to the surface. This wetland contains no surface water 
inlet or outlet, but it lies within the Whitemarsh Run drainage area. The wetland has a Wildlife 
FCI of 0.32, a Sediment Stabilization FCI of .88, and a Water Quality FCI of NA. 
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Wetland D 7 
This wetland is a small palustrine scrub-shrub swale adjacent to the ramp for the MD 43 - US 40 
interchange. It is dominated by black willow {$alix nigra), multiflora rose (Rosa multiflora), and 
soft rush (Juncus effusus). The soil profile shows some hydric characteristics with a chroma of 2 
and distinct mottling just below the A horizon. Hydrology indicators include drainage patterns 
and oxidized root channels. The wetland has a Wildlife FCI of 0.22, a Sediment Stabilization 
FCI of 0.95, and a Water Quality FCI of 0.98. Surface water from Wetland D7 flows into 
Whitemarsh Run. 

Wetland D 8 
This is a palustrine emergent/scrub-shrub wetland located within the MD 43 - US 40 
interchange. All water collected within the interchange drains into this wetland before flowing 
into a small channel that eventually flows under the ramp and into Whitemarsh Run. Dominant 
vegetation includes silky dogwood (Comus amomum), purple-leaf willow-herb (Epilobium 
coloratum), swamp milkweed (Asclepias incamata), and soft rush (Juncus effusus). The soil 
profile shows low-chroma colors within 5 inches of the surface with distinct mottles. Drainage 
patterns and oxidized root channels indicate that this site floods periodically. The wetland has a 
Wildlife FCI of 0.43, a Sediment Stabilization FCI of 0.77, and a Water Quality FCI of 0.8. This 
wetland is less than one acre in size with part of the wetland lying northeast of the study area 
corridor. 

Wetland D 97 
D 97 is a large wetland system that is classified as palustrine forested within the study area. It 
lies between US 40 and Whitemarsh Run and extends from MD 43 to Ebenezer Road. The 
wetland drains into a large pond that lies outside the study area and eventually into Whitemarsh 
Run. The vegetation consists of river birch (Betula nigra), red maple (Acer rubrum), spice bush 
(Lindera benzoin), silky dogwood (Comus amomum), and Japanese honeysuckle (Lonicera 
japonica). The soil profile shows an A horizon with a color of 10YR 6/2 and mottles with a 
10YR 5/3 color. The B horizon has a matrix color of 10YR 7/2 and mottles of 10YR 5/6. 
Hydrology indicators at this wetland include saturated soil, watermarks, and the FAC-neutral 
test. The wetland has a Wildlife FCI of 0.74, a Sediment Stabilization FCI of 0.82, and a Water 
Quality FCI of 0.83. The wetland is part of a larger wetland system, greater than 20 acres in size 
which extends south beyond the study area corridor. 

Wetland D100 
Wetland D 100 is a palustrine forested wetland located at the headwater of a seasonal channel 
that flows into Windlass Run. The dominant vegetation consists of red maple (Acer rubrum), 
black gum (Nyssa sylvatica), highbush blueberry (Vaccinium corymbosum), and Japanese 
honeysuckle (Lonicera japonica). The soils at the site have a low chroma and common, distinct 
mottles from 3-14 inches below the surface. Oxidized root channels, reducing conditions in the 
B2 horizon, and the FAC-neutral test indicate that wetland hydrology is present. The wetland 
has a Wildlife FCI of 0.48, a Sediment Stabilization FCI of 0.76, and a Water Quality FCI of 
0.75. 
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Wetland El 
This is a palustrine forested wetland located just north of the railroad tracks that parallel Eastern 
Avenue. Water seeps from the ground in this wetland and eventually flows along the tracks 
before flowing under them and into Saltpeter Creek. Dominant vegetation at this wetland 
includes sweetgum (Liquidambar styraciflua), sweet pepperbush {Clethra alnifolia), and 
highbush blueberry (Vaccinium corymbosum). The soil profile has low chroma colors beginning 
at 1 inch below the surface, and distinct, abundant mottles at the same depth. Hydrology 
indicators include drainage patterns, water-stained leaves, and oxidized root channels. The 
wetland has a Wildlife FCI of 0.53, a Sediment Stabilization FCI of 0.76, and a Water Quality 
FCI of NA. The wetland is greater than one acre in size and part of it extends beyond the study 
area corridor to the south. 

Wetland E2 
Wetland E2 is a small palustrine forested depression that contains no drainage outlet. Dominant 
vegetation consists of loblolly pine (Pinus taeda), sweetgum {Liquidambar styraciflua), pin oak 
(Quercuspalustris), and highbush blueberry (Vaccinium corymbosum). There is no herb layer. 
The soil has very low chroma colors throughout all horizons, and distinct mottles 5-18 inches 
below the surface. Water marks, oxidized root channels, and water stained leaves indicate 
wetland hydrology at this site. The wetland has a Wildlife FCI of 0.48, a Sediment Stabilization 
FCI of 0.76, and a Water Quality FCI of NA. Wetland E2 lies within the Saltpeter Creek 
drainage system. 

WetlandE3 
This wetland is also a palustrine forested depression without a surface drainage outlet. The 
dominant vegetation is loblolly pine (Pinus taeda) and sweetgum (Liquidambar styraciflua) in 
the tree layer, and red maple (Acer rubrum) and highbush blueberry (Vaccinium corymbosum) in 
the shrub layer. Soils are strongly hydric, with a high organic content in the A horizon. Mottles 
are faint but abundant; they begin to appear 9 inches below the soil surface. Hydrology 
indicators include water-stained leaves, the FAC-neutral test, and depressional topography. The 
wetland has a Wildlife FCI of 0.28, a Sediment Stabilization FCI of 0.79, and a Water Quality 
FCI of NA. The wetland is within the Saltpeter Creek drainage basin. 

Wetland E4 
Wetland E4 is a palustrine forested system located in a small depression. There is a low 
diversity of plants: the primary species consist only of loblolly pine (Pinus taeda), sweetgum 
(Liquidambar styraciflua), and highbush blueberry (Vaccinium corymbosum). The soil profile 
contains a very deep, dark organic horizon, with somewhat brighter soils in the A and B 
horizons. Mottles begin at 14 inches below the surface. Hydrology indicators include water- 
stained leaves and the depressional topography of the site. The wetland has a Wildlife FCI of 
0.4, a Sediment Stabilization FCI of 0.76, and a Water Quality FCI of NA. The wetland is 
located within the Saltpeter drainage area, however, it contains no surface water outlet. 

Wetland E5 
This wetland is another palustrine forested area that lies in a small topographic bowl. Vegetation 
in the tree and shrub layers include loblolly pine (Pinus taeda), red maple (Acer rubrum), 
sweetgum (Liquidambar styraciflua), and highbush blueberry (Vaccinium corymbosum).   The 
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soil profile has a very thick A horizon with high organic content. Subsurface horizons have low 
chroma colors. The texture throughout the profile is sandy; thus, no mottles are present. 
Hydrology indicators at this site are water-stained leaves and depressional topography. The 
wetland has a Wildlife FCI of 0.46, a Sediment Stabilization FCI of 0.79, and a Water Quality 
FCI of NA. The wetland is within the Saltpeter Creek drainage area. There is no surface water 
outlet. 

Wetland E6 
This wetland is a palustrine forested wetland, with loblolly pine (Pinus taedd), white oak 
(Quercus alba), and sweetbay {Magnolia virginiana) dominating the vegetation community. 
Cinnamon fern (Osmunda cinnamomea) dominates the herb layer. The soil has a low chroma 
profile throughout, with mottles beginning at 12 inches below the surface. Wetland hydrology 
indicators include drainage patterns and water-stained leaves. The wetland has a Wildlife FCI of 
0.45, a Sediment Stabilization FCI of 0.76, and a Water Quality FCI of NA. Surface water from 
this wetland flows into a small, unnamed tributary of Saltpeter Creek. The wetland is part of a 
larger wetland system, greater than 50 acres in size which extends beyond the study area to the 
north. 

Wetland E7 
E7 is a broad wetland that lies along a small seasonal tributary of Saltpeter Creek. The 
vegetation is composed of red maple {Acer rubrum), arrow-wood viburnum {Viburnum 
dentatum), sweetgum {Liquidambar styraciflua), and some scattered Virginia pine {Pinus 
virginiana). The soil color is a chroma 2 below the A horizon, with common, distinct mottles. 
Drainage patterns and oxidized root channels indicate wetland hydrology at this site. The 
wetland has a Wildlife FCI of 0.56, a Sediment Stabilization FCI of 0.81, and a Water Quality 
FCI of 0.68. The wetland is part of a larger wetland system, greater than 50 acres in size which 
extends beyond the study area corridor to the east and southwest. 

WetlandES 
Wetland E8 lies in a depressional area with no outlet. The vegetation is palustrine forested, with 
sweetgum {Liquidambar styraciflua), red maple {Acer rubrum), and highbush blueberry 
{Vaccinium corymbosum) forming the dominant species. The soil profile shows hydric 
conditions, with low chroma colors dominating every horizon. Mottles faintly begin at 6 inches 
below the surface, and distinctly at 12 inches. Wetland hydrology is indicated by water marks, 
water-stained leaves, and oxidized root channels. The wetland has a Wildlife FCI of 0.56, a 
Sediment Stabilization FCI of 0.76, and a Water Quality FCI of NA. Wetland E8 lies in the 
Saltpeter Creek drainage basin. 

Wetland E9 
This is a palustrine forested wetland that lies in a small depression on a ridge above Windlass 
Run. The vegetation consists of sweetgum {Liquidambar styraciflua), red maple {Acer rubrum), 
American holly {Ilex opaca), and highbush blueberry {Vaccinium corymbosum). The soil in this 
wetland contains a deep organic layer and low chroma colors throughout the profile. Mottles are 
not present because the soil texture is very sandy. Watermarks, drainage patterns, and water- 
stained leaves indicate wetland hydrology at this site. The wetland has a Wildlife FCI of 0.49, a 
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Sediment Stabilization FCI of 0.76, and a Water Quality FCI of NA. The wetland is isolated and 
contains no surface water outlet; it lies on the edge of the Windlass Run drainage area. 

Wetland El 0 
Wetland El0 is a headwater seep for an ephemeral tributary that flows into Windlass Run. The 
vegetation is palustrine scrub-shrub. Sweetgum (Liquidambar styraciflud) forms the tree layer, 
with American holly {Ilex opaca), highbush blueberry (Vaccinium corymbosum), and sweet 
pepperbush (Clethra alnifolia) forming the shrub layer. Groundpine (Lycopodium obscurum) 
can be found in the herb layer. The soil profile has a loamy sand texture near the surface, with 
low chroma sandy clays below 9 inches. Mottles are not present. The wetland has a Wildlife 
FCI of 0.51, a Sediment Stabilization FCI of 0.81, and a Water Quality FCI of 0.71. The wetland 
is part of a larger wetland system, greater than 300 acres in size which extends west beyond the 
study area. 

Wetland Ell 
Wetland Ell includes part of Windlass Run and the Windlass Run floodplain. This section of 
Windlass Run is approximately 5 feet wide, with a floodplain that extends about fifty feet on 
either side. The vegetation near the upland-wetland transition in the floodplain consists of red 
maple (Acer rubrum), American holly (Ilex opaca), sweetbay (Magnolia virginiana), and 
highbush blueberry (Vaccinium corymbosum). Soils near the transition have a low chroma color 
and are very sandy. Mottles are not present, but there was saturation within twelve inches of the 
surface. Drainage patterns are another indicator of hydrology present in this part of the wetland. 
The wetland has a Wildlife FCI of 0.7, a Sediment Stabilization FCI of 0.82, and a Water Quality 
FCI of 0.71. This wetland is part of a larger wetland system, greater than 300 acres in size which 
extends east and west beyond the study area. 

Wetland D-mod 1 
This wetland is a very small palustrine emergent/scrub-shrub area located in a depression 
between the Amtrak railroad tracks and Eastern Avenue. The dominant vegetation consists of 
switch-grass (Panicum sp.) and sweetgum (Liquidambar styraciflud). The soils show some 
hydric characteristics with low chroma colors and strong mottling, especially in the B horizon. 
Hydrology is indicated by drainage patterns and micro-topography. There are also some small 
hummocks within the wetland. There is no surface water outlet present in this wetland. The 
wetland has a Wildlife FCI of 0.15, a Sediment Stabilization FCI of 0.76, and a Water Quality 
FCI of NA. It is located in the Frog Mortar Creek basin. 

Wetland D-mod 2 
D-mod 2 is a wide palustrine forested wetland area found at the headwater of a small seasonal 
drainage that eventually flows into Frog Mortar Creek and the Middle River. Vegetation 
consists of loblolly pine (Pinus taeda), sweetbay (Magnolia virginiana), sweetgum 
(Liquidambar styraciflud), and cinnamon fern (Osmunda cinnamomea). The soil in this wetland 
is sandy, with strong organic staining and low chroma colors. Mottles are faint and appear only 
below 12 inches. Hydrology is indicated by drainage patterns in the wetland. The wetland has a 
Wildlife FCI of 0.5, a Sediment Stabilization FCI of 0.76, and a Water Quality FCI of 0.75. This 
wetland system is more than 10 acres in size and extends west beyond the study area. 
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Wetland D-mod 2A 
This wetland is located in a disturbed area adjacent to the railroad tracks that parallel Eastern 
Avenue. The dominant wetland classification is palustrine forested. Vegetation includes 
sweetgum (Liquidambar styraciflua), willow oak (Quercus phellos), Virginia pine (Pinus 
virginiand), highbush blueberry (Vaccinium corymbosum), and common greenbriar (Smilax 
rotundifolia). The soil in this wetland contains a depleted matrix in many places, with colors in 
the A horizon generally ranging between a 10YR 3/1 and a 10YR 3/2. Soils just below the A 
horizon are brightly mottled in a 10YR 5/1 matrix. Hydrology is indicated by topography, the 
FAC-neutral test, and by hydric soils field indicators. The wetland has a Wildlife FCI of 0.4, a 
Sediment Stabilization FCI of 0.76, and a Water Quality FCI of 0.76. The wetland lies in the 
Frog Mortar Creek drainage area. 

Wetland D-mod 3 
Wetland D-mod 3 lies in the headwaters of a very small, ephemeral channel that flows toward 
the railroad tracks. It is classified as palustrine forested; vegetation is dominated by red maple 
{Acer rubrum), sweet pepperbush (Clethra alnifolid), sweetbay {Magnolia virginiand), and 
highbush blueberry {Vaccinium corymbosum). The soil matrix is has a color of 10YR 5/2 in the 
A horizon, and 10YR 5/1 8 inches below the surface in the B horizon. Mottles are not present in 
the soil. Hydrology is indicated by drainage patterns and the FAC-neutral test. The wetland has 
a Wildlife FCI of 0.41, a Sediment Stabilization FCI of 0.76, and a Water Quality FCI of 0.75. 
Surface water from this wetland eventually flows into Frog Mortar Creek. 

Wetland D-mod 4 
Wetland D-mod 4 is a palustrine forested wetland that empties via a small channel into a 
palustrine emergent area (that lies south of the study corridor). The vegetation in this wetland is 
dominated by sweetgum {Liquidambar stryraciflua), willow oak {Quercus phellos), highbush 
blueberry {Vaccinium corymbosum), and sweetbay {Magnolia virginiand). The soil consists of 
gray colors throughout the profile; the color just below the A horizon is a 2.5Y 6/1 with 2.5Y 6/6 
mottles. Wetland hydrology is indicated by drainage patterns and supported by shallow root 
systems. The wetland has a Wildlife FCI of 0.5, a Sediment Stabilization FCI of 0.76, and a 
Water Quality FCI of 0.75. This wetland is larger than two acres in area and drains into Frog 
Mortar Creek. 

Wetland D-mod 5 
This wetland is a large palustrine forested area that drains into Frog Mortar Creek. It lies in a 
broad, slightly depressional area that seasonally contains standing water. Vegetation consists of 
red maple {Acer rubrum), sweetgum {Liquidambar styraciflua), sweetbay {Magnolia virginiand), 
and highbush blueberry {Vaccinium corymbosum). The soil has a deep (12 inch) A horizon 
consisting of 10YR 2/1 and 10YR 4/2 colors. The B horizon begins 12 inches below the soil 
surface and has a matrix color of 10YR 3/1 without mottles. Watermarks and depressional 
topography indicate hydrology. The wetland has a Wildlife FCI of 0.48, a Sediment Stabilization 
FCI of 0.76, and a Water Quality FCI of 0.75. The wetland is part of a wetland system more 
than 10 acres in size and extends east beyond the study area corridor. 
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Wetland D-mod 5A 
This wetland lies in a small, isolated depression within the Frog Mortar Creek drainage area. It 
is classified as a palustrine scrub-shrub/palustrine forested wetland. Dominant vegetation 
includes red maple (Acer rubrum), sweetgum (Liquidambar styraciflud), sweetbay {Magnolia 
virginiana), and common greenbriar {Smilax rotundifolia). The soil color is a 10YR 4/2 just 
below the A horizon, with distinct mottles (10YR 6/8) throughout the B horizon. Hydrology 
indicators include drainage patterns and the FAC-neutral test. The wetland has a Wildlife FCI of 
0.47, a Sediment Stabilization FCI of 0.61, and a Water Quality FCI of NA. This wetland does 
not have a surface water outlet. 

Wetland D-mod 6 
This wetland is a broad palustrine forested area that lies in a depressional headwater that 
eventually flows into Windlass Run. The canopy consists of red maple {Acer rubrum) and 
sweetgum {Liquidambar styraciflua); highbush blueberry (Vaccinium corymbosum), sweet 
pepperbush (Clethra alnifolia), and sweetbay (Magnolia virginiana) dominate the midstory. The 
soil contains a deep (6 inch) organic layer. Soil color ranges from a 10YR 2/1 in the A horizon 
to a 10YR 3/1 in the B horizon. There are no mottles present. The wetland has a Wildlife FCI of 
0.5, a Sediment Stabilization FCI of 0.76, and a Water Quality FCI of 0.75. This wetland is part 
of a larger wetland system more than 20 acres in size and continues west beyond the study area 
corridor. 

Wetland D-mod 7 
This wetland is a small bowl that lies next to Bengies Road, approximately 400 ft. south of the 
construction stockpile yard (commonly referred to as "Jersey City"). The wetland is classified as 
palustrine forested, with the dominant vegetation composed of willow oak (Quercus phellos), 
sweetgum (Liquidambar styraciflua), red maple (Acer rubrum), and arrow-wood viburnum 
(Viburnum dentatum). The soil profile in this wetland shows a gray (10YR 4/1) A horizon, and a 
slightly lighter gray B horizon (10YR 6/1) with abundant, bright mottles beginning 7 inches 
below the surface. Hydrology indicators include oxidized root channels within 12 inches of the 
soil surface, the depressional drainage patterns, and the FAC-neutral test. The wetland has a 
Wildlife FCI of 0.47, a Sediment Stabilization FCI of 0.76, and a Water Quality FCI of NA. 
Surface water from this wetland drains into Frog Mortar Creek. 

Wetland D-mod 8 
D-mod 8 is a small isolated wetland located between D-mod 7 and the construction stockpile 
yard. The wetland is dominated by a palustrine forested community, with plant species that 
include sweetgum (Liquidambar styraciflua), red maple (Acer rubrum), willow oak (Quercus 
phellos), and highbush blueberry (Vaccinium corymbosum). The soil at this site is colored a dark 

• gray in the A horizon (10YR 3/1) and a light yellow-gray in the B horizon (2.5Y 7/1). Mottles 
occur frequently below 6 inches from the soil surface. They have a color of 2.5Y 6/6. 
Hydrologic indicators in this wetland include oxidized root channels, water stained leaves, and 
drainage patterns. The wetland has a Wildlife FCI of 0.46, a Sediment Stabilization FCI of 0.76, 
and a Water Quality FCI of NA. Wetland D-mod 8 has no surface water outlet and appears to be 
a vernal pool. It lies in on the edge of the Frog Mortar Creek watershed. 
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WetlandD-mod 9 
This wetland rests on the side of a small slope that overlooks D-mod 10. Water perches above 
an impenetrable clay layer that eventually outcrops further down slope. This clay layer produces 
seasonally wet conditions that support a palustrine forested wetland community. The dominant 
vegetation consists of loblolly pine {Pinus taeda), sweetgum (Liquidambar styraciflud), red 
maple {Acer rubrum), highbush blueberry (Vaccinium corymbosum), and sweetbay (Magnolia 
virginiana). The soil profile shows that, beginning 8 inches below the surface, the matrix is a 
light yellow-gray (2.5Y 6/1) with distinct 2.5Y 6/6 mottles. Wetland hydrology is indicated at 
this site by drainage patterns, oxidized root channels and water-stained leaves. Shallow root 
systems and some tree buttressing also support the hydrology. The wetland has a Wildlife FCI 
of 0.5, a Sediment Stabilization FCI of 0.76, and a Water Quality FCI of NA. This wetland has 
no surface water outlet. It covers more than four acres in the Saltpeter Creek drainage basin, and 
extends beyond the study area corridor to the east. 

Wetland D-mod 10 
D-mod 10 is an isolated bowl that consists of a palustrine forested wetland community. The 
dominant plants include red maple (Acer rubrum), sweetgum (Liquidambar styraciflud), 
American holly (Ilex opaca), sweet pepperbush (Clethra alnifolia), and sweetbay (Magnolia 
virginiana). Common greenbriar (Smilax rotundifolia) is also abundant. The soil profile 
contains light gray soils throughout. The A horizon has a color of 2.5Y 7/1, and the B horizon 
(which begins 10 inches below the surface) has a color of 10YR 7/1 with frequent 10YR. 6/8 
mottles. Hydrology indicators include oxidized root channels, drainage patterns, and the FAC- 
neutral test. The wetland has a Wildlife FCI of 0.48, a Sediment Stabilization FCI of 0.76, and a 
Water Quality FCI of NA. This wetland has no surface water outlet. It lies in the Saltpeter 
Greek watershed. 

Wetland D-mod 11 
This wetland is a broad palustrine forested headwater area that stretches across an all-terrain 
vehicle path (Bengies Road extended) before exiting the study area corridor. The vegetation is 
dominated by loblolly pine (Pinus taeda), red maple (Acer rubrum), willow oak (Quercus 
phellos), highbush blueberry (Vaccinium corymbosum), and sweetbay (Magnolia virginiana). 
The soil at this site is a 2.5Y 4/1 in the A horizon. The B horizon, which extends from 7-18 
inches below the surface, has a color of 2.5Y 7/2 with distinct 10YR 6/8 mottles. Drainage 
patterns, oxidized root channels, and water-stained leaves indicate wetland hydrology. The 
wetland has a Wildlife FCI of 0.5, a Sediment Stabilization FCI of 0.76, and a Water Quality FCI 
of 0.75. This wetland covers more than two acres and extends beyond the study area corridor to 
the west. Surface water eventually flows down slope into Windlass Run. 

Wetland D-mod 12 
D-mod 12 is a small, isolated wetland that has no surface water outlet. The palustrine forested 
community consists of red maple (Acer rubrum), willow oak (Quercus phellos), sweetgum 
(Liquidambar styraciflud), sweetbay (Magnolia virginiana), and common greenbriar (Smilax 
rotundifolia). The soil is a dark gray in the A horizon (10YR 4/1), and a lighter gray in the B 
horizon (10YR 7/1). The B horizon extends for 7-12 inches below the soil surface and has 
distinct 10YR 5/8 mottles. Indicators of wetland hydrology include drainage patterns, oxidized 
root channels, and water-stained leaves.  The wetland has a Wildlife FCI of 0.48, a Sediment 
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Stabilization FCI of 0.76, and a Water Quality FCI of NA. Wetland D-mod 12 is located within 
the Windlass Run watershed. 

Wetland D-mod 13 
This wetland lies on the south side of the power line right-of-way. An unnamed tributary of 
Windlass Run flows through it from east to west, and the wetland extends above the tributary 
approximately 200 fit. Much of the wetland is palustrine forested, but part of it is in the mowed 
right-of-way and is palustrine emergent. The vegetation is dominated by red maple {Acer 
rubrum), sweetgum (Liquidambar styraciflud), highbush blueberry (Vaccinium corymbosurri), 
sweetbay {Magnolia virginiana), and common greenbriar {Smilax rotundifolia). The soil at this 
site is a gray sandy loam, with colors of 2.5Y 5/1 in the A horizon and 2.5Y 6/2 in the B horizon. 
There are two mottle colors in the B horizon, 10YR 5/8 and 2.5Y 7/6, which begin to occur 5 
inches below the soil surface. Soil saturation, drainage patterns, oxidized root channels, and the 
FAC-neutral test all indicate wetland hydrology at this site. The wetland has a Wildlife FCI of 
0v55, a Sediment Stabilization FCI of 0.76, and a Water Quality FCI of 0.49. D-mod 13 is part 
of the Windlass Run wetland system which is more than 300 acres in size and extends west and 
east beyond the study area corridor. 

Wetland D-mod 13A 
Wetland D-mod 13A lies above D-mod 13 in a shallow swale that eventually drains into 
Windlass Run. The wetland is palustrine forested with intermixed scrub/shrub vegetation. 
Dominant plant species include red maple {Acer rubrum), sweetbay {Magnolia virginiana), 
sweet pepperbush {Clethra alnifolia), and common greenbriar {Smilax rotundifolia). The soil in 
this wetland is gray throughout (10YR 5/1), with faint mottles (10YR 7/2) beginning 6 inches 
below the soil surface. Hydrologic indicators include drainage patterns and oxidized root 
channels. The wetland has a Wildlife FCI of 0.51, a Sediment Stabilization FCI of 0.76, and a 
Water Quality FCI of 0.75. This wetland is part of the Windlass Run wetland system which is 
more than 300 acres in size and extends west beyond the study area corridor. 

Wetland D-mod 14 
This wetland lies across the power right-of-way from D-mod W13. Water that originates in 
wetland I-mod 10 flows into D-mod 14 before crossing the right of way and entering the 
unnamed tributary in wetland D-mod 13. The vegetation is predominantly palustrine scrub- 
shrub, with some palustrine emergent vegetation along the mowed right-of-way. Plants include 
black willow {Salix nigra) and multiflora rose {Rosa multiflora) in the shrub layer, and soft rush 
{Juncus effusus), smartweed {Polygonum arifolium) and deer-tongue {Dichantheleum 
clandestinum) in the herb layer. The soil at this site is a silty clay; the A horizon has a color of 
2.5Y 5/3, and the B horizon has a color of 2.5Y 5/1. There are no mottles in the profile. 
Wetland hydrology indicators are drainage patterns and oxidized root channels. The wetland has 
a Wildlife FCI of 0.52, a Sediment Stabilization FCI of 0.76, and a Water Quality FCI of 0.75. 
This wetland is in the Windlass Run drainage basin. 

Wetland D-mod 15 
This wetland is located on along a seasonal, unnamed tributary of Windlass Run. It lies 
immediately northeast of Holly Hill Memorial Gardens. The palustrine forested wetland extends 
approximately 200 feet northwest above the tributary. Dominant plant species include red maple 
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{Acer rubrum), sweetbay (Magnolia virginiana), winterberry (Ilex verticillata), agrimony 
(Agrimonia parviflora), and common greenbriar (Smilax rotundifolia). Soil horizon A has a 
color of 10YR 2/2, while the B horizon (which starts 2 inches below the soil surface) has a color 
of 10YR 4/2 with distinct 7.5YR 4/6 mottles. The soil is saturated to within 2 inches of the 
surface in this wetland, with freestanding water appearing 12 inches below the surface. Drainage 
patterns also indicate wetland hydrology at this site. The wetland has a Wildlife FCI of 0.54, a 
Sediment Stabilization FCI of 0.76, and a Water Quality FCI of 0.65. This wetland is 
approximately one acre in size and extends along the tributary northeast beyond the study area 
corridor. 

Wetland D-Modl5A 
This wetland is an extension of D-Mod 15, and has the same dominant plant species and wetland 
functions. The wetland has a Wildlife FCI of 0.54, a Sediment Stabilization FCI of 0.76, and a 
Water Quality FCI of 0.65. This wetland is approximately one third acre in size and extends 
along the tributary northeast beyond the study area corridor^ 

Wetland D Mod 15B 
This wetland is regulated as Waters of the U.S. It is groundwater discharge from a well, and was 
flowing down the driveway during the field review and subsequent field delineation. There were 
no wetlands plants associated with the discharge. It flows into Wetland D-Mod 15A. 

Wetland D-mod 16 
This is a small headwater wetland located in a swale that flows into D-mod 15. It is located 
directly behind the mausoleum at Holly Hill Memorial Gardens. The vegetation immediately 
surrounding the entire wetland is forested, however the dominant community within the wetland 
is palustrine scrub-shrub. Dominant plants are winterberry (Ilex verticillata), arrow-wood 
viburnum (Viburnum dentatum), red maple (Acer rubrum), soft rush (Juncus effusus), and 
Japanese honeysuckle (Lonicera japonica). The soil horizon in this wetland has a loamy texture, 
with colors in the B horizon ranging from a 10YR 5/2 to a 10YR 6/2. Mottles appear 6 inches 
below the surface (10YR 5/6) and are common. Wetland hydrology was indicated by soil 
saturation 10 inches below the surface at the time of evaluation. Drainage patterns are a second 
indicator of hydrology in this wetland. The wetland has a Wildlife FCI of 0.38, a Sediment 
Stabilization FCI of 0.76, and a Water Quality FCI of 0.75. This wetland is within the Windlass 
Run drainage basin. 

Wetland D-mod 17 
D-mod 17 is also a small headwater area located above an intermittent channel/swale. The 
vegetation community is classified as palustrine forested/palustrine scrub-shrub. Dominant 
plants are black gum (Nyssa sylvatica), red maple (Acer rubrum), common greenbriar (Smilax 
rotundifolia), and highbush blueberry (Vaccinium corymbosum). Soils throughout the profile are 
gray. The a horizon has a color of 10YR 4/1, and the B horizons are 10YR 5/1 and 10YR 6/1. 
There are a few mottles that occur from 3 to 12 inches below the soil surface (7.5YR 5/6 and 
10YR 7/6). Hydrology is indicated by drainage patterns and water-stained leaves. The wetland 
has a Wildlife FCI of 0.38, a Sediment Stabilization FCI of 0.76, and a Water Quality FCI of 
0.75. Surface water from this wetland drains into Windlass Run. 
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Wetland Fi-modlA, IB 
This a large wetland system that begins as a headwater area near Bird River Road (IB), flows 
into a deeply cut channel and into a broad depression (1A), and eventually empties into 
Whitemarsh Run. The vegetation community is a mixture between palustrine forested and 
palustrine emergent. The most common plant species include red maple {Acer rubrum), river 
birch (Betula nigra), sweetgum (Liquidambar styraciflua), spicebush (Lindera benzoin), St. 
Johns wort (Hypericum mutilum), Japanese honeysuckle (Lonicerajaponica), and speckled alder 
{Alms rugosa). The soil in this wetland also varies. Near the headwater area, which is 
frequently mown, the A horizon is a 10YR 4/3 and the B horizon is a 10YR 7/1 with common 
10YR 5/6 mottles. Near the shallow depression, the soil color of the A horizon is 7.5 YR 5/4, 
and the B horizon has a color of 10YR 5/3. Mottles occur throughout the profile in the 
depression, with colors of 7.5 YR 3/4 in the A horizon and 10YR 5/6 in the B horizon. The soils 
in the depression do not have colors typical of wetlands, but their hydric nature is assumed 
because of strong hydrology indicators. These wetland hydrology indicators include soil 
saturation in the upper 12 inches, oxidized root channels, and water-stained leaves. Wetland Fi- 
mod 1A has a Wildlife FCI of 0.15, a Sediment Stabilization FCI of 0.95, and a Water Quality 
FCI of 0.86. Wetland Fi-mod IB has a Wildlife FCI of 0.8, a Sediment Stabilization FCI of 
0.57, and a Water Quality FCI of 0.67. This wetland system is more than two acres in size, 
extending west beyond the study area before emptying into Whitemarsh Run. 

Wetland Fi-mod 2 
Fi-mod 2 is a small headwater area that has formed at the end of an intermittent channel that 
drains into Fi-mod 1. The vegetation is palustrine forested/palustrine scrub-shrub. The 
dominant vegetation includes black gum {Nyssa sylvatica), sweetbay {Magnolia virginiana), 
sweet pepperbush {Clethra alnifolia), goldenrod {Solidago canadense), and white oak {Quercus 
alba). The soil in this wetland has a deep A horizon to 15 inches below the surface, and a sandy 
clay loam B horizon that has a color of 10YR 3/1. Mottles occur in both the A and B horizons, 
with colors of 10YR 6/4 and 7.5YR 5/4, respectively. There was also a sulfidic odor to the soil 
at the time of evaluation. Indicators of wetland hydrology include drainage patterns and 
oxidized root channels. The wetland has a Wildlife FCI of 0.21, a Sediment Stabilization FCI of 
0.79, and a Water Quality FCI of 0.69. This wetland is part of the Whitemarsh Run drainage 
system. 

Wetland Fi-mod 2A 
This is a small pond in a neighborhood backyard. It is located immediately above Fi-mod 2. 
The wetland was mapped using the GPS, but no soils or vegetation data were collected because it 
is clearly a wetland system. The wetland has a Wildlife FCI of 0.49, a Sediment Stabilization 
FCI of 0.8, and a Water Quality FCI of NA. It lies in the Whitemarsh Run drainage area. There 
is no surface water inlet or outlet. 

Wetland Fj-mod 3 
Fi-mod 3 is another headwater area that drains into an intermittent channel and into wetland Fi- 
mod 1. It is classified as a palustrine forested wetland. Black gum {Nyssa sylvatica), sweetbay 
{Magnolia virginiana), yellow poplar {Liriodendron tulipifera), American holly {Ilex opaca), 
arrow-wood viburnum {Viburnum dentatum) and cinnamon fern {Osmunda cinnamomea) form 
the dominant plant species. The soil profile contains an A horizon that is 8 inches deep (10YR 
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2/1), and two B horizons with colors of 10YR 5/1 and 2.5Y 6/2. There are no mottles in the 
profile. Hydrologic indicators include saturated soil, drainage patterns, and oxidized root 
channels. The wetland has a Wildlife FCI of 0.21, a Sediment Stabilization FCI of 0.79, and a 
Water Quality FCI of 0.69. This wetland is part of the Whitemarsh Run drainage area. 

Wetland Fj-mod 4 
This is a palustrine emergent/palustrine scrub/shrub wetland; there is also a small palustrine 
forested area that is located adjacent to an intermittent tributary of Windlass Run. It has formed 
at the base of a stormwater management pond constructed for a nearby housing development. 
The soils in the wetland are highly disturbed, perhaps from previous agricultural projects or other 
development projects. The vegetation in this wetland includes red maple {Acer rubrum), 
sweetgum (Liguidambar styraciflua), and river birch (Betula nigra) in the shrub layer; and 
willow-herb (Epilobium coloratum) and smartweed {Polygonwn perfoliatum) in the herb layer. 
The soils contain one horizon that extends to 14 inches below the surface. The soil color is a 
2*5 Y 5/2 with 10YR 5/8 mottles. Wetland hydrology is indicated by drainage patterns, oxidized 
root channels, and the FAC-neutral test. The wetland has a Wildlife FCI of 0.46, a Sediment 
Stabilization FCI of 0.75, and a Water Quality FCI of 0.77. This wetland is more than two acres 
in size draining into Windlass Run and extends beyond the study area corridor to the south. 

WetlandF1-Mod4A 
This wetland is a small sediment trap pond, presumably created for erosion control during a past 
construction project. It is classified as palustrine emergent, with the dominant vegetation 
consisting of sedges (Carex lurdd), rushes (Juncus effusus), common reed (Phragmites 
australis), and goldenrod {Euthamia graminofolia). The soils are sandy and disturbed. The A 
horizon, which lies between 1 and 8 inches, has a color of 10YR 5/4. The B horizon extends to 
18 inches below the surface and has a matrix color of 2.5Y 7/2. Mottles begin at 8 inches below 
the surface and have a color of 10YR 6/8. Wetland hydrology is indicated by oxidized root 
channels and the depressional relief of the site. This wetland has no permanent surface water 
outlet. The wetland has a Wildlife FCI of 0.12, a Sediment Stabilization FCI of 0.73, and a 
Water Quality FCI of NA. It lies in the Windlass Run drainage basin. 

Wetland Fj-Mod 4B 
This wetland is also a small sediment trap that is located close to Fi-Mod 4A. It consists of 
palustrine emergent vegetation with some scattered shrubs. The dominant vegetation includes 
black willow (Salix nigra), willow-herb (Epilobium coloratum), bulrush (Scirpus cyperinus) and 
common reed (Phragmites australis). The B horizon in this wetland has colors that range from a 
2.SYR 5/6 to a 10YR 6/3. Mottles are common beginning at 9 inches below the soil surface. 
Mottle colors are SYR 5/6 and 7.5YR 7/2. Hydrology at this site is indicated by drainage 
patterns and the topographic relief of the site. Although the colors are not typical of hydric soils, 
the strong vegetative and hydrologic indicators verify that this site is a wetland. Surface water 
from the sediment trap drains through a highly erodable gully before entering a third sediment 
trap (Wetland FpMod 4C). The wetland has a Wildlife FCI of 0.12, a Sediment Stabilization 
FCI of 0.75, and a Water Quality FCI of NA. FpMod 4B lies within the Windlass Run drainage 
area. 
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Wetland Fi-Mod 4C 
This is another sediment pond that supports a palustrine emergent wetland. The vegetation 
consists of black willow (Salix nigra), common cat-tail {Typha latifolia), soft rush (Juncus 
effusus), and tall fescue (Festuca arundinaceae). The soil contains 2 nondescript layers of sand, 
one which lies between 0 and 30 inches below the surface and has a color of 10YR 6/6; and a 
second layer which has a color of 10YR 6/2 and extends down from 30 inches below the surface. 
Hydrology is indicated in this wetland by oxidized root channels, the FAC-neutral test, and the 
depressional topography. It is assumed that hydric soils have not had time to develop at this site. 
The wetland has a Wildlife FCI of 0.23, a Sediment Stabilization FCI of 0.98, and a Water 
Quality FCI of 0.54. This wetland is within the Windlass Run drainage basin. 

Wetland Fj-Mod 5 
This wetland lies along a 500-foot reach of Windlass Run and includes an average of 200 feet of 
the surrounding floodplain. The wetland is classified as palustrine forested. Dominant plant 
species include loblolly pine (Pinus taeda), sweetbay- {Magnolia virginiana), sweetgum 
(Liquidambar styraciflua), highbush blueberry (Vaccinium corymbosum), and clubmoss 
(Lycopodium dendroideum). The soil profile contains an A horizon with a color of 2.5Y 5/1; a B 
horizon with a 2.5Y 5/2 matrix and 10YR 5/6 mottles; and a second B horizon with a 10YR 5/1 
matrix and 2.5Y6/6 mottles. Wetland hydrology is indicated by drainage patterns and oxidized 
root channels. The wetland has a Wildlife FCI of 0.56, a Sediment Stabilization FCI of 0.84, and 
a Water Quality FCI of 0.69. This wetland is part of the Windlass Run wetland system and is 
more than 300 acres in size extending east and west beyond the study area corridor. 

Wetland Fj-Mod 5A 
This wetland is located in a shallow depression that drains into Fi-Mod 5B before entering 
Windlass Run. It is located adjacent to Bengies Road approximately 600 feet west of the 
Williams property gate. The palustrine forested vegetation is dominated by red maple (Acer 
rubrum), sweetgum (Liquidambar styraciflua), multiflora rose (Rosa multiflora), poison ivy 
(Toxicodendron radicans), and long sedge (Carex folliculata). The soil profile contains an A 
horizon that has a color of 2.5Y 3/1; a B horizon with a color of 2.5Y 4/1; and a second B 
horizon with a 2.5Y 6/2 matrix and distinct 10YR 5/6 mottles. Hydrology is indicated by 
drainage patterns and oxidized root channels. The site hydrology is supported by the strongly 
hydric soils. The wetland has a Wildlife FCI of 0.49, a Sediment Stabilization FCI of 0.76, and a 
Water Quality FCI of 0.75. This wetland is part of a larger wetland system, more than 20 acres 
in size and extends northeast beyond the study area corridor. 

Wetland Fi-Mod 5B 
Fi-Mod 5B is a headwater area above an intermittent channel that flows into Windlass Run. The 
plant community is palustrine forested, and is dominated by red maple (Acer rubrum), sweetgum 
(Liquidambar styraciflua), sweetbay (Magnolia virginiana), long sedge (Carex folliculata) and 
running blackberry (Rubus hispidus). The soil profile has an A horizon with a color of 10YR 
3/1. The first B horizon has a matrix of 10YR 4/1 and common mottles of 10YR 4/6; the second 
B horizon has a matrix of 10YR 7/1 and mottles that have a color of 10YR 5/6. Hydrologic 
indicators for this site are oxidized root channels and the FAC-neutral test. The wetland has a 
Wildlife FCI of 0.49, a Sediment Stabilization FCI of 0.76, and a Water Quality FCI of 0.66. 
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This wetland is part of a larger wetland system, more than 20 acres in size and extends east 
beyond the study area corridor. 

WetlandFj-Mod 6 
This is a small depressional area that has no surface water inlet or outlet and is a vernal pool that 
seasonally floods. The community type is palustrine forested. The dominant plant species 
include red maple (Acer rubrum), sweetgum (Liquidambar styraciflua), highbush blueberry 
(Vaccinium corymbosum), and sweetbay magnolia {Magnolia virginiana). The soil at this site 
has a 2.5Y 3/1 A horizon, a 2.5Y 4/1 Bl horizon, and a 2.5Y 6/2 B2 horizon with 2.5Y 6/4 
mottles. Hydrology is indicated by water marks, oxidized root channels, and the FAC-neutral 
test. The wetland has a Wildlife FCI of 0.36, a Sediment Stabilization FCI of 0.76, and a Water 
Quality FCI of NA. This wetland is located in the Windlass Run drainage basin, however, it is 
isolated from other surface water features in the nearby area. 

Wetland Eastern I 
Eastern 1 lies along a small tributary of Saltpeter Creek that flows under Eastern Avenue near 
Bowley's Quarters Road. The wetland contains a palustrine forested community that is 
dominated by red maple (Acer rubrum), sweetgum (Liquidambar styraciflua), arrow-wood 
viburnum (Viburnum dentatum), and Japanese honeysuckle (Lonicera japonica). The soil has a 
color of 2.5Y3/2 in the A horizon and 2.5Y 5/2 in the B horizon. Mottles occur in the B horizon 
(beginning 4 inches below the surface) and have a color of 10YR 5/6. Hydrology is indicated by 
oxidized root channels, water stained leaves, and the FAC-neutral test. The wetland has a 
Wildlife FCI of 0.53, a Sediment Stabilization FCI of 0.76, and a Water Quality FCI of 0.51. 
This wetland is more than 50 acres in size and extends north and south beyond the study area 
corridor. 

Wetland I-Mod A 
This wetland is adjacent to the south side of the Amtrak railroad tracks. It is classified as 
palustrine forested. The vegetation is dominated by pitch pine (Pinus rigida), sweetgum 
(Liquidambar styraciflua), white oak (Quercus alba), sweetbay (Magnolia virginiana), highbush 
blueberry (Vaccinium corymbosum), and cinnamon fern (Osmunda cinnamomea). The soil 
profile contains an A horizon with a 10YR 3/1 color and a B horizon with a matrix color of 
10YR 6/1. Mottling in the B horizon is distinct (10YR 4/1). Hydrologic indicators in this 
wetland include local soil survey data and the FAC-neutral test. Wetland hydrology is also 
strongly supported by hydric soil properties. The wetland has a Wildlife FCI of 0.3, a Sediment 
Stabilization FCI of 0.76, and a Water Quality FCI of NA. This wetland is located within the 
Saltpeter Creek drainage area, however, it has no surface water outlet and it is isolated from the 
rest of the Saltpeter Creek basin. 

Wetland I-ModB 
I-Mod B is an isolated wetland with no inlet or outlet. It is located between I-Mod A and Eastern 
Avenue. The palustrine forested community is dominated by red maple (Acer rubrum), 
sweetgum (Liquidambar styraciflua), willow oak (Quercus phellos), common reed (Phragmites 
australis), and soft rush (Juncus effusus). The soil at this site has a dark A horizon (10YR 3/3). 
There are two B horizons: Bl has a matrix of 10YR 4/1 and distinct mottles of 10YR 4/4; the B2 
horizon has a matrix of 10YR 6/2 with mottles of 10YR 5/4.  Wetland hydrology at this site is 
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indicated by oxidized root channels, water-stained leaves, and the FAC-neutral test. The wetland 
has a Wildlife FCI of 0.44, a Sediment Stabilization FCI of 0.76, and a Water Quality FCI of 
NA. This wetland is within the Saltpeter Creek basin. 

Wetland I-Mod 1 
This wetland lies in a shallow depression located above a small intermittent drainage swale. It 
can be classified as palustrine forested; dominant vegetation includes sweetbay {Magnolia 
virginiand), sweetgum (Liquidambar styraciflua), white oak (Quercus alba), sweet pepperbush 
(Clethra alnifolia), and cinnamon fern (Osmunda cinnamomea). The soil profile consists of a 
gray A horizon (10YR 3/1), a light gray Bl horizon (10YR 6/1), and a 10YR 6/2 B2 horizon. 
Mottles occur at 6 inches below the soil surface (10YR 5/2, 10YR 5/6). Oxidized root channels 
and the FAC-neutral test are hydrology indicators at this site. The wetland has a Wildlife FCI of 
0.42, a Sediment Stabilization FCI of 0.76, and a Water Quality FCI of 0.69. The wetland is part 
of the more than 50 acre wetland associated with the Saltpeter Creek drainage and extends west 
beyond the study area corridor.* 

WetlandI-Mod 2 
I-Mod 2 is located at the headwater of an intermittent channel. The vegetation community is 
palustrine forested; dominant plant species include willow oak (Quercus phellos), sweetgum 
(Liquidambar styraciflua), sweetbay (Magnolia virginiana), highbush blueberry (Vaccinium 
corymbosum), and common greenbriar (Smilax rotundifolia). The soil contains a deep A horizon 
(1-6 inches, 10YR 3/1) and two B horizons. Bl has a matrix of 10YR 4/1 and mottles of 10YR 
6/1; B2 has a matrix of 10YR 7/1 and no mottling. Hydrology is indicated by the FAC-neutral 
test and is supported by hydric soil characteristics. The wetland has a Wildlife FCI of 0.42, a 
Sediment Stabilization FCI of 0.76, and a Water Quality FCI of 0.64. I-Mod 2 is part of the 
Saltpeter Creek drainage basin. 

Wetland I-Mod 3 
This palustrine forested wetland is located along a permanent stream that flows through wetland 
Eastern 1 before draining into Saltpeter Creek. The dominant vegetation includes sweetgum* 
(Liquidambar styraciflua), highbush blueberry (Vaccinium corymbosum), red maple (Acer 
rubrum), Virginia pine (Pinus virginiana), sweetbay (Magnolia virginiana), and cinnamon fern 
(Osmunda cinnamomea). The soil profile contains a deep, dark A horizon (10YR 3/1), with two 
B horizons. Bl has a 10YR 4/1 matrix and 7.5 YR 4/6 mottles. Horizon B2 has a 10YR 6/1 
matrix with two colors of mottles: 10YR 5/1 and 10YR 5/6. Hydrology indicators include soil 
saturation within 12 inches of the surface, oxidized root channels, water-stained leaves, and the 
FAC-neutral test. The wetland has a Wildlife FCI of 0.56, a Sediment Stabilization FCI of 0.76, 
and a Water Quality FCI of NA. The wetland extends east and west beyond the study area. 

WetlandI-Mod 3A 
I-Mod 3 A is located in a depressional area north of New Bengies Road. Part of the wetland 
flows into a man-made drainage ditch that parallels theToad. The wetland is classified as 
palustrine forested; dominant plants include red maple (Acer rubrum), willow oak (Quercus 
phellos), sweetgum (Liquidambar styraciflua), highbush blueberry (Vaccinium corymbosum), 
and soft rush (Juncus effusus). Soils are dark throughout the profile. The A horizon is a 10YR 
3/1, the Bl horizon has a matrix of 10YR 4/1 with 10YR 5/6 and 10YR 6/6 mottles, and the B2 
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horizon has a matrix of 10YR 7/1 with 10YR 5/6 mottles. The FAC-neutral test supports 
wetland hydrology at the site, as does the strongly hydric soil profile. The wetland has a 
Wildlife FCI of 0.49, a Sediment Stabilization FCI of 0.76, and a Water Quality FCI of NA. 
This wetland is located in the Saltpeter Creek drainage basin, however, it does not contain a 
surface inlet or outlet is thus isolated from the rest of the basin. 

Wetland I-Mod3B 
This wetland lies in the headwater area of an intermittent stream that flows into Saltpeter Creek. 
It is classified as palustrine forested, and is dominated by pitch pine (Pinus rigida), red maple 
{Acer rubrum), sweetgum {Liquidambar styraciflua), Virginia pine {Pinus virginiana), sweetbay 
{Magnolia virginiana), and sweet pepperbush {Clethra alnifolia). The soil profile consists of a 
10YR 3/1 A horizon, a 10YR 5/1 Bl horizon, and a 10YR 7/1 B2 horizon. Both of the B 
horizons have mottles (10YR 6/6 and 10YR 6/8). Hydrology indicators at this site include 
oxidized root channels and drainage patterns. The wetland has a Wildlife FCI of 0.51, a 
Sediment Stabilization FCI of 0.76, and a Water Quality FCI of 0.75. This wetland is part of the 
more than 50 acre wetland associated with the Saltpeter Creek drainage area and extends beyond 
the study area corridor to the west. 

Wetland I-Mod 4 
I-Mod 4 is located in a headwater depression at the north end of the unnamed tributary that flows 
through wetlands I-Mod 3 and Eastern 1. The vegetation community is palustrine forested and 
includes red maple {Acer rubrum), sweetgum {Liquidambar styraciflua), sweetbay magnolia 
{Magnolia virginiana), pitch pine {Pinus rigida), highbush blueberry {Vaccinium corymbosum), 
and sweet pepperbush {Clethra alnifolia). The soils are a silty clay loam throughout, with a 
10YR 2/1 A horizon and 10YR 3/1 B horizon. Mottles are not present anywhere in the profile. 
Hydrology indicators include water marks, oxidized root channels, water-stained leaves, and the 
FAC-neutral test. The wetland has a Wildlife FCI of 0.49, a Sediment Stabilization FCI of 0.76, 
and a Water Quality FCI of 0.75. This wetland is part of the more than 50 acre wetland 
associated with the Saltpeter Creek drainage area and extends beyond the study area corridor to 
the west. 

Wetland I-Mod 5 
This palustrine forested wetland is located at the headwater of an intermittent stream that 
eventually drains into wetland I-Mod 3. The dominant vegetation consists of pitch pine {Pinus 
rigida), scarlet oak {Quercus coccinea), sweetbay {Magnolia virginiana), winterberry {Ilex 
verticillata), highbush blueberry {Vaccinium corymbosum), and common greenbriar {Smilax 
rotundifolia). The soil horizons are primarily a sandy clay loam, with a deep (0-4 inches) 
organic/peat layer on the surface. The A horizon is a 10YR 3/1 without mottles; the Bl horizon 
has a matrix of 10YR 4/1 with 10YR 5/6 mottles; and the B2 horizon has a matrix of 10YR 6/1 
with 10YR 5/6 mottles. Oxidized root channels and the FAC-neutral test indicate hydrology in 
this wetland. The wetland has a Wildlife FCI of 0.49, a Sediment Stabilization FCI of 0.76, and 
a Water Quality FCI of 0.75. The wetland is more than 2 acres in size and located in the 
Saltpeter Creek drainage basin and extends beyond the study corridor to the east. 
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Wetland I-Mod 6 
This is a palustrine forested wetland located near the headwaters of a small stream that runs 
parallel to the power right-of-way. The vegetation is dominated by sweetgum (Liquidambar 
styraciflua), red maple (Acer rubrum), sweetbay {Magnolia virginiana), sweet pepperbush 
(Clethra alnifolid), and cinnamon fern (Osmunda cinnamomea). The soil profile is loamy with 
three distinct horizons above 18 inches. The A horizon is a 2.5Y 3/2; the Bl horizon is a 
2.5Y3/1; and the B2 has a color of 2.5Y 5/1. There are no mottles in the profile. Hydrology is 
indicated by the FAC-neutral test, the depressional topography of the site, and the hydric soil 
characteristics. The wetland has a Wildlife FCI of 0.49, a Sediment Stabilization FCI of 0.76, 
and a Water Quality FCI of 0.75. This more than 300 acre wetland extends west beyond the 
study area corridor and drains into Windlass Run. 

Wetland I-Mod 7 
This is a predominantly palustrine emergent wetland that is located on the south side of the 
power right-of way. Much of the wetland is regularly mown to maintain vegetation under the 
power lines, but there is an area of taller vegetation in a site that stays too wet to mow. 
Dominant vegetation includes two species growing as shrubs, red maple {Acer rubrum) and 
sweetgum {Liquidambar styraciflua). Canada rush (Juncus canadensis), soft rush {Juncus 
effusus), and common wool-grass (Scirpus cyperinus). The soils are generally a gray loam. The 
A horizon (3-5 inches below the surface) has a color of 2.5Y 3/2. There are two B horizons: Bl 
(5-14 inches) has a matrix of 2.5Y3/1 and no mottles; B2 (14-18+ inches) has a matrix of 2.5Y 
6/1 and distinct mottles of 2.5Y 4/1. Oxidized root channels and the FAC-neutral test indicate 
hydrology at this site. The wetland has a Wildlife FCI of 0.16, a Sediment Stabilization FCI of 
0.7, and a Water Quality FCI of NA. Wetland I-Mod 7 is about one acre in size and is located in 
the Windlass Run drainage and extends west beyond the study corridor. 

Wetland I-Mod 8 
This palustrine forested wetland lies in a shallow depression that drains across the power right- 
of-way and into I-Mod 7. The vegetation community is dominated by American holly {Ilex 
opaca), black gum {Nyssa sylvatica), red maple {Acer rubrum), sweetbay {Magnolia virginiana), 
sweet pepperbush {Clethra alnifolid), and common greenbriar {Smilax rotundifolia). The soil 
consists of two horizons with sandy loam texture. The A horizon has a color of 2.5Y 3/1; the B 
horizon has a color of 2.5Y 5/1 with 10YR 4/6 mottles. Hydrology is indicated by drainage 
patterns and the depressional topography of the site. The wetland has a Wildlife FCI of 0.51, a 
Sediment Stabilization FCI of 0.76, and a Water Quality FCI of NA. This wetland is located in 
the Windlass Run drainage system. It is more than one acre in size and extends beyond the study 
area to the northeast. 

Wetland I-Mod 9 
Wetland I-Mod 9 is a palustrine forested flat that drains toward the power right-of-way. Surface 
water from this wetland empties near the bottom of wetland D-Mod 14 before crossing the power 
lines and flowing toward Windlass Run. The vegetation is dominated by sweetbay {Magnolia 
virginiana), American holly {Ilex opaca), sweetgum {Liquidambar styraciflua), red maple {Acer 
rubrum), highbush blueberry {Vaccinium corymbosum), and sweet pepperbush {Clethra 
alnifolid). The soil is a sandy loam/loamy sand, with a 2.5Y 3/1 A horizon; a 2.5Y 4/2 Bl 
horizon; and a 2.5Y 6/3 B2 horizon. Mottles occur five inches below the soil surface (10YR 4/4 
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and 2.5Y 4/3). Water-stained leaves and the FAC-neutral test indicate hydrology at this site. 
The wetland has a Wildlife FCI of 0.49, a Sediment Stabilization FCI of 0.76, and a Water 
Quality FCI of 0.75. This wetland is more than 300 acres in size and extends southwest beyond 
the study area corridor. 

Wetland I-Mod 10 
This palustrine forested wetland lies in a shallow depression. Surface water empties into D-Mod 
14 before continuing toward Windlass Run. The dominant vegetation includes black gum (Nyssa 
sylvatica), red maple {Acer rubrum), American holly (Ilex opaca), loblolly pine (Pinus taeda), 
sweet pepperbush {Clethra alnifolid), and common greenbriar (Smilax rotundifolia). The soil 
has a sandy loam texture throughout the profile. There is a deep organic layer (0-4 inches), 
followed by a 2-inch A horizon with a color of 2.5Y 3/2. Two B horizons make up the 
remainder of the profile to 18 inches: the Bl horizon has a color of 2.5Y 5/1, with 10YR 5/6 
mottles; the B2 horizon has a 2.5Y 6/2 matrix with 10YR 5/6 mottles. Wetland hydrologic 
indicators include oxidized root channels, the depressional relief, and strong hydric soil 
characteristics. The wetland has a Wildlife FCI of 0.49, a Sediment Stabilization FCI of 0.76, 
and a Water Quality FCI of 0.75. This wetland is located within the Windlass Run drainage 
basin. 

Wetland I-Mod 11 
This palustrine forested wetland lies at the headwaters of an intermittent drainage that empties 
into Windlass Run. The vegetation community is dominated by red maple {Acer rubrum), 
willow oak (Quercus phellos), sweetgum (Liquidambar styraciflua), American holly {Ilex 
opaca), arrow-wood viburnum (Viburnum dentatum), highbush blueberry (Vaccinium 
corymbosum), and clubmoss (Lycopodium obscurum). The soil consists of two horizons: a 2.5Y 
5/1 A horizon without mottles, and a 10YR 6/2 B horizon with some 10YR 5/1 mottles. Wetland 
hydrology is indicated by drainage patterns and oxidized root channels. The wetland has a 
Wildlife FCI of 0.48, a Sediment Stabilization FCI of 0.76, and a Water Quality FCI of 0.75. 

Wetland I-Mod 12 
I-Mod 12 consists of a 500-foot stretch of Windlass Run and an average of 200 feet of the 
surrounding floodplain. A palustrine forested community dominates most of the wetland. The 
most common plant species include red maple (Acer rubrum), American holly (Ilex opaca), 
arrow-wood viburnum (Viburnum dentatum), highbush blueberry (Vaccinium corymbosum), and 
common greenbriar (Smilax rotundifolia). Soils are variable, but generally consist of three 
horizons to 15 inches below the surface - one of which is a deep (0-4 inches) organic layer. The 
A horizon has a color of 2.5Y 5/3; the B horizon is a 2.5Y 6/1 with abundant 10YR 6/8 mottles. 
Wetland hydrology is indicated by drainage patterns, oxidized root channels, water-stained 
leaves. The wetland has a Wildlife FCI of 0.56, a Sediment Stabilization FCI of 0.76, and a 
Water Quality FCI of 0.51. This wetland is part of the more than 300 acre Windlass Run 
wetland system and extends north and south beyond the study area corridor. 
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J.        Vegetation and Wildlife 

1.        Vegetation 

The Maryland Forest Conservation Act (FCA) was enacted in 1991 to protect the forests of 
Maryland by making forest conditions and character an integral part of the planning process. 
The Act seeks to maximize the benefits of forests and to slow the loss of forestland in Maryland, 
while allowing development to occur. The Act is especially pertinent to the MRECA study 
because forest comprises the majority of the study area, although residential and agricultural 
lands are also present. In fact, residential and agricultural land uses predominate along the 
western and northern edges of the study area, but its central and southeastern portions are for the 
most part covered by a large tract of contiguous forest. This section briefly describes the FCA 
and then provides a characterization of the forest plants within the study area as they are 
described in authoritative texts and as confirmed by a brief field survey. 

The Maryland Forestry Service, a division of the Maryland Department of Natural Resources, 
wrote the FCA, but the Act assigns to local governments the responsibility for enforcing it. 
According to the Maryland Forestry Service's Internet Web-site, the FCA requires that "any 
person making an application for subdivision, grading permit or sediment control plan on a tract 
40,000 square feet or more in area must submit a Forest Stand Delineation and a Forest 
Conservation Plan. The Forest Stand Delineation identifies the existing forest cover and 
environmental features on the proposed development site. It is submitted at the initial stages of 
subdivision or project plan approval, before a grading permit application, or before a sediment 
control application is submitted. When the Forest Stand Delineation is complete and approved, 
the information it provides can then be used to prepare the Forest Conservation Plan. The Forest 
Conservation Plan indicates the limits of disturbance for the proposed project and how existing 
forested and sensitive areas will be protected during and after development." 

The affected forest is classified by Brown and Brown (1972) in Woody Plants of Maryland as an 
Oak-Pine Forest of the Coastal Region, and according to The Vegetation Map of Maryland 
(Brush et al., 1976), this classification includes the species listed in Table 111-24 (below), as well 
as species from three other plant associations: the Tulip Poplar Association, the Chestnut Oak- 
Post Oak-Blackjack Oak Association, and the River Birch-Sycamore Association (Tables 111-25, 
ni-26, and 111-27). The Tulip Poplar Association covers most of the forested area at the study 
site, while the Chestnut Oak-Post Oak-Blackjack Oak Association is located along the 
floodplains of Windlass Run. The River Birch-Sycamore Association is found along the 
Whitemarsh Run floodplain. Figure ni-11 shows the portions of the study area covered by each 
of the three forest associations. 
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Table 111-24: Plant S pecies of the Oak-Pine Forests of the Coastal Plain 
Common Name Botanical Name Preferred Habitat Uses, Natural Value 

loblolly pine Pinus taeda moist sandy soils, abandoned fields Lumber, pulpwood 
Virginia pine Pinus virginiana dry or sterile soils, abandoned farm fields pulpwood 
pitch pine Pirnts rigida dry, sandy or rocky sites lumber, fuel, pulpwood, rosin, turpentine 
sweet gum Liquidambar styraciflua bottom lands, abandoned fields in coastal plain wood products 
willow oak Quercus phellos swamps and bottom lands of the Coastal Plain lumber, ornamental 
pin oak Quercus palustris moist bottom lands ornamental 
post oak Qercvs stellata dry poor soils, shale barrens, serpentine barrens posts, railroad ties 
Spanish oak Quercus falcata moist to dry woods lumber, fuel 
pond pine Pinus serotina poorly drained soils, sandy or peaty swamps lumber, pulpwood 
water oak Quercus nigra wet, sandy woods or stream borders landscape planting 
basket oak Quercus michauxii low wet soils and stream borders lumber, fuel, baskets 
American holly Ilex opaca moist sandy woodlands of the coastal plain food and shelter for wildlife, ornamental, furniture 
blackjack oak Quercus marilandica   " dry, sandy or shaly soils, coastal plain and piedmont fuel 
pale hickory Caryapallida sandy soils of the Coastal Plain, rare 
bitternut hickory Carya cordiformis moist woods or wet bottomland charcoal, mine props, pulpwood, handles, fuel 
river birch Betula nigra along fresh water streams of the Coastal Plain furniture, fuel, pulpwood 
black willow Salix nigra stream banks and bottom woodlands pulp, charcoal, veneer, artificial limbs 
tulip poplar Liriodendron tulipifera rich woods, coves and abandoned fields Bee pollen, lumber 
American beech Fagus grandifolia rich moist woodlands, some in pure stands food for wildlife, charcoal, pulpwood, fuel, furniture 
green ash Fraxinus pennsylvanica moist soils 
American Elm Ulmus americana rich soils, flood plains pulpwood, charcoal, lumber, ornamental 
swamp white oak Quercus bicolor wet soils and along streams of the Coastal Plain railroad ties, woodworking, lumber 
bur oak Quercus macrocarpa bottom lands, rich moist woods and floodplains railroad ties, fuel, lumber, cabinet making 
sweet bay Magnolia virginiana swampy woods or stream banks of the Coastal Plain ornamental 
early low blueberry Vaccinium angustifolium dry, rocky or poor soils and peaty bogs food for wildlife 
dwarf huckleberry Gaylussacia dumosa moist to dry sandy soils of coastal plain food for wildlife 
greenbriers Smilax spp. woodlands food and shelter for wildlife 
sand blackberry Rubus cuneifolius sandy soils of the Coastal Plain fruit, food for wildlife 
bayberry Myrica 
sweet pepperbush Clethra alnifolia swamps, wet thickets and forests of the Coastal Plain 
sweet azalea Rhododendron canescens moist woods of the Coastal Plain 
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Common Name Botanical Name Preferred Habitai       ;      ife -:\.}^X.:'!-   •  Uses, Natural Value '::'•-    \y :''' : 
male-berry Lyonia ligustrina swamps, moist forests or open areas 
stagger bush Lyonia mariana swamps, moist or dry forests of the Coastal Plain 
fetterbnsh Leucothoe racemosa swamps, moist woods of the Coastal Plain 
inkberry     : Ilex glabra sandy woodlands of the Coastal Plain honey, ornamental 

Table 111-25: Plant Species of the Tulip Poplar Association 
Common Name Botanical Name 3     ;•;;;" • Preferrtd^Habitafs '"i. .^V'!- •. ^ •*:-:%<:•  Uses,Natural Value   *   w^^i, 

tulip poplar Linodendron tulipifera rich woods, coves and abandoned fields Bee pollen, lumber 
red maple Acerrubrum dry mountain tops to moist woods and swamps pulpwood, charcoal and cheap lumber 
flowering dogwood Cornits florida acid woodlands, old fields food for wildlife, ornamental 
Virginia creeper Parthenocissus 

quinquefolia 
rich woods, fence posts, tree trunks, cliffs and rocky banks 

black gum Nyssa sylvatica swamps or wet soils cheap furniture, lumber and crates 
white oak Quercus alba well-drained soils, some found in wet soils food for wildlife, lumber 
sassafras Sassafras albidum dense thickets food for wildlife 
black cherry Prunus serotina fence rows, thickets and woodlands food for wildlife 
grape Vitus spp. woodlands food for wildlife 
mockernut hickory Carya tomentosa dry or moist woodland food for wildlife, tool handles 
black oak Quercus velutina dry and moist soils lumber 
poison ivy Rhus radicans woodlands, orchards, fence rows, not found above el. 

2,400 
food for wildlife 

greenbriers Smilax spp. woodlands food and shelter for wildlife 
American beech Fagus grandifolia   - rich moist woodlands, some in pure stands food   for  wildlife,  charcoal,  pulpwood,  fuel, 

furniture 
spicebush    Vs Lindera benzoin damp woods food for wildlife 
northern red oak Quercus ruba upland well-drained soils quick growing timber tree 
ma pleleaf viburnum Viburnum acerifolium moist or dry deciduous woods 
early low blueberry Vaccinium angustifolium dry, rocky or poor soils and peaty bogs food for wildlife 
choke cherry        i c Prunus virginiana thickets and borders of woods and in wet areas food for wildlife 
brambles '£":.'•'.' Rubus spp. woodlands, fences food for wildlife, fruit 
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Table 111-26: Plants Species of the Chestnut Oak-Post Oak-Blackjack Oak Association 
Common Name Botanical Name H v-SW^ W€^m iPreferred Habitat    - Uses, Natural Value 

chestnut oak Quercus prinus dry shaly ridges, calcareous slopes, or with post oak Lumber 
post oak Qercvs stellata dry poor soils, shale barrens, serpentine barrens posts, railroad ties 
blackjack oak Quercus marilandica dry, sandy or shaly soils, coastal plain and piedmont fuel 
red maple Acer rubrum dry mountain tops to moist woods and swamps pulpwood, charcoal and cheap lumber 
black gum Nyssa sylvatica          _ swamps or wet soils cheap furniture, lumber and crates 
white oak Quercus alba well-drained soils, some found in wet soils food for wildlife, lumber 
sassafras Sassafras albidum dense thickets food for wildlife 
greenbriers Smilax spp. woodlands food and shelter for wildlife 
American holly Ilex opaca moist sandy woodlands of the coastal plain food and shelter for wildlife, ornamental, furniture 
Virginia pine Firms virginiana dry or sterile soils, abandoned farm fields pulpwood 
black oak Quercus velutina dry and moist soils lumber 
Japanese 
honeysuckle 

Lomcerajaponica woodland invader, fence rows and fields imported for bank stabilization, pest plant 

American beech Fagtts grandifolia rich moist woodlands, some in pure stands food   for   wildlife,   charcoal,   pulpwood,   fuel, 
furniture 

early low blueberry Vaccinium angustifolium dry, rocky or poor soils and peaty bogs food for wildlife 
flowering dogwood Comusflorida acid woodlands, old fields food for wildlife, ornamental 
sweet gum Liqmdambar styraciflua bottom lands, abandoned fields in coastal plain wood products 
scarlet oak Quercus coccinea dry soils ornamental 
Spanish oak Quercus falcata moist to dry woods lumber, fuel 
mockernut hickory Carya tomentosa dry or moist woodland food for wildlife, tool handles 
Virginia creeper Parthenocissus 

quinquefolia 
rich woods, fence posts, tree trunks, cliffs and rocky 
banks 

black cherry Prunus serotina fence rows, thickets and woodlands food for wildlife 
sweet pignut hickory Carya glabra dry woods or open pastures mine props, charcoal, handles, fuel 
dwarf huckleberry Gaylussacia dumosa moist to dry sandy soils of coastal plain food for wildlife 
mountain laurel Kalmia latifolia acid, rocky or sandy soils, swamps ornamental 
southern arrowwood Viburnum dentalum moist or dry sandy soils in partial shade 
tall deerberry Vaccinium stamineum dry forests and thickets fruit 

-A 
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Table m-27: Plants Species of the River Birch-Sycamore Association 
-•  Common Name Botanical Name Preferred Habitat Uses, Natural Valne 
river birch Betula nigra along fresh water streams of the Coastal Plain furniture, fuel, pulpwood 
sycamore Platanus occidentalis along streams and bottom lands, rare above 2300 feet furniture, boxes, pulpwood, butchers blocks 
red maple Acer rubrum dry mountain tops to moist woods and swamps pulpwood, charcoal and cheap lumber 
poison ivy Rhus radicans woodlands, orchards, fence rows, not found above elev. 

2,400 
food for wildlife 

yirginia creeper Parthenocissus 
qninquefoUa 

rich woods, fence posts, tree trunks, cliffs and rocky 
banks 

greenbriers Smilax spp. woodlands food and shelter for wildlife 
sweet gum Liquidambar styraciftua bottom lands, abandoned fields in coastal plain wood products 
Japanese honeysuckle Lonicerajaponica woodland invader, fence rows and fields imported for bank stabilization, pest plant 
southern arrowwood Viburnum dentatum moist or dry sandy soils in partial shade 
tulip poplar Liriodendron tulipifera rich woods, coves and abandoned fields Bee pollen, lumber 
spicebush Lindera benzoin damp woods food for wildlife 
black gum Nyssa sylvatica swamps or wet soils cheap furniture, lumber and crates 
grape Vitus spp. woodlands food for wildlife 
ironwood Carpinus carolinianq moist forests of rocky slopes, often with oaks handles, pulpwood, mine props, charcoal 
American holly Hex opaca moist sandy woodlands of the coastal plain food and shelter for wildlife, ornamental, furniture 
flowering dogwood Comusflorida acid woodlands, old fields food for wildlife, ornamental 
black cherry Prunus serotina fence rows, thickets and woodlands food for wildlife 
green ash Fraxinus pennsyhanica moist soils, common in Potomac drainage 
white oak Quercus alba well-drained soils, some found in wet soils food for wildlife, lumber 
brambles Rubus spp. woodlands, fences food for wildlife, fruit 
elderberry Sambucus canadensis 
slippery elm Ulmus rubra rich dry soils, limestone outcrops, rare on Coastal Plain pulpwood, charcoal, lumber 
sassafras Sassafras albidum dense thickets food for wildlife 

8 
/" 

in-84 



Middle River Employment Center Access Study <Q0 f 
Final Environmental Impact Statement/Final Section 4(f) Evaluation 
Section HI Affected Environment 

The Oak-Pine Forest of the Coastal Region is characterized as being dominated by loblolly, 
Virginia and pitch pines in well-drained soils, along with the deciduous sweet gum, willow oak, 
pin oak, post oak and Spanish oak. Shrubs growing in well-drained soils include blueberry, 
huckleberry, greenbrier, sand blackberry, beach plum and beach heather. Moist soils produce 
stands of loblolly and pond pine, willow oak, water oak, basket oak and American holly. Other 
trees and shrubs growing in moist soils in this forest type include tulip poplar, American beech, 
sweet gum, black cottonwood, pale hickory, bittemut hickory, sweet bay, bayberry, sweet 
pepperbush, azalea, maleberry, stagger-bush, fetter-bush, inkberry and alder buckhom. 
Floodplain species include river birch, willows, poplars, green ash, American elm, swamp white 
oak, and bur oak. 

According to the Vegetation Map of Maryland, the Tulip Poplar Association covers most of the 
forested region of the study area. This 'Association is dominated by the tulip poplar, and it 
includes the associated species: red maple, flowering dogwood, Virginia creeper, black gum, 
white oak, sassafras, black cherry, grape, mockemut hickory, black oak, poison ivy, greenbriersi 
American beech, spicebush, northern red oak, mapleleaf viburnum, early low blueberry, choke 
cherry and brambles. This association is mapped as covering the entire forested area of the study 
site except along the floodplains of Windlass Run, which is mapped as the Chestnut Oak-Post 
Oak-Blackjack Oak Association. 

The Chestnut Oak-Post Oak-Blackjack Oak Association contains species that are tolerant of wet 
to moist soils and that are generally found along floodplains, swamps and bottom lands. The 
Association is dominated by the chestnut oak, post oak, and blackjack oak. It includes the 
associated species: red maple, black gum, white oak, sassafras, greenbriers, American holly, 
Virginia pine, black oak, Japanese honeysuckle, American beech, early low blueberry, flowering 
dogwood, sweet gum, scarlet oak, Spanish oak, mockemut hickory, Virginia creeper, black 
cherry, sweet pignut hickory, dwarf huckleberry, mountain laurel, southern arrowwood, and tall 
deerberry. 

The River Birch-Sycamore Association is represented along the Whitemarsh Run Floodplain. 
This association is dominated by river birch, sycamore, and red maple, and includes poison ivy, 
Virginia creeper, greenbriers, sweet gum, Japanese honeysuckle, southern arrowwood, tulip 
poplar, spicebush, bl^ck gum, grape, irohWood, American holly, flowering dogwood, black 
cherry, green ash, white oak, brambles, elderberry, slippery elm, and sassafras. 

A field survey of the study area forest indicated a dominance of tulip poplars, Virginia pines, 
loblolly pines, pitch pines, red maples, red oaks, black oaks and pin oaks. The understory is 
dominated by greenbriers, American holly, mountain laurel, sweet bay, sweet pepperbush and 
club moss. Several almost pure stands of pines were found in areas with sandy soils. 

2.        Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat (Terrestrial) 

Terrestrial wildlife found in the study area includes the following species, considered according 
to feeding type: 

•   Herbivorous   species   in  the  study  area  include  mice,  voles,   chipmunks,   squirrels, 
woodchucks, muskrats, rabbits, quail and a variety of songbirds. 
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• Insectivorous species include shrews, moles, bats and a variety of songbirds. 
• Carnivorous species include weasels, mink, foxes, hawks and owls. 
• Omnivorous species include opossums, skunks and raccoons. 

The animals can be found in a variety of habitats, which can vary according to season and the 
availability of food and cover. Generally, they can be found in the following habitats: 
• The upland woodlands support a diverse fauna of deer, mice, chipmunks, squirrels, shrews, 

opossums, woodpeckers, blue jays, crows, vireos, towhees, tanagers, chickadees and many 
other songbirds. 

• Bottomlands, including floodplains, support furbearers such as muskrats, occasional mink 
and raccoons, as well as rabbits, shrews, moles, bats, kingfishers, waterfowl and a variety of 
songbirds. 

• Old fields support a varied faunal conununity. Rabbits, votes, skunks, red foxes, 
woodchucks, quail and many songbirds such as meadowlarks, bluebirds, robins, red-winged 
blackbirds, indigo buntings, etc. inhabit these areas. 

The large forested area provides suitable food and habitat for many wildlife species common to 
the area. Mammals typically found in a forest habitat of the Coastal Plain would include white- 
tailed deer, raccoon, eastern gray squirrel, eastern chipmunk, rabbit, woodchuck, field mouse, 
and opossum. Birds found in this habitat would include American robin, field sparrow, common 
grackle, European starling, northern mockingbird, blue jay, mourning dove, eastern bluebird, 
red-winged blackbird, red-shouldered hawk, red-tailed hawk, and turkey vulture. Reptiles found 
in this type of habitat would include box turtle, snapping turtle, painted turtle, black rat snake, 
copperhead snake, king snake, garter snake and com snake. 

3.        Rare, Threatened and Endangered Species 

There are no Federally listed threatened or endangered species within the study area. In a letter 
to SHA dated January 5, 1999 the United States Fish and Wildlife Service reported that "except 
for occasional transient individuals, no federally proposed or listed endangered or threatened 
species are known to exist within the described study or cumulative effects areas. Therefore, no 
biological assessment or further Section 7 consultation is required with the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service." The letter further stated that if the project changes or if new information 
about the distribution of such species becomes available in the future this determination could be 
reconsidered. It recommended contacting Maryland Heritage and Wildlife Division of Maryland 
Department of Natural Resources for information regarding any state-listed and other species of 
concern within the study area. That state agency had already been contacted and the results of its 
determination had been received in a letter dated November 1998. 

The Maryland Department of Natural Resources-Forest, Wildlife and Heritage Service reported 
that four species listed in its National Heritage database are known to occur within the MRECAS 
area. The four species arc shown below in Table 111-28. 
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Table 111-28: Threatened and endangered species known to occur within the MRECAS area 
Scientific Name 

Carex vesttta 
Iris prismatica 
Platanthera blephariglottis 
Sterna antillarum 

Common Name 
Velvety Sedge 
Slender Blue Flag 
White Fringed Orchid 
Least Tern 

State Status 
Endangered 
Endangered 
Threatened 
Threatened 

Maryland Department of Natural Resources-Forest, Wildlife and Heritage Service reported that 
the forested areas of the MRECAS, as well as areas outside the study area but which lie within 
the secondary and cumulative effects boundary, contain habitat for Forest Interior Dwelling 
Birds (FIDS). In general, FIDS are bird species that are either restricted to or dependent upon 
relatively large, undisturbed, mature forest areas to maintain their populations, although 
occasionally some individual birds of sucH s'pecies might be found inhabiting small woodlots or 
non-forested habitat. 

Populations of many FIDS are declining in Maryland and throughout the eastern United States. 
The declines are directly related to the loss, fragmentation, and isolation of the forest habitat 
necessary to sustain their population (Chesapeake Bay Critical Area Commission, 1986). 
Therefore, the conservation of their habitat is strongly encouraged Statewide by Maryland 
Department of Natural Resources. Furthermore, in areas adjacent to tidal waters the Chesapeake 
Bay Critical Area criteria require protection of FIDS and their habitat. The Critical Area criteria 
do not prohibit development, tree harvesting, tree clearing, or other activities from occurring in 
such areas, but it is implicit within the criteria that managing such areas to conserve these birds 
should generally have a higher priority than management of other wildlife species, except for 
those species listed as threatened or endangered. 

K.       Air Quality 

The project area is located in Baltimore County, Maryland, which is a severe air quality non- 
attainment area for ozone (O3). Baltimore County is not a non-attainment area for carbon 
monoxide (CO) and Paniculate Matter (PMJO). Since the project area is in a non-attainment area 
for ozone, the region is subject to transportation control measures such as the Vehicle Emissions 
Inspections Program. , » ., 

A detailed microscale air quality analysis has been performed to determine the local CO impact 
of the proposed project. The location of air quality sensitive receptors used in the analysis, and 
the build altemative(s) each receptor is used to analyze, is shown on Table 111-29 and on Figures 
n-7 through H-19 and Figures 111-12 through in-14. The results are summarized in Section IV- 
L. A copy of the technical analysis report is available at the State Highway Administration, 707 
North Calvert Street, Baltimore, Maryland 21202. 
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Table 111-29: Location of air quality sensitive receptors 
Receptor Address/ Location Alternatives Description 
AQ-1 MD 43 / US 40 Interchange All Intersection Analysis - Receptors: 18 No-Build, 

36 Build 
AQ-2 12l58ButtonwoodLahe Fl-Mod White Ranch Residence 
AO-3 10124 Bird River Road Fl-Mod Brick Ranch Residence 
ACM 10136 Bird River Road Fl-Mod Brick Ranch Residence 
AQ-5 10212 Bird River Road D; D-Mod; E; I- 

Mod 
1 Vi Story Green Frame Residence 

AQ-6 10227 Bird River Road D; D-Mod; E; I- 
Mod 

1 !4 Story Green Frame Residence 

AQ-7 5715 Hilltop Road D; D-Mod; E; I- 
Mod 

White 2-Story Residence 

AQ-8 10414 Vincent Road D; D-Mod; E; I- 
Mod i" 

Brick Ranch Residence / Bam 

AO-9a 10100 Bevans Lane D; E; I-Mod White 2-Story Residence 
AQ-9b 10102 Bevans Lane D-Mod White 2-Story Residence 
AO-lOa 125 Bengies Road I-Mod White Ranch Residence 
AO-10b 10038 Bengies Road E; I-Mod Gray 2-Story Residence 
AQ-ll MD 43 / MD 150 Intersection E; I-Mod Intersection Analysis - Receptors: 17 No-Build, 

25 Build 
AO-12 127 Rodeo Drive E; I-Mod White Mobile Home 
AQ-13a Martin  State  Airport  (Historic 

Site) 
D;   D-Mod;   Fl- 
Mod 

Historic Manufacturing Facility 

AQ-13b ( Martin  State  Airport  (Historic 
Site) 

D;   D-Mod;   Fl- 
Mod 

Historic Manufacturing Facility 

AQ-14 MD 43 / MD 150 Intersection D;   D-Mod;   Fl- 
Mod 

Intersection Analysis - Receptors: 18 No-Build, 
23 Build 

AQ-1S Alts. D&E Station  1087+75.10 
Right 

D;E Edge of right-of-way 

AQ-16 Alts. D&E Station  1107+75.10 
Left 

D;E Edge of right-of-way 

AQ.17 Alt. D Station 1132+75.10 Right D Edge of right-of-way 
AQ-18 Alt.   D-Mod   Sta   1092+75.10 

Right 
D-Mod Edge of right-of-way 

AO-19 Alt. D-Mod Sta 1115+75.10 Left D-Mod Edge of right-of-way 
AQ-20 Alt,   D-Mod   Sta    1139+75.10 

Right 
D-Mod Edge of right-of-way 

AQ-21 Alt. E Station 1127+75.10 Right E Edge of right-of-way 
AQ-22 Alt.   Fl-Modi Sta.   1087+11.19 

Left 
Fl-Ato'd Edge of right-of-way 

AO-23 Alt    Fl-Mod   Sta   1108+74.14 
Right 

Fl-Mod Edge of right-of-way 

AQ-24 Alt   Fl-Mod   Sta.   1131+89.11 
Right 

Fl-Mod Edge of right-of-way 

AQ-2S Alt I-ModSta 1084+07.90 Right I-Mod Edge of right-of-way 
AQ-26 Alt I-ModSta 1118+22.86Right I-Mod Edge of right-of-way 
AQ-27 Alt I-ModSta 1143+74.10Left I-Mod Edge of right-of-way 
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L.       Noise Quality 3^0 

1.        Introduction 

Fourteen (14) Noise Sensitive Areas (NSA) were identified within the Middle River 
Employment Center Access Study area. Individual noise receptor locations were selected to be 
representative of each noise sensitive community potentially affected by project improvements. 
A total of fifty-seven (57) receptors were identified to represent noise sensitive land use within 
the 14 NSA's. Individual noise receptor locations are shown on Figures II-7 through 11-19 at the 
end of Section n of this document. 

Each NSA is comprised of residential, commercial, recreational, cultural, or institutional 
facilities and uses that may be affected by traffic noise from the prpject alternatives. The 
following describes each NSA: 

NSA 1 (White Marsh - Buttonwood Lane Development) 
NSA 1 consists of seventy-three (73) individual single-family residences in a modem suburban 
development, along Buttonwood Lane, near Reames Road. Noise Receptors 1-3 are 
representative of homes in the first row of development from Alternative Fi Modified. Receptors 
4 and 5 represent the second row of development. 

NSA 2 (White Marsh Estates) 
NSA 2 consists of two (2) individual residences, approximately 1000' west of Bird River Road. 
Receptor 6 was selected to represent this area. Receptors 7 and 8 have been identified as a 
garage (Receptor 7) and a commercial property (Receptor 8) and were not analyzed. Receptor 6 
and the nearby residence are isolated and wooded properties. 

NSA 3 (White Marsh Estates - South Bird River Road) 
NSA 3 is situated on each side of Bird River Road, between Reames Road and the entrance to 
Holly Hill Memorial Gardens. Thirteen (13) residential properties are on the east side of Bird 
River Road and are represented by Receptors 11, 12, 13, and 17. Each of these receptors are 
single-family residences with access drives to Bird River Road. Receptors 10, 14, 15, and 16 
represent the ten (10) residences on the west side of Bird River Road. Receptor 9 was identified 
as an automotive repair shop and was not analyzed. • 

NSA 4 (White Marsh Estates - North Bird River Road) 
NSA 4 is situated between the entrance to Holly Hill Memorial Gardens and Vincent Road, and 
consists of nine (9) residences on either side of Bird River Road. Receptors 22, 23, 26, and 27 
represent the residences on the west side of Bird River Road, and Receptors 24 and 25 represent 
the east side. Each of these receptors is a single-family residence with access to Bird River 
Road. NSA 4 also contains seven (7) residential properties adjacent to Hilltop Road that are 
represented by Receptors 18-21. 

NSA 5 (Holly Hill Memorial Gardens) 
Holly Hill Memorial Gardens is a large modem cemetery, containing in-ground gravesites and 
mausoleum vaults.   There is also a war memorial in the northeastern sector of the cemetery. 
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Receptors 28-30 were selected to represent this cemetery, which is surrounded by wooded land 
on three sides and Bird River Road to the west. 

NSA 6 (Bevans Lane Properties) 
NSA 6 consists of four (4) individual residences and one (1) mobile home. The area is isolated 
and surrounded by woodland. The mid-section of the area is pasture land for boarding horses. 
Receptors 31-34 were selected to represent NSA 6. One residence will be taken if Alternative D 
Modified is selected. 

NSA 7 (Stoecker Lane Properties) 
NSA 7 consists of several isolated abandoned buildings and was not analyzed. 

NSA 8 (White Marsh Farms) 
White Marsh Farms is a relatively new development consisting of 68 single-family residences 
adjacent to Meadow Glen Road, Oldfield Court, and Rohe Farm Lane. Receptors 36-38 were 
selected to represent this development that sits atop a ridge and will overlook Alternative Fi 
Modified, if it is selected for design and construction. 

NSA 9 (Bengies Road Properties) 
NSA 9 (Receptor 39) is a well isolated single-family residence, with out buildings, on the north 
side of Bengies Road.  Bengies Road dead ends at a quarry site north of Receptor 39.   This 
location is completely surrounded by mature woodland. 

NSA 10 (New Bengies Road) 
NSA 10 consists of five (5) individual single-family residences on the north side of new Bengies 
Road, near its dead end at the railroad tracks. 

NSA 11 (Chase) 
NSA 11 consists of approximately ten (10) individual single-family residences, the Chase 
Elementary School, the Christian Missionary Alliance Fellowship Church, a community center, 
and two (2) commercial establishments adjacent to Eastern Avenue Extended, from north of 
Earls Road to Lariat Road. Receptor 44 is the church, Receptor 49 the Chase Elementary 
School, and Receptor^ 46-48 are single-family residences. Receptors 46-48 are adjacent to a 
private lane, which will parallel Alternatives E or I Modified, if either is selected for design and 
construction. The church and Receptor 45 have access drives to Bowley's Quarters Road and 
Chase Elementary School has two access points on Eastern Avenue Extended. 

NSA 12 (Williams Estates) 
Williams Estates is a large mobile home park on the west side of Eastern Avenue Extended. The 
most northerly portion of the development, along Rodeo Circle, will be within 250'-350' of 
Alternatives E and I Modified, if either is selected for design and construction.  These mobile 
homes are represented by Receptors 50-53. 

NSA 13 (Earls Road Properties) 
NSA 13 consists of six (6) individual homes and three (3) commercial properties adjacent to 
Earls Road. Receptor 54, a mobile home, and Receptor 55, a single-family dwelling, are isolated 
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properties surrounded by mature woodland, approximately 800'-1000' south of Earls Road. 
Receptor 56 was selected to represent the four single-family residences adjacent to the south side 
of Earls Road. 

NSA 14 (GSA Depot) 
This noise sensitive area (Receptor 57) is typical of the commercial and industrial nature in this 
area of Eastern Boulevard.   It is a large multi-story facility that once housed the U.S. Army 
Publications Depot. Immediately adjacent to the Depot is a Mass Transit Administration rail car 
maintenance facility. This site was selected due to its potential historic eligibility. 

2.        Method, Sample Results, and Analysis 

The one hour A-weighted sound energy equivalent noise level (dBA Leq) is the noise metric 
used in assessing highway noise impacts. Leq re^sents the equivalent steady state noise level 
that, during a stated period of time, contains the same noise energy as the time-varying noise 
during the same period. The A-weighting refers to the method of measuring sound to 
approximate the human ear, de-emphasizing the low and very high frequencies and emphasizing 
the mid-range frequencies. 

Field measurements of ambient noise levels were performed to calibrate FHWA's Traffic Noise 
Model Version 1.0 (TNM), to establish the basis for impact analysis, and to establish no-build 
noise levels where existing background noise levels are not influenced by traffic noise. Field 
monitoring was performed on December 10 and 11, 1998 and January 5, 1999, using two (2) 
Metrosonics dB 3080 Noise Dosimeters, in accordance with procedures outlined in FHWA 
Report PD-96-046, Measurement of Highway Related Noise, dated May, 1996. Since any 
alternative selected for design and construction would be on new alignment, it was determined 
that 24-hour monitoring to establish worst case noise hours was not required. Therefore, noise 
measurements were taken during the A.M. and P.M. peak traffic hours (7:00 A.M. to 9:00 A.M. 
and 4:30 P.M. to 6:30 P.M.) for receptors affected by traffic (i.e. adjacent to Bird River Road and 
MD 150). All other receptors were monitored at any time between 9:00 A.M. and 4:30 P.M., 
given their relative isolation. 

Short-term monitoring was conducted at 27 receptors. Several noise sensitive receptor locations 
were selected, including second row residences, to ithoroughly assess the severity and limit of 
existing impacts within each NSA. Short-term measurements of 15 minutes during peak hour 
and 10 minutes at isolated receptors were conducted at each receptor location. Traffic 
classification counts along with vehicle speeds were also recorded during monitoring periods. 
Short-term monitoring results are shown in Table 111-30. As identified on Table 111-30, no 
receptors currently equal or exceed the 66 dBA Leq criterion established by FHWA. 
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Table 111-30: Short-term Noise Monitoring Levels 
h :';»:.y-P;.43Voise Sensitive Area ' - ,   Receptor No. Receptor Location' > Time Uq(dBA) 

1 White Marsh Estates 
(Buttonwood Lane 
Development) 

1 12142 Buttonwood Lane 2:45 PM 54 
2 12150 Buttonwood Lane 2:45 PM 54 
3    • 12158 Buttonwood Lane 2:45 PM 54 
4 12151 Buttonwood Lane 2:45 PM 54 
5 12155 Buttonwood Lane 2:45 PM 54 

2 White Marsh Estates 6 10124 Bird River Road 2:10 PM 47 
7 Garage N/A N/A 
8 Commercial N/A N/A 

3 White Marsh Estates 
(S.Biid River Road) 

9 Commercial N/A N/A 
10 Bird River Road 7:30 AM 62 
11 Bird River Road 8:40 AM 51 
12 10115 Bird River Road 8:40 AM 51 
13 10108 Bird River Road 8:40 AM 51 
14          , Bird River Road 7:35 AM 49 
15 10142 Bird River Road 8:35 AM 58 
16 10140 Binl River Road 8:35 AM 58 
17 10135 Bird River Road 7:30 AM 62 

4 White Marsh Estates 
(N. Bird River Road) 

18 5708 Hilltop Road 2:10 PM 47 
19 5716 Hilltop Road 2:10 PM 47 
20 5715 Hilltop Road 2:10 PM 47 
21 5719 Hilltop Road 2:10 PM 47 
22 10228 Bird River Road 8:05 AM 65 
23 10226 Bird River Road 8:05 AM 65 
24 10229 Bird River Road 8:05 AM 63 
25 10225 Bird River Road 8:05 AM 63 
26 Bird River Road 8:10 AM 61 
27 Bird River Road 8:10 AM 61 

5 Holly Hill Memorial 
Gardens 

28 Holly Hill Memorial Gardens 8:35 AM 55 
29 Holly Hill Memorial Gardens 11:33 AM 52 
30 Holly Hill Memorial Gardens 11:33 AM 52 

6 Bevans Lane 
Properties 

31 10102 Bevans Lane 1:40 PM 49 
32 10100 Bevans Lane 1:40 PM 49 
33 10204 Bevans Lane 1:40 PM 48 
34 10124 Bevans Lane 1:40 PM 48 

7 Stoecker Lane Properties 35 Abandoned Buildings N/A N/A 
8 White Marsh Farms 36 1000 Meadow Glen Road 11:07 AM 52 

37 1001 Rohe Farm Lane 11:07 AM 52 
38 991 Rohe Farm Lane 11:07 AM 52 

9 Bengies Road Properties 39 3016 Bengies Road 10:17 AM 49 
10 New Bengies Road 

1 

40 143 Bengies Road 1:00 PM 49 
41 1719 Bengies Road 1:00 PM 49 
42 133 Bengies Road 1:00 PM 49 
43 125 Bengies Road 1:00 PM 49 

11 Chase 44 Christian Missionaiy Alliance Fellowship 
Church 

4:20 PM 65 

45 7 Bowleys Quarters Road 4:20 PM 63 
46 11530 Eastern Avenue Extended 10:32 AM 54 
47 11528 Eastern Avenue Extended 4:45 PM 60 
48 11522 Eastern Avenue Extended 4:45 PM 65 
49 Chase Elementary School 5:15 PM 62 

12 Williams Estates 50 141 Rodeo Circle 10:08 AM 51 
51 135 Rodeo Circle 10:08 AM 51 
52 127 Rodeo Circle 10:08 AM 51 
53 123 Rodeo Circle 10:08 AM 51 

13         ] Earls Road Properties 54 130 Earls Road 11:25 AM 50 
55 Earls Road 11:25 AM 50 
56 Earls Road 8:25 AM 48 

14          ( 3SA Depot 57 JSA Depot 7:20 AM 56 
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M.      Municipal and Industrial Waste Sites 

1.        Introduction 

An Initial Site Assessment (ISA) was conducted for the proposed Middle River Employment 
Center Access Study (MRECAS). The study was conducted to determine the potential for 
hazardous materials on the properties within and adjacent to the proposed alignments being 
considered. These alignments (known as Alternatives D, D-Modified, E, F,-Modified, and I- 
Modified) are located within a 3-mile long by 1.25-mile wide corridor extending from the 
existing terminus of MD 43, to Eastern Avenue (MD 150). The study areas are hereinafter 
referred to as the "Alignments". 

The study was conducted in accordance with the Hazardous Waste Guide for Project 
Development, published by the American Asso'itidtion of State Highway and Transportation 
Officials (AASHTO). The objectives of the ISA were to: 
• Perform an on site inspection and identify sites along the Alignments with one or more 

environmental concerns that could influence construction activities and warrant further study; 
and 

• Provide MSHA with an electronic database synthesizing the information collected at each 
site. 

The on-site inspection of the Alignments included each right-of-way plus an additional 100 feet 
on either side of the alignment centerline. In addition to the inspection, a database search was 
performed to determine if regulated hazardous waste sites, above ground and underground 
storage tank sites and/or other sites monitored by environmental regulatory agencies were 
located on or in proximity to the proposed Alignments. 

2.        Methodology 

The current environmental status of the Alignments was accessed by performing an on-site 
inspection, and addressed regulatory concerns by performing an environmental database search 
for a 200-foot wide corridor around the alignments. On-site findings presented herein are based 
upon visual observations by consultant personnel during site visits to the Alignments conducted 
from December 7 to December 16, 1998. Conclusions are based solely upon the condition of the 
Alignments on the date of the inspection, supplemented by information and data obtained from 
other sources prior and subsequent to the inspection. 

Conclusions presented herein are not indicative of conditions subsequent to the inspection date 
or of future operating procedures on the Alignments. This study was limited to observations 
made during the site inspection, supplemented by the information obtained from the radius data 
base search. No soil, sediment, surface water or ground-water samples were collected for 
laboratory analysis. 

Following the inspection of the alignment, the project team evaluated and sorted the sites into 
five impact potential categories: "high," "medium/high," "medium," "low," and "listed." The 
criteria for ranking the sites is presented in Table m-31. The site ranking criteria assesses the 
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potential impact a site may have on construction activities and identifies potential liabilities that 
may affect site acquisition costs or remediation requirements. Results of the site ranking are 
presented in Table 111-32 below, while a table in Section IV.N of this document provides a 
comprehensive overview of the identified environmental concerns associated with the corridor. 

Table 111-31: Project Impact Ranking Criteria for Hazardous Waste Sites  
High 

Listed sites 

• Industrial facilities • 
• Gasoline stations 
• Auto repair facilities • 
• Paint manufacturing facilities • 
• Dry cleaners 
• USTs containing gasoline, jet fuel, • 

kerosene, diesel fuel, wastp oil or solvents 
• Landfills '                      • 

Surface dumps with drums or other 
hazardous materials 
Pits and lagoons 
Above-ground storage tanks with a large 
amount of staining 
PCB containing transformers with major 
stains 
Remediation system in place 

Medium/High 

Medium 

Low 

Sites reported on the EDR Data Base that 
indicate the presence of hazardous 
materials 

Sites reported on the EDR Data Base that 
indicate the presence of USTs or Leaking 
USTs 

USTs containing materials other than • 
listed above + 
Surface dumps with empty drums or other 
materials of concern « 

Mounds 
Above-ground storage tanks with several 
medium stains 
PCB containing transformers with minor 
stains 

Small amounts of surface staining • 
Slightly discolored water 
PCB containing transformers, no staining     • 
Unmarked transformers 
Stressed vegetation 

Large surface dumps containing 
household wastes 
Above-ground storage tanks with a few 
small stains or no staining, but of 
questionable integrity 

• Small surface dumps containing 
household wastes 

• Above-ground storage tanks (relatively 
new) with no staining or evidence of poor 
structural integrity        

• 
Septic systems 
Non-PCB containing transformers with no 
stains 

The project team used state-of-the-art electronic equipment to record visible evidence of 
contamination or illicit activities that could result in environmental liabilities related to the 
acquisition of all or pprtion of properties tecpted along the proposed Alignments. In addition, a 
search of various Federal and State environmental databases was performed to help determine 
the presence of known, alleged or potential hazardous waste sites within 200 feet of the 
centerline of the proposed Alignments. 

An on-site inspection of the Alignments was performed to determine if there were any visible 
environmental hazards or contamination sources on-site, or if the Alignments are being visibly 
affected by any adjacent properties. The consultant performed a walking site reconnaissance 
encompassing the corridors of the proposed Alternatives. 

3.        Initial Site Assessment (ISA) Results 

The site reconnaissance and database search of all alignments identified 54 sites of potential 
environmental  concern that may affect the  corridor planning  process,  future  highway 
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construction activities or existing roadway improvements. Based on the criteria presented in 
Table 111-31 the sites were ranked into five impact potential categories: "high," "listed," 
"medium/high," "medium," and "low." The breakdown of the site ranking process follows. 

Seven (7) sites were ranked in the high impact potential category. Identified concerns included 
substations, household and unregulated dumps with USTs, containers, drums, and other 
discarded refuse, automotive junkyards, and storage yards with unrestricted access and evidence 
of unregulated dumping. 

Four (4) sites were discovered through the EDR Database Search process. These sites consisted 
of reported leaking UST and regulated Hazardous Waste Generators. 

Seven (7) sites were ranked in the medium high impact potential category. Identified concerns 
included refuse discarded near agricultural activities, surface dumps with mainly household 
appliances or few empty drums, scattered junk autos and areas where the ground was mounded. 

Twelve (12) sites were ranked in the medium impact potential category. Identified concerns 
included small areas of surface staining, unmarked transformers, old above-ground storage tanks 
and large household waste dumps. 

Twenty-four (24) sites were ranked in the low impact potential category. Identified concerns 
included relatively new above-ground storage tanks, small household waste dumps, residential 
activities, and potential septic tanks. Table 111-32 summarizes the findings for each of the 54 
sites by impact classification order. 

The following is a list of references used and the agencies contacted during the ISA: 
• Code of Maryland Regulations (COMAR), Title 26, Department of the Environment, Part 1, 

Vol. XXHI. 
• Cleaves, et. al. 1968, Geologic Map of Maryland: Maryland Geological Survey. 
• Environmental Data Resources.    1998.   Corridor Study Report - White Marsh Inquiry 

317082.1s 
• United States Geologic Survey Middle River Topographic Quadrangle, PR 1985. 
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Table 111-32: Hazardous Waste Site Ranking by Impact Potential 
< Impact 
Potential 

Site 
No. 

Parcel 
No. 

Environmental Concerns .• *, 

HIGH 
(?)    • < 

\ 

f 

5 82/230 Electric substation suspected historical use of PCB's, and/or solvents, haz 
materials storage. 

28 83/147 Jersey wall storage area: severe environmental concern, numerous dump sites 
of up to 50 drums, containers, paint cans, abandoned USTs/ASTs, rubble and 
trees 

29 83/144 Undeveloped: dumping of auto parts, four drums, containers, debris, etc. 
31 83/164, 

198&171 
Automotive Junk Yard: severe environmental concern, stock piles of junk 
cars, drums, containers, tires, abandoned USTs/ASTs, rubble. 

35 91/212 Concrete Express: Adjacent to alignment, trucking operations, maintenance, 
junk autos, possible petroleum solvents and other hazardous materials. 

42 91/465 MSHA MARC, Rail Assembly Plant: Manufacturing facility is active 
industrial plaAt With evidence of use and storage for hazardous materials. 
Wash facility, painting, drums, containers, etc. No evidence of significant 
spillage 

50 91/147 Reported Dump: Site not observed. Reported in document provided to CEM 
by SHA that site is former unregulated dump, 200 by 200 ft. (Elsewhere 200 
ac) with evidence of junk cars, appliances, rubble etc. No visible evidence on 
E or D, D-Modified alignments. 

LISTED 
"  (4) 

0 

51 83/427 LUST/UST Holly Hills Cemetery, database reports leaking underground 
storage tank 

52 N/Ap FINDS Cochran Co.: Reported as hazardous waste trucking company. 
53 N/Ap RCRIS-SQG Wolfes Trucking, Inc:. Reported as hazardous waste trucking 

company 
54 91/168 FINDS Bengies Garage: Reported as small quantity generator of hazardous 

waste 
MEDIUIW 

HIGH 
'      (7) 

1 

12 82/111 Undeveloped: 3 empty drums on hillslope in depression used for paintball 
games, wetland. 

13 82/230 Residence Backlot stream with dumped household debris, autos, trash, 
appliances, containers. 

23 83/677 Abandoned Commercial: Former roofing co., possible mastic, old foundation 
with abandoned 1000-tank on ground, containers and drum in foundation, 
other rubble evident. 

32 91/198 Vacant Scattered dumping of car parts, farm implements, and household 
debris, abandoned shed with drum. 

33 91/198 Backlot of Site s!?. 
36 91/209 Vacant household debris, 4 empty drums, containers, wood and rubble. 
45 83/830 Vegetable Farm: discarded herb/pest sprayer, fertilizers, agricultural debris. 

MEDIUM 
(12) 

3 83/103 Residence observed large collapsed underground structure, large vent pipe, 
possible cellar. 

6 82/300 Residence junked bus w/ discarded gas pump, pheasant brood (fecal), lube 
oil container 

11 82/111 Undeveloped: Large concrete rubble/ pier mound, some household debris and 
motor oil cans. 

14 82/256 Residence Household dumping of junk cars, refrigerators, pressure tanks, 
rubble 

MEDIUM, 
(12) 

17 82/605 Residence with small auto garage: Not on alignment, solvents, petroleum, etc. 

t  (                A       * 

22 83/139 Residence Backlot dumping of junk autos, boats, parts, one drum, several 
containers, tires, etc. 
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Impact 
Potential 

MEDIUM 
(12) 

(cont'd) 

Site 
No. 

I'arcel 
No. 

Environmental Concerns 

24 83/144& 
678 

Undeveloped land: dumping of auto parts and truck topper, some household 
materials, unmarked containers, debris. 

26 83/532 Back lot of Residential Site 25: general household dumping and empty 
containers on slope. 

30 83/164 Undeveloped: Discarded car parts and hummocky mounded terrain. 
34 91/214 Amtrak: possible historical spillage of fuel or chemicals cargo, etc., coal 

clinker beds. 
40 91/147 Undeveloped, small ditches with household debris, hummocky terrain, 

possible burial. 
41 91/147 Vacant: small discarded concrete pier rubble. 

LOW 
'.•••';''(24) ....; 

1 83/106 Residence/Weld shop: No significant environmental concerns, possible 
welding gases, septic. 

2 83/459 Residence: No sigpificant environmental copcems, storage containers, 
tractor, wetland. 

4 82/448 Residence: One observed propane AST in good condition. 
7 82/608 Transmission Lines: No significant environmental concerns, possible history 

of transformer oil. 
8 82/111 Undeveloped: large linear mound, possible old elevated road or buried rubble. 
9 82/452 Undeveloped: Minor concrete rubble dumping. 
10 82/452 Undeveloped: No significant environmental concerns, culvert dumped in 

Whitemarsh Run. 
15 83/291 Residence: Collapsed shed with trash drum and containers, wetland, garden 

implements parts. 
16 83/459 Residence: No observed concerns, possible septic field. 
18 83/155 Residence: No observed concerns, possible septic field. 
19 83/156 Residence: Locked outbuildings, garden implements, possible septic field. 
20 83/158 Backlot area of Number 19. 
21 83/140 Residence: No observed concerns, possible septic field. 
25 83/141& 

532 
Horse Farm/Residence: No visible environmental concerns, apparent 
archeological site in rear of eastern residence, possible septic field. 

27 83/147 Undeveloped: Pine woods with one empty drum, minor scrap metal and lawn 
furniture. 

37 91/210 Vacant Pad Site: No observed concerns, history unknown. 
38 91/198 Residence: large frame home with gardens, 250-g AST in good shape, 

possible septic. 
39 91/231 Residence: no observed concerns, possible septic field. 
43 91/147 Undeveloped: discarded Refrigerators, minor household debris. 
44 91/147 Undeveloped: Late 1800 Archeological site. Foundations contain tires and 

household debris. 
46 83/741 Vacant: Subdivision under development, cleared land, SWMP, hummocky 

terrain. 
47 82/834 Residence: has contractor storage for building materials. 
48 82/834? Backlot of Site 47: discarded tires, containers and household debris. 

'"; ''<<. •'':"• -'"''   :';,'i-:i' 49 83/158 Same as Site 19. 
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IV.      ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

This section of the document provides the probable beneficial and adverse social, economic, and 
environmental effects of the alternatives considered and describes the measures proposed to 
mitigate adverse impacts. Table S-l summarizes the impacts of the SHA Selected Alternative 
(Revised D Modified), as well as the impacts for the alternatives dropped from consideration 
following the Public Hearing. 

As indicated on Table S-l, Revised D Modified represents the best overall alternative, in terms 
of balancing impacts to the man-made and natural environment. In addition, measures have been 
taken to reduce and minimize impacts wherever possible through use of alignment shifts, 
changes to the typical section, and structural treatments at stream crossings. The following 
section describes the impacts and proposed mitigation measures for the social, economic and 
land use considerations. 

A.       Social, Economic and Land Use 

1.        Social Environment 

a.        Residential and Business Displacements 

This section summarizes for comparison purposes the residential and business displacements 
involved in each of the proposed highway alternatives through the MRECAS area. Details 
regarding specific rights-of-way and relocations are provided in Appendix B. 

The No-Build Alternative consists of regular maintenance, safety and operational improvements 
to the existing roadways in the study area. It is unlikely that the No-Build Alternative would 
displace homes or businesses. 

Alternative D's alignment extends on the east side of the BGE substation and ties into MD 150 
near the MARC station. Alternative D would displace four residences and one business. All of 
the displacements are located near the crossing of Bird River Road and affects 23 properties. 

Alternative D Modified has the same termini as Alternative D, but crosses Windlass Run 
approximately 2700 feet farther east. Alternative D Modified displaces five residences and one 
business and affects 24 properties. The relocations are the same structures impacted by 
Alternative D with one more displacement. 

Revised D Modified, the SHA Selected Alternative, has an alignment similar to that of 
Alternative D Modified except for some minor shifts in the area of the BGE transmission towers. 
The typical section has been revised to reduce environmental impacts. Revised D Modified 
displaces 6 residences and no businesses, and affects 24 properties. 

Alternative E follows an alignment similar to Alternative D, except that it ties into MD 150 just 
east of Williams Estates, rather than at the MARC station. Alternative E would displace six 
residences and one business and affect 41 properties.  Four of the residences are the same as 
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those impacted by Alternative D. The two additional residences are located on Bengies Road. 
Minority families occupy both of the residences on Bengies Road. This alternative may also 
affect a minority community (see sections IV.A.l.b. and IV.A.l.c. below). 

Alternative Fi Modified is located on the east side of the BGE substation, continues on the west 
side of Holly Hills Memorial Gardens Cemetery and ties into MD 150 near the MARC station. 
Alternative Fj Modified will affect 25 properties and displace ten residences and one business. 
All of the residences displaced are located on Bird River Road except one, which is located on 
Bengie's Road. 

Alternative I Modified is located east of the BGE substation and Holly Hill Memorial Gardens 
Cemetery and ties into MD 150 just east of Williams Estates. Alternative I Modified displaces 
the same five residences and one business as Alternative D Modified. Alternative I Modified 
affects 40 properties. This alternative may also affect a minority community (see sections 
IV.A.l.b. andIV.A.l.c. below). 

SHA has reviewed, each alternative and note that several residential properties and at least one 
business is affected by each alternative, except for the SHA Selected Alternative. Although the 
area is an older, established community with long time residents that may include minorities, 
elderly and disabled persons, we are not impacting a large identifiable community of a particular 
group. 

SHA believes there will be sufficient available housing to satisfy the demands for replacement 
housing for any of the alternatives in this report. We also believe that there locations available to 
satisfy relocating the businesses affected, however, it may be somewhat difficult to relocate the 
business/residence combinations to similar use properties due to zoning regulations. 

This area is experiencing significant development, both residentially and commercially. A 
review of real estate in the area leads SHA to believe we could complete acquisition and 
relocation assistance activities in a satisfactory manner. It is estimated that we could accomplish 
all relocation assistance activities within an eighteen month period. 

The acquisition and relocation program will be conducted in accordance with the Uniform 
Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended. In the 
event comparable replacement housing is not available within the monetary limits for owners 
and tenants to re-house persons displaced by public projects or available replacement housing is 
beyond their financial means, replacement "housing as a last resort" will be utilized to 
accomplish the re-housing. Detailed studies must be completed by the State Highway 
Administration before relocation "housing as a last resort" can be utilized. 

b.        Title VI Statement 

It is the policy of the Maryland State Highway Administration (SHA) to ensure compliance with 
the provisions of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and related civil rights laws and 
regulations which prohibit discrimination on the grounds of race, color, sex, national origin, age, 
religion, physical or mental handicap, or sexual orientation in all SHA projects funded in whole 
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or in part by the Federal Highway Administration. SHA will not discriminate in highway 
planning, design, or construction; the acquisition of right-of-way; or the provision of relocation 
advisory assistance. This policy has been incorporated into all levels of the highway planning 
process to ensure that proper consideration may be given to the social, economic, and 
environmental effects of all highways projects. Alleged discriminatory actions should be 
addressed to the Equal Opportunity Section of SHA for investigation. 

c.        Effects on Minorities, Handicapped, and the Elderly 

President Clinton signed Executive Order (EO) 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental 
Justice in Minority and Low-Income Populations, on February 11, 1994. The EO focuses Federal 
attention on the environmental and human health conditions in minority and low-income 
populations, with the goal of achieving environmental justice. The EO promotes nondiscrimination 
in Federal programs that affect human health and the environment and provides access to public 
information on, and an opportunity for public participation in, issues affecting human health and the 
environment. 

The term "minority" is defined by the US Census Bureau as persons of black (non-Hispanic), 
Hispanic, Asian or Pacific Islander, American Indian or Alaskan native descent. A "minority 
population" is defined as any readily identifiable groups of minority persons who live within close 
geographic proximity, or geographically dispersed/transient persons (such as migrant workers or 
Native Americans. Minority populations are present when over 50% of the affected population are 
minority (or over 50% of the population in general), or when the minority population percentage is 
meaningfully greater than the minority population percentage in the general population or other 
appropriate unit of geographic analysis. 

Data from the 1990 census indicate that minorities make up far less of the study area's population 
than the 50% threshold, both for the area as a whole and for individual census tracts within the 
study area. But through discussions with residents at the Alternatives Public Workshop and 
through other coordination, a minority community has been identified in the Bengies/Chase area, 
and for this community the Environmental Justice mandate is applicable. This community has 
been distinctly African-American in nature since the early 1800's. 

A meeting was held on June 3, 1999 with the minority communities to update them on the 
upcoming Public Hearing and to solicit comments. See community meeting minutes in 
Appendix F. 

The SHA Selected Alternative will not disproportionately impact the Bengies minority 
community, nor would Retained Alternatives D and Fl Modified. But Alternatives E and I 
Modified would have had some impacts on this neighborhood, both during and after highway 
construction. Impacts would have included right-of-way acquisition, visual intrusion, noise 
intrusion, long-term community disruption, and driveway access limitations. 

In regards to handicapped individuals or to elderly residents within the study area, long-term 
negative impacts are expected to be minimal or nonexistent. In fact, the new highway will 
provide improved access to medical facilities and other services outside the MRECAS area and 
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will shorten the response times required by emergency vehicles responding to medical and other 
types of emergencies within the area. Consequently, the long-term safety and well being of the 
handicapped and the elderly will be improved as a direct result of completing the project. 

No low-income populations were identified in the study area, however, individual low-income 
families are present in the study area, based on testimony received at the Public Hearing. None 
of the residents displaced by the SHA Selected Alternative are believed to be low income. 

d. Effects on Community Facilities and Services 

No places of worship would need to be acquired by any of the alternatives considered, including 
the SHA Selected Alternative, nor would any right-of-way be required. Parishioners of Our 
Lady Queen of Peace Catholic Church would not be confronted with adverse travel, since Bird 
River Road will be bridged by the proposed alternatives. 

No schools, recreational facilities, libraries, health care facilities, public parks, or senior citizen 
centers will be displaced or require right-of-way acquisition by the proposed alternatives, 
including the SHA Selected Alternative. Access to those facilities will not be permanently 
affected. 

Improved emergency response to the study area would be provided by all of the proposed 
alternatives, including the SHA Selected Alternative. 

No local roads would be dead-ended by any of the proposed alternatives, including the SHA 
Selected Alternative. Access to residences and businesses will not be adversely affected on a 
permanent basis. As discussed in the Purpose and Need section of this document, the proposed 
alternatives are intended to provide better access to businesses and employers in the study area. 
Pedestrian travel and other non-vehicular travel will not be adversely affected by any of the 
proposed alternatives. A hiker/biker trail would be incorporated along parts of the SHA Selected 
Alternative, and a commuter bikeway would be provided along the entire length of the SHA 
Selected Alternative. This trail system is designed to connect with the Baltimore County 
proposals for trails within the MREC and along proposed Campbell Boulevard. 

e. Disruption of Neighborhoods and Communities 

Currently the main access roads for the Wampler Road and Bird River Road communities carry a 
considerable amount of through traffic that must use these roads to travel between MD 150 and 
the major highways to the west. The proposed extension of MD 43 to MD 150 would take the 
bulk of this traffic away from those communities and thereby improve the quality of life for the 
residents. However, some disruption to local neighborhoods must be expected with a project of 
this magnitude, and these disruptions can be either short-term or long-term in duration. 

Short-term disruptions occur during the construction phase of any project, and for some of the 
communities that lie within the MRECAS area disruptions of this type will undoubtedly occur. 
The locations and extent of these disruptions will ultimately depend on the alternative selected 
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for the project. SHA will take all necessary steps to minimize the extent of these disruptions as 
well as the length of time that residents must endure them. 

As discussed in other parts of this document, some limited displacement of residents will need to 
take place in order to gain a continuous corridor through the area, and for those who are 
displaced the changes will be permanent. Furthermore, residents located along MD 150 within 
the communities of Fairwinds, Williams Estates, and Peppermint Woods, as well as those living 
along the eastern segment of Bengies Road, will experience substantially higher traffic volumes 
along MD 150 as a direct result of the improved access provided by the new highway. This will 
likely occur regardless of the final route chosen for construction. Communities located along 
Alternatives E and I would be subjected to more traffic than the other proposed alternatives. 

For other residents, including those along Bird River Road, long-term disruptions are not likely 
to occur, or will be very slight because most of the effected area is undeveloped land, and 
because there will be no direct access from the new highway to the smaller roadways. Indeed, 
the only road connections planned for the project will be the existing US 40/MD 43 interchange, 
MD 150, and two to three access points into the proposed employment center. 

2.        Economic Displacement 

a. Effects on Local Businesses 

While existing and future businesses located in the MREC will undoubtedly benefit from the 
project, some roadside businesses depend on drive-by traffic to provide a customer base, and 
these may suffer when through traffic is shifted off of the existing through-roads and onto the 
new highway that bypasses them. It is anticipated, however, that increased employment in the 
MREC will generate additional customers that may be inclined to patronize local businesses 
during the workweek. It is important to note, too, that vehicular access to those businesses will 
not be restricted in any way by the highway improvement. 

b. Effects on Regional Business Activities and County Tax Base 

Baltimore County has performed extensive studies to determine business trends for this area 
based on scenarios that consider the build and no-build alternatives. According to their 
projections, business activities within the MREC will increase substantially if the highway is 
built in any of the alternative configurations approved for further study. On the other hand the 
JVb Build Alternative is projected to provide only limited growth for the same period. Their 
projections are summarized in Table IV-1, which shows the level of new development likely to 
occur and the economic benefits that would be derived: 

Table IV-1: Projected Business Development, Build vs. No-Build 
Build No-Build 

Acres Developed 647 84 
Square Feet Built 7,3307,479 890,117 
Employment 15,564 2,052 
Capital Investment $462,395,964 $58,197,822 
County Taxes $41,745,056 $5,351,895 

Source: MREC Purpose and Need Statement, Baltimore County, 1997 
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As this table shows, Baltimore County estimates that with improved access and new 
infrastructure, 647 acres of commercial and industrial land would be developed over a thirty year 
period within the employment center. This would represent a potential of 6.1 million to 7.3 
million square feet of commercial and industrial space. On the other hand, if improved access is 
not provided to the MREC, the County projects that only 87 of these acres would be developed, 
and that this limited development would provide only one fourth of the revenues that a new 
highway would generate. 

B. Land Use 

1.        Existing 

The purpose of the proposed roadway improvement is to improve access to the MREC. Current 
land use will be altered by the proposed transportation improvements through conversion of 
residential properties, commercial properties, farmland, and natural areas to transportation use. 
Table IV-2 shows the right-of-way required by each proposed alternative. 

Table IV-2: Rieht-of-Wav Impacts by Alternative 
Alternative Rikhi-bf-Way Required (Acres)" 

No-Build None 
Revised D Modified 
(SHA Selected Alternative) 

92.0 

Alternative D 93.1 
Alternative D Modified 118.1 
Alternative £ 91.1 
Alternative F] Modified 97.1 
Alternative I Modified 107.4 

2.        Future 

Future land use is expected to be affected by the MREC in a controlled fashion, based upon 
development and land use policies implemented by the Baltimore County government. The 
decennial Baltimore County Master Plan provides a policy framework for guiding future 
development of the County. The Plan is an important advisory tool for ensuring that the growth 
of the County is managed in an orderly and rational manner. Many of the activities of 
government encourage conformance with the master plan, such as the capital improvement 
program, the water and sewer master plan, and the various zoning map processes. Proposed 
regulations and standards are reviewed to determine if they conform to the master plan. For the 
past 25 years, Baltimore County master plans have focused on directing new development to 
targeted growth areas and employment centers, while preserving agriculture and watershed land 
in other areas of the County. Master Plan 2020, currently in draft form, reinforces this 
distinction between the urban County - where growth and redevelopment are encouraged, versus 
the rural County - where development is highly constrained and proactive efforts are encouraged 
to preserve rural character. The most likely development scenario for future land use is 
discussed in the secondary and cumulative effects section. 
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3.        Smart Growth 

State-wide Smart Growth Initiatives formally took effect on October 1, 1998. The intent of 
Maryland's Smart Growth Act of 1997 is to direct state funding for growth-related projects to 
areas designated by local jurisdictions as Priority Funding Areas (PFAs). PFAs are existing 
communities and other locally designated areas as determined by local jurisdictions in 
accordance with 'smart growth' guidelines. The Act is intended to direct development to 
existing towns, neighborhoods, and business areas by directing State infrastructure 
improvements to these places. The desired effect of this regulation is to revitalize existing urban 
areas while decreasing the outward expansion of rural sprawl into undeveloped areas. 

Transportation projects, especially at the planning stages, will be substantially affected by local 
priority funding area designations. In addition to those PFAs designated in the law (e.g., 
municipalities, the areas inside the Washington and Baltimore Beltways, and other areas 
currently designated as enterprise zones, neighborhood revitalization areas, heritage areas, and 
existing industrial lands), counties can designate PFAs that meet the Smart Growth Act's criteria 
for density and public facilities. Maryland Office of Planning (MOP) is responsible for 
evaluating these areas certified by local jurisdictions against the criteria specified in the law. 

The certified PFA for the Study Area coincides with Baltimore County's Urban/Rural 
Demarcation Line, which is shown on Figures 1-2 and 1-4. The development opportunity areas 
that would be accessed by the roadway are wholly within the certified PFA (see letter from 
Baltimore County in Section VI). 

C.       Cultural Resources 

1.        Historic Sites 

36 CFR 800 implements the requirements of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). 
Once an agency has identified historic properties, it must determine whether the proposed 
activity will impact the resources in any way. The agency consults with the SHPO to determine 
this and takes into account the views of any interested parties. 

The agency applies the criteria of effect to determine if an undertaking would affect 
characteristics qualifying the property for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places, 
and submits its finding to the SHPO for concurrence. 

"An undertaking has an adverse effect on historic property when the undertaking may alter 
characteristics of the property that may qualify the property for inclusion in the National 
Register. For the purpose of determining effect, alteration to features of a property's location, 
setting, or use may be relevant depending on a property's significant characteristics, and should 
be considered." 
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a. BA-1852 St. John's/Old Chase School 

St. John's/Old Chase School is located well east of any of the proposed alignments, and would 
not be affected by the project. 

b. BA-1180 Ebenezer Methodist Church 

The Ebenezer Methodist Church is located well east of any of the proposed alignments, and 
would not be affected by the project. 

c. Martin State Airport/Federal Depot Historical District 

Alternative Fi Modified, D and D Modified and Revised D Modified (the SHA Selected 
Alternative) intersect Eastern Boulevard within the boundaries of the Martin State 
Airport/Federal Depot Historic District. The historic district is currently bisected by Eastern 
Boulevard, and contains non-contributing modem commercial elements interspersed with the 
historic industrial and commercial structures. However, because these Alternatives require right 
of way from a contributing element to the district, the project will have an adverse impact on the 
Martin State Airport/Federal Depot Historic District. Additionally, the Federal Depot (BA-2824) 
is independently eligible for the National Register, and will be adversely impacted by the 
proposed construction of a roadway within the property's historic boundary along the western 
border. The proposed road will be elevated on a bridge over the Amtrak rail line tracks and 
graded down toward Eastern Boulevard on fill supported by a retaining wall directly behind the 
Depot's Paint Hangar, a significant element of the Depot property. The Maryland Historic Trust 
(SHPO) has concurred with this determination. See Section VI, Comments and Coordination. A 
final Section 4(f) Evaluation is in Section V of this FEIS. 

The SHA Selected Alternative requires 3.1 acres of right-of-way from the Federal Depot portion 
of the Martin State Airport/Federal Depot Historic District. The total area of the Federal Depot 
portion of the historic district is 50.93 acres. The proposed right-of-way for Revised Alternative 
D Modified would affect a portion of the Middle River Depot near the southwestern comer of the 
property, near the AMTRAK rail lines and MD 150. That portion is currently being used as a 
storage and maintenance facility for the Mass Transit Administration's light rail trains. The 
proposed action will require the relocation of several storage tracks in that vicinity. Retaining 
walls will be used to contain fill slopes in order to minimize right-of-way acquisition. Due to the 
current industrial nature of the site, the proposed bridge over Amtrak will not create 
uncharacteristic visual impacts to the existing environment. There would be a small remaining 
parcel between the proposed right-of-way and the adjacent MARC station (0.5 acres). This 
residual parcel would probably be acquired by SHA along with the required right-of-way 
because it would be determined unusable. 

Proposed mitigation is discussed in Appendix E, Memorandum of Agreement between the 
Federal Highway Administration and the Maryland State Historic Preservation Officer, pursuant 
to 36 CFR 800.5 (e) (4). The Federal Highway Administration shall ensure that the following 
stipulations are implemented: 
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(1) National Register Eligible Martin State Airport 

The SHA, in consultation with the MD SHPO, will develop a plan for the public interpretation of 
the history of the Martin State Airport/Federal Depot Historic District, including the paint 
hangar, currently a MARC maintenance facility. The plan may include one or more of the 
following items: exhibits, markers, interpretive panels, and/or oral histories of those who worked 
at the Martin State Airport during its period of significance (1929-1949). The plan will be 
developed within one year following the completion of the highway bridge and will be submitted 
to the MD SHPO for review and comment. A final.Section 4(f) evaluation is included in Section 
V of this FEIS. 

(2) Future Activities 

Related ancillary activities including but not limited to wetland mitigation, stormwater 
management, and reforestation, may be added to this undertaking in the future. Should such 
activities be added for which cultural resources studies have not been completed, SHA shall 
implement such studies adhering to all relevant standards and guidelines and accordance with the 
following: 

a. Identification 

SHA professional cultural resources staff shall review any additions or changes to this undertaking 
and evaluate their potential to contain as-yet unidentified significant cultural resources. The results 
of this assessment shall be conveyed to the MD SHPO and all consulting parties under this MOA 
along with any recommendations for needed studies for review and comment. Upon the 
concurrence of the MD SHPO, the SHA shall implement agreed upon identification studies. The 
SHA shall provide all completed information to the MD SHPO and all consulting parties under this 
MOA for review and comment. 

b. Evaluation 

The SHA shall ensure that all potentially significant historic resources identified in any areas 
surveyed under Stipulation 2a will be evaluated in accordance with 36 CFR 800.4(c). Phase n 
work plans for the evaluation of identified archeological resources will be submitted for review and 
comment if requested by the MD SHPO at the completion of the identification survey. The results 
of any evaluation efforts shall be provided to the MD SHPO and all consulting parties under this 
MOA for review and concurrence. The consulting parties shall provide comment within 30 days of 
receipt of acceptable documentation. Should the parties not be able to reach agreement, the 
FHWA shall forward the documentation to the Keeper of the National Register of Historic Places 
for a final determination. 

c. Treatment 

Should any historic property eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places be 
identified under Stipulation 2a and 2b, the SHA shall make a reasonable good-faith effort to 
avoid adversely impacting such resources.  If adverse impacts are unavoidable, SHA shall, in 
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consultation with the MD SHPO and all consulting parties to this MOA, consider appropriate 
treatment options. Such options may include, but are not limited to, public interpretation, 
architectural salvage, landscaping, architectural recordation, sale, relocation, archeological data 
recovery, or loss without mitigation. 

d.        Chase Elementary School 

The Chase Elementary School, while close to the point where both Alternative I Modified and 
Alternative E intercept Eastern Boulevard, is too distant to be impacted, due to the extant, 
intervening screening consisting of a two-story structure and a substantial line of mature trees. 
The project will have no impact on this resource. 

2.        Archeological Resources 

Identification of archeological resources was completed in accordance with the requirements of 
36CFR800.4 for each alternative under consideration. Sites 18BA467, 18BA469, and 18BA470 
are considered potentially eligible for the National Register of Historic Places. The Phase I 
investigations indicate that sites 18BA467, 18BA469, and 18BA470 may be important chiefly 
because of what can be learned from data recovery. The Maryland Historic Trust (SHPO) has 
concurred that future archeological work would be required to conclusively define National 
Register eligibility if the sites were impacted (see Appendix E). 
• None of the sites will be impacted by Alternative D Modified or Revised D-Modified (SHA 's 

Selected A Iternative). 
• Site 18BA467 would have been impacted by Alternatives I Modified, D and E. 
• Site 18BA469 would have been impacted by Alternatives D and E. 
• Site 18BA470 would have been impacted by Alternative Fi Modified. 

D.       Farmlands 

Productive farmland parcels will be impacted by Alternatives D-mod, Fi-mod, I-Mod, and 
Revised D-Modifled (SHA's Selected Alternative). Prime Farmland Soils and Soils of 
Statewide Importance will be impacted by all of the build alternatives. Alternative Fi Modified 
impacts the highest amount of Prime Farmland Soils and direct productive farmland. Table IV-3 
summarizes the farmland impacts, and Figure IV-1 shows the farmland soils areas which would 
be taken up by each alternative. 
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Table IV-3: Farmland Impact Summary 
; ' Alternative    , Prime 

Farmland 
,    Soils 
.Impacted 
-' (acres) 

Soils of 
-: Statewide 
Importance 
' .(acres) 

• 

Direct 
Productive 
Farmland 

- Impacted 
(acres) 

„ Didirect* 
Farmland 
• Impacts 

*> , (acres) 

Number of 
Farmland 

Parcels 
"    Directly 

Impacted 

Number of 
Farmland 

Parcels 
Indirectly* 
Impacted 

\.«Rev.D-Mod , 
^(SHA's Selected 
-., Alternative) . 

12.1 34.1 2.6 0.8 4 2 

D*Mod   ' 12.1 34.1 2.6 0.8 4 2 
-     ,.»'-*' 12.8 24.2 0 0 0 0 

V     - /'K      ,!' 9.2 41.2 1 0 0 0 
s   F^-Mod1. ,\ 17.4 14.5 10.0 13.9 3 4 

^-...i-a^.,,/' 8.7 49.0 4.6 6.8 3 3 
•Indirect impacts are a result of the alternatives bisecting a productive farmland parcel that may create 
accessibility difficulties for farmers. 

Note: Additional farmland acreage may be needed for wetland mitigation requirements. 

To comply with the Farmland Protection Policy Act of 1981, as amended in 1984, a Farmland 
Conversion Impact Rating Form (USDA Form AD-1006) has been completed and submitted to 
the USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service office in Cockeysville, Maryland for 
evaluation. On this form, the amount in the block "Total Acres in Site" was derived from SHA 
right-of-way calculations, which do not include right-of-way owned by SHA. Farmland impacts, 
however, include farmland within SHA right-of-way limits. 

According to the FPPA, the USDA recommends that the alternatives scoring more than 160 
points be given higher levels of consideration for protection and alternatives receiving less than 
160 points be given a minimal level of consideration for protection. 

SHA will look at ways to minimize, where possible, the amount of farmland acreage necessary 
while maintaining required safety standards. Accessibility concerns will be addressed on a 
property-by-property basis during final design. Just compensation at fair market value will be 
offered to farm owners whose property is needed for right-of-way or for acquired property that is 
too small to profitably farm. 

All property will be acquired in accordance with the requirements of the Uniform Relocation 
Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Act and Title VI of the Civil Rights Act. 

E.       Soils, Geology and Topography 

The study area is located primarily over the Potomac Group of Geologic Formations which 
consist of the Patuxent, Arundel and Patapsco Formations. These formations generally consist of 
unconsolidated sands, clays and silts. Historically these formations have presented little 
difficulty in the construction of roads. The materials in these formations are not highly erodible 
and present no special environmental concerns for erosion and sediment control issues. Thus, in 
terms of stormwater runoff, standard erosion and sediment control structures and systems should 
provide sufficient erosion protection to the landscape as well as protection of surface waters from 
sedimentation.   However, the expected higher runoff rates and lower groundwater recharge 
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rates, both resulting from roadway paving, are likely to cause wide fluctuations in stream 
volumes and velocity, which would cause some degree of stream bed and bank erosion. Well- 
constructed stormwater management facilities would provide some stream channel protection but 
would not totally alleviate the problem. 

F.        Groundwater Resources 

Recharge zones within the study area consist of areas underlain by the sand facies of the 
Patuxent and Patapsco Formations. The sand facies of the Patuxent Formation is located in the 
northwest comer of the study area and recharges the unconfined aquifer in the outcrop area of the 
formation and the confined aquifer within the formation down-dip, east of the outcrop area. The 
sand facies of the Patapsco Formation encompasses most of the eastern portion of the study area. 
In this area the Patapsco Formation carries the unconfined aquifer and the Patuxent Formation 
carries the confined aquifer. 

The unconfined aquifer is recharged by infiltration from precipitation, thereby making it 
susceptible to contamination from surface activities. Substances on the surface can become 
dissolved or mixed into the water as it filters down into the shallow aquifer, resulting in localized 
aquifer contamination. Consequently, construction activities and subsequent highway usage in 
recharge areas present the potential for contamination of the unconfined aquifer from spills of 
hazardous substances, applications of chemicals to roadside vegetation, and road salting. 
Furthermore, water levels in wells screened in the unconfined aquifer located near the road 
construction areas may also be lowered by construction activities. 

Conversely, areas under construction would represent only a small portion of the entire recharge 
area, and unconfined aquifer contamination in the Coastal Plain region does not usually extend 
far from the source of contamination. Natural attenuation of aquifer contamination is usually 
very effective in this area in limiting contamination to near the source, meaning that a shallow 
well would have to be located very near the construction area to be affected by either water table 
lowering or aquifer contamination. Therefore, impacts to the unconfined aquifer by road 
construction would most likely be minimal and localized. If an evaluation by a qualified 
hydrogeologist determines that road construction activities have negatively impacted a well, 
SHA will replace the well with a deeper well screened into a confined aquifer. 

Potential impacts to aquifer system recharge and stream flow characteristics can be mitigated to 
varying degrees by utilizing storm water management techniques that encourage infiltration and 
minimize alterations of surface flow drainage patterns. Avoiding spillage of fuels or other 
contaminating substances and the careful and prudent use of vegetation, applications of fertilizer, 
herbicides and insecticides can minimize potential impacts to groundwater quality. Except for 
some older, dug or shallow wells that may still be in use, the unconfined aquifer is not used for 
potable water supplies in this area. Most of the potable water supplies used by local residents 
and businesses are from deep wells screened in the confined aquifer or from public water 
supplies. Future commercial development in the area will use public water. 
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The degree of potential impact to the recharge area of the aquifer systems in and of itself should 
not be enough to eliminate or select an alternative road alignment, but this hazard should be 
considered in combination with other potential environmental impacts. 

Each of the alternative roadways retained for further study would cover some recharge zones 
with the only difference being in the expanse of recharge area affected. There is insufficient data 
at this time to determine which of the alternatives would have the least amount of impact on 
shallow wells in the area. Further study would be required to determine the locations of shallow 
wells relative to the location of each alternative. Each of the alternatives are listed below, along 
with the amount of recharge zone each would directly affect. 

• Revised D Modified, the SHA Selected Alternative, would cross 10,640 linear feet (2.0 
miles) of recharge area and would cover approximately 36.6 acres of the recharge zone. 

• Alternative Fi Modified would cover the least amount of recharge area of the alternatives 
selected for further study. This route would cross approximately 6,460 linear feet (1.2 miles) 
of recharge area and would cover 22.2 acres of the recharge zone. 

• Alternative D would cross 9,120 linear feet (1.7 miles) of the recharge area and would cover 
approximately 31.4 acres of the recharge zone. 

• Alternative D Modified would cross 10,640 linear feet (2.0 miles) of recharge area and would 
cover approximately 36.6 acres of the recharge zone. 

• Alternative I Modified would cross 10,260 linear feet (1.9 miles) of recharge area and would 
cover approximately 35.3 acres of the recharge zone. 

• Alternative E would cross the most recharge area at 11,210 linear feet (2.1 miles) and would 
eliminate 38.6 acres of the recharge zone. 

In general, alternatives that are routed through the western and central part of the study area 
would appear to have less impact on shallow wells than routes through the eastern section. Data 
supplied by MDE indicates that most of the wells suspected of being screened in the unconfined 
aquifer are located in the eastern section of the study area. To fully determine the impact on 
shallow wells, a field study to identify and locate each shallow well in the project area will be 
conducted during final design. 

G.       Surface Water Resources 

The construction and presence of a highway may affect surface water resources consisting of 
streams, intermittent stream channels and drainage ditches. Although generally temporary, 
highway construction can impact the environment through increased erosion. Highways increase 
the amount of impervious cover in a watershed, causing increased storm water runoff volumes 
which affect water quality and those organisms supported in the aquatic and riparian habitats. 
Pollutants, contained within highway runoff, can negatively impact aquatic communities and are 
of concern when considering highway construction. Carefixl planning can alleviate many 
problems associated with pollutants in highway runoff. 
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1. Sources of Pollutants 

Pollutants come from vehicles (directly and indirectly), atmospheric dustfall, and precipitation 
(Barrett et al., 1993; Muschack, 1990; Kobringer 1984). The maintenance of the roadway can 
also contribute chloride, sodium, calcium, cyanide, PCB's, pesticides, and other compounds 
(Young et al., 1996; Muschack, 1990; Kobringer, 1984). Through vehicle "wear and tear", many 
pollutants are directly introduced to road surfaces, and vehicles also indirectly transport solids to 
surrounding areas (Barrett et al., 1993). Rainfall can contribute up to 78% of the major ionic 
contaminants and 48% of the suspended solids representing a substantial portion of the pollutant 
loadings. This is especially true for highways near urban areas (Barrett, 1993; Muschack, 1990). 
Thus, the surrounding land use has a major impact on the amount of pollution in dustfall 
deposited on a highway and on the resulting quality of highway stormwater runoff (Barrett et al., 
1993; Muschack, 1990). 

The constituents of highway runoff may include dissolved solids, metals, oil and grease, nitrates, 
sulfates, phosphorus and other substances. All of these constituents may not be found in runoff 
from the proposed MRECAS project. 

2. Factors Affecting Highway Runoff Quality 

Factors contributing to highway runoff quantity and quality are roadway traffic and precipitation 
characteristics (Barrett et al., 1993). Because vehicles are a major source of pollutants, the 
traffic volume will influence the accumulation of pollutants in runoff (Barrett et al., 1993). 
Driscoll et al. (1990) found that roadways with Average Daily Traffic (ADT) greater than 30,000 
vehicles produced two to five times the pollutant levels present in runoff from rural highways 
(less than 30,000 ADT). Table IV-4 shows the mean pollutant concentrations based on over 900 
storm events in 31 states for high and low ADT roadways. Barrett et al. (1993) found that while 
some studies show that ADT greatly influences runoff pollutant levels, other studies show less 
correlation between ADT and pollutant loads and suggest that ADT may simply be an indicator 
of the surrounding land-use (e.g., urban, high ADT roadways versus rural, low ADT roadways). 
In these low correlation cases, the pollutant sources from surrounding land uses (i.e., 
atmospheric deposition from urban pollution sources) may be more important than ADT in 
determining pollutant loads (Barrett et al., 1993; Young et al., 1996). Muschack (1990) found 
that freeways generally had lower pollutant loads than local streets because the 
acceleration/deceleration activities associated with traffic lights and stop signs increased tire and 
roadway abrasion, brake wear, and vehicle emissions and leakages. 
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Table IV-4: Mean Pollutant Concentrations in Highway Runoff from Urban and Rural Highways 
;    Pollutant ' Mean Pollutant Concentration 

(mg/L) for Urban Highways 
(ADT> 30,000) 

Mean Pollutant Concentration 
(mg/L) for Rural Highways 

(ADT< 30,000) 
Total Suspended Solid 142 41 
Volatile Suspended Solids 39 12 
Total Organic Carbon 25 8 
Chemical Oxygen Demand 114 49 
Nitrite + Nitrate 0.76 0.57 
Total Kjeldahl Nitrogen , 1.83 0.87 
Phosphorus   • 0.4 0.16 
Total Copper     "      * / 0.054 0.022 
Total Lead              ,    , 0.4 0.08 
Total Zinc             ^    . 0.329 0.08 
Source: Driscoll et al., 1990 

Dupis (1985) reported that highways with traffic densities ranging from 12,000 to 120,000 ADT 
had little effect on the biota of receiving waters. Various studies cited by Barrett et al. (1993) 
show conflicting results regarding the chronic and acute effects of highway runoff on aquatic 
organisms. While some studies showed that highway runoff had little or no effect on aquatic 
life, other studies did identify the bioaccumulation of metals with ADTs as low as 10,000 
(Barrett et al., 1993). Dilution of runoff can play an important role in the toxic effect of highway 
pollutants and smaller receiving bodies may be at greater risk (Barrett et al., 1993; Muschack, 
1990). The ADT of the roadway for the build design year (2020) is expected to range from 
25,000 to 45,000 vehicles indicating a potential for adverse effects on aquatic life. 

The precipitation characteristics that may impact the water quality of highway runoff include the 
intensity and duration of storms. Storm intensity has a strong impact on water quality because 
many of the pollutants are associated with suspended solids including metals, organic 
compounds, and total organic carbon that are more easily moved by high-intensity storms. 
Intense, long-lived storms dilute highway runoff and lower concentrations of contaminants, but 
the total pollutant loads are generally higher in longer storms (Barrett et al., 1993; Young et al., 
1996). Higher pollutant concentrations are generally observed during the first part of a storm 
event (often called "first flush") as the accumulated pollutants wash off the road surface and are 
quickly depleted (Barrett et al., 1993; Young et al., 1996). 

3.        Controlling Pollution 

Control of pollution from highway runoff can be achieved through both source management and 
structural controls. Because much of the pollutant load is either suspended particulate matter or 
material adsorbed to the suspended solids, control measures that reduce the amount of 
particulates available or settle and/or filter particulates are most effective. 

Non-structural source management controls may include decreasing the ADT, eliminating curbs 
and other barriers, limiting the use of fertilizers on the right-of-way, and implementing various 
Best Management Practices (BMP) such as integrated pest management, litter and debris 
controls and other similar techniques (Young et al., 1996; Barrett et al.,1993). The proposed 
closed typical section for the build alternatives does use curbs and therefore discourages 
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overland flow conditions which would help improve water quality. Beyond the initial 
establishment of vegetative cover on the right-of-way, SHA generally avoids the use of fertilizers 
and pesticides in the regular maintenance of its right-of-ways. 

Structural controls for water quality improvement appropriate for highways may include 
vegetative practices, ponds, and wetlands. Vegetative controls, including grassy swales and 
vegetated buffer strips, have been shown to be effective at reducing metals, oil and grease, and 
suspended solids but are generally less effective at reducing nutrient loads. The efficiency of 
vegetative controls is influenced by various factors such as vegetation type and density and the 
length of contact. 

Three types of ponds are used to improve the water quality of highway runoff: detention, 
extended-detention and retention ponds. Detention ponds (stormwater management ponds that 
are designed to detain water for only a short time and are generally dry between rain events) are 
effective at reducing peak discharges and therefore reducing stream bank erosion but, are 
generally not reliable or effective at treating highway runoff. Extended-detention ponds often 
contain shallow marsh systems and are designed to detain water for longer periods of time and 
support the growth of various emergent wetland plants. Retention ponds are designed to 
maintain a permanent pool of water and retain a certain amount of storm runoff. Both extended- 
detention and retention ponds have been shown to be much more effective than detention ponds 
at pollutant removal (Young et al., 1996; Barrett et al.,1993). Physical and biological processes 
in these ponds have been shown to be very effective at removing pollutants including metals 
(Young et al., 1996; Barrett et al.,1993; Yousef et al., 1990). 

Constructed wetlands have the ability to assimilate large quantities of dissolved and suspended 
solids and nutrients but are generally costly and use 2-3 times the space required for other control 
methods (Barrett et al., 1993). Pollutant removal is achieved through plant uptake, physical 
filtration, adsorption, gravitational settling, and microbial decomposition (Young et al., 1996; 
Barrett et al.,1993). Combinations of control measures may increase the ability to effectively 
filter suspended solids and the redundancy can increase the overall reliability and performance of 
the pollutant removal (Barrett et al., 1993). The design of stormwater management facilities and 
the selection of appropriate water quality control measures will be completed during final design 
when detailed hydrology data is available. 

The stormwater management plans that will be developed for the project will not be placed in 
Waters of the US or wetlands and will be designed to minimize adverse effects on aquatic 
resources. An MDE approved stormwater management plan will include both quantity and 
quality management for stormwater runoff prior to discharge into receiving waters. In 
accordance with Maryland stormwater criteria (Maryland Department of the Environment, 
1999), stormwater management plans must 
• capture and treat 1.0 inch of rainfall from stormwater runoff, 
• maintain groundwater recharge volume, 
• have 24 hour extended detention of the one year, 24 hour storm event, and 
• prevent an increase in the frequency and magnitude of overbank flooding generated by 

development. 
The resulting approved plan will help to reduce the adverse effects of highway runoff pollution. 
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A preliminary stormwater management study was conducted to compare the alternative 
alignments and to determine whether the stormwater management criteria can be met for each. 
A decentralized approach to stormwater management is preferred; however this requires a final 
design of inlet spacing, soil testing of infiltration sites, and detailed contour mapping of the road 
corridor. With the limited information available, only a centralized stormwater management 
study could be performed. Centralized systems generally require extra land outside of the 
minimal highway corridor; so this type of study produces a conservative, worst case estimate of 
the land required for each proposed alignment. At the two alternative Eastern Boulevard 
connections compensatory stormwater management is appropriate. Compensatory stormwater 
management involves treating existing impervious area in-lieu-of treating all of the widely 
scattered new impervious areas. The results of this preliminary study on each alignment's 
corridor can be seen on Figures 11-7 through 11-19 at the end of Section II of this document. 

4.        Highway Construction 

Construction may increase sedimentation that will likely increase turbidity and suspended solids 
in receiving streams and wetlands and can have negative impacts on aquatic biota. The turbidity 
and suspended solids can interfere with the photosynthetic process, smother fish eggs and other 
aquatic organisms, and abrade fish gills (Barrett et al., 1993). Although the period of active 
erosion and sedimentation should be limited to the construction period, the negative effects of 
sediment deposition in streams and wetlands may persist long after the construction area is 
vegetatively stabilized. 

During construction of the build alternative for the project, surface water quality may be 
temporarily impacted by increased sedimentation associated with grading operations. Table IV-5 
provides the total area covered by each alternative as well as the area contained within different 
watersheds. Construction of each alternative will create between 25 and 30 acres of impervious 
surface, with D-Mod covering the greatest amount of area and Fi-Modified covering the least. 

Table IV-5: Summar y of Alternative area by watershed. 

Watershed . 
,<    ijv,   *.                ,         *    ,   3     ' Area of Alternative (acres) 
Rev. D-Mod 
(SHASeL 

AUh • "' 

1 

Fj-rMod 
 -•   .  .   i 

I-Mod 

WhitemarsfrRun - 8 8 8 8 10 8 
Windlass Run 13 12 13 11 10 12 
Saltpeter Creek   •   , 3 0 3 8 0 8 
Frog Mortar Creek - 6 6 6 0 4 0 
Darkhead Creek 0 0 0 0 1 0 
Total M '   . 30 26 30 27 25 28 

Adverse impacts to water quality during construction of the roadway or borrow pits will be 
minimized though strict adherence to the SHA erosion and sediment control procedures. All 
borrow material will be obtained from clean upland sites. All areas of exposed soil will be 
vegetatively or structurally stabilized as soon as practical. 
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Other measures to minimize construction related impact include: 
• Initiating temporary stream closures where necessary. 
• Minimizing equipment operation within the stream channels 
• Constructing temporary in-stream measures (Coffer dams, stream crossings) with clean 

materials. 
• Locating equipment fueling and service staging areas away from aquatic resources. 
• Constructing culvert extensions or new structures at stream crossings in such a manner as to 

promote continued easy fish migration and/or avoid any additional impact within stream 
channels. 

5.        Stream Crossings 

All Waters of the United States including Jurisdictional Wetlands are regulated under Section 
404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA). The State of Maryland through its wetlands and waterways 
statutes also regulates these areas. Project activities impacting jurisdictional water and wetlands 
will require authorization from the Corps of Engineers and the Maryland Department of the 
Environment. 

All of the alternatives will require the crossing of streams within the study areas. The perennial 
streams have water quality that is conducive to the support of aquatic plant materials, migratory 
fish species as well as other aquatic organisms. For more information on the aquatic biota 
present in streams within the study area see Section IKG. 

Table IV-6 identifies the proposed stream crossings, probable type of crossing, length of the 
crossing, and length of the stream impact for each proposed stream crossing. The length of the 
stream crossing was determined by measuring the straight line distance between where the 
stream entered the proposed roadway fill area to where it exited the fill area. The linear length of 
stream impact was calculated by measuring the actual length of the stream as it meandered 
through the area of proposed road fill. Alternative E will potentially have the greatest amount of 
linear stream impact, whereas Revised D Modified (SHA's Selected Alternative) /D Modified 
shows the least amount of linear stream impact. Based upon the additional stream classification 
and actual field wetland limits, Fi Modified and Revised D Modified/D Modified appear to be 
the narrowest crossings, bank to bank, and the Revised D Modified/D Modified crossing is 
located in the most disturbed and unstable stream section of Windlass Run. 

Following Table IV-6, Figure IV-2 shows all alternatives and stream crossings. On Figure IV-2 
the six drainage areas are identified by Roman numerals as follows: 

I Whitemarsh Run 
II Honeygo Run 
m       Windlass Run 
IV Darkhead Creek 
V Saltpeter Creek 
VI Frog Mortar Creek 

The restoration of streams within the study area to compensate for stream loss will be considered 
during final design. Until detailed hydrologic data is available, it is not possible to identify 
appropriate restoration methods. 
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Table IV-6: Number, Probable Type, and Preliminary Size of Stream Crossings by 
Alternative.3 

Alternative Stream Type Length of Linear Feet of 
*• Crossing of Crossing Crossing' Stream Impact 

NoBuildb None None 0 0 
Honeygo Run bridge 80 0 

- Whitemarsh Run bridge 80 0 
*              < Windlass Run bridge 100 0 

Rev. DMod Unt#l of Windlass Run culvert 225 240 
* (SHA Selected Alt.) Unt #2 of Windlass Run culvert 130 150 

" TOTAL 390 
" Honeygo Run0 bridge" 80 0 
*-*                        j Whitemarsh Run bridge 80 0 

^                       N. Windlass Run bridge 80 0 
D Unt #1 of Windlass Run culvert 225 240 

•j Unt #3 of Windlass Run culvert 180 180 
*•   i. 

TOTAL 420 
Honeygo Run bridge 80 0 

1          <• Whitemarsh Run bridge 80 0 
^ Windlass Run bridge 80 0 

DMod Unt #1 of Windlass Run culvert 225 240 
^   > Unt #2 of Windlass Run 

TOTAL 
culvert 130 150 

390 
„ Honeygo Run bridge 80 0 

» Whitemarsh Run bridge 80 0 
> ,        ,  *-   V         s 

Windlass Run bridge 80 0 
'E Unt #1 of Windlass Run culvert 225 240 

' Unt #3 of Windlass Run culvert 180 180 
\                   V 

Unt # 1 of Saltpeter Creek culvert 130 140 
(second crossing)0 culvert 25 25 

^             i              {               *• TOTAL 585 
•>• 

Honeygo Run bridge 80 0 
Whitemarsh Run bridge 80 0 
Unt # 1 of Whitemarsh Run culvert 270 320 

*•      h (second crossing) culvert 240 250 
FjMod Windlass Run bridge 80 0 

Unt #1 of Windlass Run culvert N/A 0 
Unt #2 of Windlass Run culvert N/A 0 

"' Unt #3 of Windlass Run culvert N/A 0 
Unt #1 of Saltpeter Creek culvert N/A 0 

5 TOTAL 570 
^ Honeygo Run bridge 80 0 

\             'r 
Whitemarsh Run bridge 80 0 

I Mod Windlass Run bridge 80 0 
<.      i 

Unt #1 of Windlass Run culvert 225 240 
Unt #1 of Saltpeter Creek culvert 230 230 

» (second crossing) culvert 25 25 

a n.. 
TOTAL 495 

The No-Build Alternative does not cross any streams 
Honeygo Run and the second crossing of Unt #1 of Saltpeter Creek already exist, 
although modifications to these crossings are expected. 
Where stream crossing is "bridge", then the linear feet of stream impact is equal to 0. 
Unt = "unnamed tributary" 
For bridge crossings, this is the length of stream under the bridge 
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H.       Floodplains 

According to Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Maps for 
the study area, two designated floodplains will have to be crossed by the proposed highway. 
They are the floodplains associated with Whitemarsh Run and Windlass Run. Because of the 
important storage functions of floodplains, Executive Order 11988 requires their examination in 
relation to reducing property damage and loss of life as well as other natural and beneficial 
floodplain values. In accordance with this policy, each floodplain encroachment was evaluated 
to determine its significance. The results of that analysis are discussed in the following 
paragraphs. 

Whitemarsh Run 
All alternatives starting at the present terminus of MD 43 would cross the 100-year and 500-year 
floodplains associated with Whitemarsh Run. This floodplain is located 100 feet southeast of the 
MD 43/US 40 Interchange. The 500-year floodplain is approximately 600 feet wide and the 100- 
year floodplain is approximately 450 feet wide at the proposed crossing locations. The following 
list compares the areas in acres of the 100 year floodplain impacted by each alternative. 
• Revised D Modified (SHA Selected Alternative) and Alternative D modified would impact 

1.9 acres 
• Alternatives D and E would cross the floodplain at the same location, impacting 1.9 acres 
• Alternative Fi Modified would impact 1.5 acres 
• Alternative I Modified would impact 1.9 acres 

Windlass Run 
• Alternatives D and E would cross the floodplain at the same location, where the 100-year 

floodplain is approximately 150 feet wide. Each alternative would impact 0.9 acres. 
• Revised Alternative D Modified (SHA Selected Alternative), Alternatives D Modified and I 

Modified would cross the floodplain at nearly the same location, where the 100-year 
floodplain is approximately 200 feet wide. But Revised Alternative D Modified (SHA 
Selected Alternative), and D Modified would impact 0.5 acres, while I Modified would 
impact 0.6 acres. Based upon the stream classification of Windlass Run and wetland limits, 
Revised Alternative D Modified (SHA Selected Alternative)/MtsmaXive D Modified/I 
Modified crossing was the preferred location by the Corps of Engineers because it appeared 
to be the narrowest crossing in the most disturbed stream section of Windlass Run. 

• Alternative Fi Modified would cross upstream of all other alternatives and would avoid the 
floodplain associated with Windlass Run. 

1.        Chesapeake Bay Critical Area 

Alternatives Revised D Modified (SHA Selected Alternative), D, D Modified, and Fi Modified 
do not impact the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area (CBCA). Alternatives E and I Modified would 
each impact approximately 7.3 acres of the CBCA due to the construction of improvements to 
Eastern Boulevard (MD 150) which those alternatives would require. This area of the CBCA is 
designated as a "Limited Development Area," and the proposed roadway improvements are not 
compatible with this designation.    Stormwater management measures and erosion/sediment 
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control measures will be employed to ensure that the road construction will be in compliance 
with CBCA requirements and will protect the Chesapeake Bay resources to the extent possible. 

J.        Wetlands 

1.        Impacts 

a.        Summary of Impacts 

The placement of fill within some wetlands and the construction of stream crossings on others 
will cause the loss of wetland acreage, and may also impact some of the wetland functions 
described in Section III. Construction and operation of the roadway may further impair wetland 
values and functions (Surface Water Resources, Section IV-G). 

In addition to direct impacts to wetlands caused by earthwork and highway structures, there may 
also be post-construction impacts to wetland functions and values. These impacts include: the 
loss of wetland flora, fauna and habitat from sediment and pollution deposition or hydrology 
changes; the introduction of noxious or exotic plant and animal species; the interruption of 
animal reproductive behavior from highway related noise; and the interruption of animal 
movement by highway traffic and structural barriers (Forman 1995). 

Existing functions for each wetland within the right-of-way for all alternatives were determined 
using the Evaluation of Planned Wetlands (EPW) methods. Using a wetland class system 
described by Cowardin et al. (1979), each wetland was broken down into palustrine emergent 
(PEM), palustrine scrub/shrub (PSS), and/or palustrine forested (PFO). The functional capacity 
units (FCUs) are a measure of wetland capacity expressed in terms of quantity per unit area. 
FCU's were calculated for each function evaluated, for each wetland, by multiplying the 
appropriate functional capacity index (FCI) by the area of proposed wetland impact. FCI is an 
indication of the capacity of the wetland to perform a specific function. Therefore a small 
wetland with a high FCI can have a relatively large FCU, while a large wetland with a low FCI 
can have a small FCU. These FCUs, which provide a measure of the wetland function by 
wetland size, were determined for each vegetative class. 

The area impacted and FCUs for each wetland by alignment are shown in Tables IV-7 to IV-12. 
Only wetlands that partially or completely fall along the alignment are shown in these tables. 
Wetlands with larger FCUs indicate greater potential functional capacity for wildlife, sediment 
stabilization and/or water quality and should be avoided when possible. The alternative with the 
highest total FCU values indicate a greater potential impact to the overall wetland functional 
capacity. Based on the EPW analysis for palustrine forested wetlands, which account for 
approximately 85% to 95% of the proposed wetland impacts, it appears that Revised D Modified 
(SHA Selected Alternative) would have the largest potential impact to the overall wildlife 
functional capacities based on the greatest loss of FCUs. Alternative D Modified would have the 
greatest potential impact to sediment stabilization based on the greatest loss of FCUs. 
Alternative D would have the greatest potential impact to the water quality functional capacity 
based on the loss of FCUs. 
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££3 

Table IV-7: Imoacts to Wetlands, Revised Alternative D Modified (SHA Selected A ternative 1 

Wetland 

Number 

Watershed Wetland 

CtaM* 

. Contiguous1 

Impact 

Area(ac) 

Contiguous 
& Isolated1 

Impact 

Area (ac) 

WL 

FCI1 

WL 

FCU3 

ss 

FCIJ 

SS 

FCU3 

WQ 

FCI* 

WQ 

FCU3 

D8 Whitemarsh PEM <0.1 O.l 0.43 0.02 0.77 0.03 0.78 0.03 

D7 Whitemarsh PSS — O.l 0.22 0.01 0.95 0.03 0.98 0.04 

D6 Whitemarsh PEM 0.3 0.3 0.28 0.08 0.81 0.22 0.65 0.18 

D6A Whitemarsh PSS O.l O.l 0.50 0.02 0.76 0.02 0.75 0.02 

D5 Whitemarsh PSS   O.l 0.26 O.01 0.7 0.01 N/A4 N/A 

D5B Whitemarsh PSS   O.l 0.23 0.01 0.55 0.03 N/A N/A 

D3 Whitemarsh PEM   O.l 0.48 0.01 0.15 O.01 N/A N/A 

D2B Whitemarsh PFO • 0.2 0.41 0.07 0.76 0.13 0.75 0.12 

•; .'V P 1' Whitemarsh PSS 

PEM 

Total 

"*" O.l 

0.1 

0.1 

0.31 

0.31 

N/A 

0.01 

0.03 

N/A 

0.76 

0.76 

N/A 

0.03 

0.06 

N/A 

0.63 

0.63 

N/A 

0.02 

0.05 

N/A 

DU Whitemarsh PEM O.l O.l 0.21 O.01 1.00 0.02 N/A N/A 

PlB Whitemarsh PFO 0.1 0.1 0.33 0.03 0.90 0.10 0.89 0.10 
:.       >'. PEM 0.13 0.13 0.33 0.04 0.90 0.12 0.89 0.12 

>"        ' Total 0.24 0.24 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

D-Mod 15 Windlass PFO 0.14 0.14 0.54 0.03 0.76 0.05 0.65 0.04 

D-Mdd ISA Windlass PFO 0.27 0.27 0.54 0.15 0.76 0.21 0.65 0.18 

PEM 0.03 0.03 0.54 0.02 0.76 0.03 0.65 0.02 

Total 0.30 0.30 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

D-Modl5B Windlass WUS 170 LF 170 LF N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

i)-Mod 1? Windlass PFO   0.1 0.38 0.02 0.76 0.04 0.75 0.04 

I-ModU Windlass PFO 0.3 0.3 0.56 0.17 0.76 0.23 0.51 0.15 

1-Mod 11 Windlass PFO 0.2 0.2 0.48 0.09 0.76 0.14 0.75 0.14 

D-Modl4 Windlass PFO 0.4 0.4 0.52 0.22 0.76 0.32 0.75 0.31 

D-Mod 13 Windlass PFO 0.8 0.8 0.55 0.43 0.76 0.59 0.49 0.38 

DiModl3A Windlass PFO 0.4 0.4 0.51 0.21 0.76 0.32 0.75 0.31 

D-Mod 12 Windlass PFO   0.1 0.48 0.04 0.76 0.07 N/A N/A 

D-Mod 11 Windlass PFO   0.2 0.5 0.12 0.76 0.18 0.75 0.17 

D-Mod 10 Saltpeter PFO   0.6 0.48 0.31 0.76 0.49 N/A N/A 

D-Mod 9 Saltpeter PFO   0.9 0.5 0.45 0.76 0.69 N/A N/A 

D-Mod 8 Frog Mortar PFO   O.l 0.46 O.01 0.76 O.01 N/A N/A ~ 

D-Mod7 Frog Mortar PFO   0.2 0.47 0.08 0.76 0.13 N/A N/A 

: D-Mod 6 Windlass PFO 0.2 0.2 0.5 0.10 0.76 0.16 0.75 0.15 

D-Mod 5A Frog Mortar PFO   0.2 0.47 0.11 0.61 0.14 N/A N/A 

D-Mod 5 Frog Mortar PFO 1.8 1.8 0.48 0.85 0.76 1.35 0.75 1.33 

D-Mod 4 Frog Mortar PFO 1.0 1.0 0.5 0.50 0.76 0.76 0.75 0.75 

.   D-Mod 2 Frog Mortar PFO 0.4 0.4 0.5 0.19 0.76 0.29 0.75 0.28 

D^Mod 2A Frog Mortar PFO _. 0.4 0.4 0.16 0.76 0.30 N/A N/A 

WL 

FCU 

SS 

FCU 

TOTALS5: PFO 5.9 

PSS 0 

PEM 0.5 

All 6.4 

8.8 

0 

0.5 
9.3 

4.42 

0 

0.20 

WQ 
FCU 

•Definition of terms: PFO = palustrine forested wetland; PSS - palustrine scrub-shrub wetland; PEM 
WUS=Waters of the US; WL - wildlife; SS = sediment stabilization; WQ = water quality 

6.82 4.55 
0 0 

0.75 0.40 

• palustrine emergent wetland; 
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3*1+ 
'Final determination as to whether a wetland is a jurisdictional Waters of the U.S. or is adjacent to wetlands which are jurisdictional Waters of the 
U.S. will be made by ACOE later in the design phase. 
2The Functional Capacity Index (FCI) is a measure of functional capacity expressed as an index, where 0 represents no 
functional capacity and 1.0 represents optimal. 

3The Functional Capacity Unit (FCU) is a measure of functional capacity expressed in terms of quantity per unit area 
(FCU = FCI times the MDE Impact Area). 

4 Not Applicable - This function could not be evaluated for this wetland because the wetland has no surface water outlet and 
therefore has no direct effects on downstream water quality. 

5 Apparent errors created by rounding. 

Table IV-8: Impacts to Wetlands, Alternative D 
Wetland 

' Number 

Watershed Wetland 

Ctass* 

Contiguous1 

Impact 

Area (ac) 

Contiguous 
& Isolated1 

Impact 

Area (ac). 

WL 

FCI1 

>   WL 

FCU3 

ss ' 

FCI1 

-SS 

FO)3 

WQ 

FCI2. 

WQ 

FCU"   ' 

D8 Whitemarsh PEM <0.1 <0.1 0.43 0.02 0.77 0.03 0.78 .   0.03 

"D? Whitemarsh PSS   <0.1 0.22 0.01 0.95 0.03 0.98 0.04 

D6'   - Whitemarsh PEM 0.3 0.3 0.28 0.08 0.81 0.22 0.65 0.18 

D6A Whitmarsh PSS <0.1 <0.1 0.50 0.02 0.76 0.02 0.75 0.02 

D5     , Whitemarsh PSS   <0.1 0.26 <0.01 0.7 0.01 N/A4 N/A 
D5A Whitemarsh PSS 0.1 0.1 0.41 0.02 0.95 0.05 0.79 0.04 

!   D5B Whitemarsh PSS   0.1 0.23 0.01 0.55 0.03 N/A N/A 
D3 Whitemarsh PEM   <0.1 0.48 0.01 0.15 <0.01 N/A N/A 

D2B Whitemarsh PFO   0.2 0.41 0.07 0.76 0.13 0.75 0.12 

Dl Whitemarsh PSS 

PEM 

Total 

... 
<0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.31 

0.31 

N/A 

0.01 

0.03 

N/A 

0.76 

0.76 

N/A 

0.03 

0.06 

N/A 

0.63 

0.63 

N/A 

0.02 

0.05 

N/A 
D-faod 15 Windlass PFO 0.3 0.3 0.54 0.14 0.76 0.20 0.65 0.17 
D-Modl6 Windlass PFO — O.l 0.38 <0.01 0.76 0.01 0.65 0.01 

•    D100 Windlass PFO 0.3 0.3 0.48 0.12 0.76 0.19 0.75 0.19 

Ell Windlass PFO 1.7 1.7 0.70 1.17 0.72 1.20 0.71 1.19 
£10 Windlass PFO 0.5 0.5 0.51 0.23 0.81 0.37 0.71 0.33 

DMod6 Windlass PFO 1.2 1.2 0.50 0.59 0.76 0.90 0.75 0.89 
IMViod SA Frog Mortar PFO   O.l 0.47 0.02 0.61 0.03 N/A N/A 
D-Mod5 Frog Mortar PFO 1.8 1.8 0.48 0.86 0.76 1.36 0.75 1.34 
D-Mod4 Frog Mortar PFO 1.0 1.0 0.50 0.50 0.76 0.76 0.75 0.75 
D Mod 2 Frog Mortar PFO 0.4 0.4 0.50 0.19 0.76 0.29 0.75 0.28 

JD-Mod 2A Frog Mortar PFO ... 0.4 0.40 0.16 0.76 0.30 N/A N/A 

PFO 7.0 7.6 

PSS 0.1 0.2 

PEM 0.3 0.4 

WL SS WQ 
FCU FCU FCU 

4.05 5.72 5.26 

0.07 0.17 0.12 

0.13 0.32 0.27 

TOTALS5 

All 7.3 8.2 
•Definition of terms: PFO = palustrine forested wetland; PSS = palustrine scrub-shrub wetland; PEM = palustrine emergent 
wetland; WL = wildlife; SS = sediment stabilization; WQ = water quality 

'Final determination as to whether a wetland is a jurisdictional Waters of the U.S. or is adjacent to wetlands which are 
jurisdictional Waters of the U.S. will be made by ACOE later in the design phase. 
The Functional Capacity Index (FCI) is a measure of functional capacity expressed as an index, where 0 represents no 
functional capacity and 1.0 represents optimal. 
The Functional Capacity Unit (FCU) is a measure of functional capacity expressed in terms of quantity per unit area 
(FCU = FCI * MDE Impact Area). 

4 Not Applicable - This function could not be evaluated for this wetland because the wetland has no surface water oudet and 
therefore has no direct effects on downstream water quality. 

5 Apparent errors created by rounding. 
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5^ 
Table IV-9: Impacts to Wetlands, Alternative D Modified 

Wetland 

Number 

Watershed Wetltod 

Class* 

Contiguous1 

Impact 

•  Area (ac) 

Contiguous 
& Isolated1 

Impact 

Area (ac) 

•:'Twfe.r Sv:;w£|:! 
..•;'s,'-g;.....':',.';,ill 

•f":'WQ£ 

•Crcuti 

D 8 Whitemarsh PEM <0.1 O.l 0.43 0.02 0.77 0.03 0.78 0.03 

•    .  D7''. Whitemarsh PSS — O.l 0.22 0.01 0.95 0.03 0.98 0.04 

Hi   :"• Whitemarsh PEM 0.3 0.3 0.28 0.08 0.81 0.22 0.65 0.18 

D6A Whitmarsh PSS O.l O.l 0.50 0.02 0.76 0.02 0.75 0.02 

•••  '   D5  '••" Whitemarsh PSS   O.l 0.26 O.01 0.7 0.01 N/A4 N/A 

"* D'SA/ Whitemarsh PSS 0.1 0.1 0.41 0.02 0.95 0.05 0.79 0.04 

D5B Whitemarsh PSS   0.1 0.23 0.01 0.55 0.03 N/A N/A 

•'",'.-'Div-.- Whitemarsh PEM   O.l 0.48 0.01 0.15 O.01 N/A N/A 

D 2B Whitemarsh PFO   0.2 0.41 0.07 0.76 0.13 0.75 0.12 

Whitemarsh PSS 

PEM 

Total 

— 
O.l 

0.1 

0.1 

0.31 

0.31 

N/A 

0.01 

0.03 

N/A 

0.76 

0.76 

N/A 

0.03 

0.06 

N/A 

0.63 

0.63 

N/A 

0.02 

0.05 

N/A 

D-ModlS Windlass PFO 0.3 0.3 0.54 0.14 0.76 0.20 0.65 0.17 

D-Modl6 Windlass PFO   O.l 0.38 O.01 0.76 0.01 0.75 0.01 

I-Modl2 Windlass PFO 0.8 0.8 0.56 0.44 0.76 0.59 0.51 0.40 

I-Modll Windlass PFO 0.2 0.2 0.48 0.09 0.76 0.14 0.75 0.14 

D-Mod 14 Windlass PFO 0.4 0.4 0.52 0.22 0.76 0.32 0.75 0.31 

D-Mod 13 Windlass PFO 0.8" 0.8 0.55 0.43 0.76 0.59 0.49 0.38 

D-Mod 13A Windlass PFO 0.4 0.4 0.51 0.21 0.76 0.32 0.75 0.31 

D-Mod 12 Windlass PFO   0.1 0.48 0.04 0.76 0.07 N/A N/A 

D-Mod 11 Windlass PFO   0.2 0.5 0.12 0.76 0.18 0.75 0.17 

D-Mod 10 Saltpeter PFO _„ 0.6 0.48 0.31 0.76 0.49 N/A N/A 

D-Mod 9 Saltpeter PFO   0.9 0.5 0.45 0.76 0.69 N/A N/A 

D-Mod 8 :'•-. Frog Mortar PFO   O.l 0.46 O.01 0.76 O.01 N/A N/A 

D-Mod 7 Frog Mortar PFO   0.2 0.47 0.08 0.76 0.13 N/A N/A 

,D-Mod 6 Windlass PFO 0.2 0.2 0.5 0.10 0.76 0.16 0.75 0.15 

D-Mod 5A FroR Mortar PFO ... 0.2 0.47 0.11 0.61 0.14 N/A N/A 

D-ModS FroR Mortar PFO 1.8 1.8 0.48 0.85 0.76 1.35 0.75 1.33 

D-Mod 4 FroR Mortar PFO 1.0 1.0 0.5 0.50 0.76 0.76 0.75 0.75 

D-Mod 2 FroR Mortar PFO 0.4 0.4 0.5 0.19 0.76 0.29 0.75 0.28 

D-Mod 2A FroR Mortar PFO ... 0.4 0.4 0.16 0.76 0.30 N/A N/A 

WL 

FCU 

SS 

FCU 

WQ 

FCU 

PFO 6.4 9.0 4.51 6.84 4.53 

PSS 0.1 0.2 0.07 0.17 0.12 

PEM 0.3 0.4 0.13 0.32 0.27 

TOTALS3: 

All 6.8 9.6 
•Definition of terms: PFO - palustrine forested wetland; PSS = palustrine scrub-shrub wetland; PEM = palustrine emergent wetland; WL - 
wildlife; SS = sediment stabilization; WQ = water quality 
'Final determination as to whether a wetland is a jurisdictional Waters of the U.S. or is adjacent to wetlands which are 
jurisdictional Waters of the U.S. will be made by ACOE later in the design phase. 

'The Functional Capacity Index (FCI) is a measure of functional capacity expressed as an index, where 0 represents no 
functional capacity and 1.0 represents optimal. 

'The Functional Capacity Unit (FCU) is a measure of functional capacity expressed in terms of quantity per unit area 
(FCU - FCI * MDE Impact Area). 

4 Not Applicable - This function could not be evaluated for this wetland because the wetland has no  surface water outlet and 
therefore has no direct effects on downstream water quality. 

3 Apparent errors created by rounding. 

J 

IV-26 



Middle River Employment Center Access Study 
Final Environmental Impact Statement/Final Section 4(f) Evaluation 
Section IV Environmental Consequences 

QJ4D 

Table IV-l 0: Impacts to Wetlands, Alternative E 
< Wetland 

Number 

Watershed Wetland 

Class* 

Contiguous1 

Impact 

Area (ac) 

Contiguous & 
Isolated' 

Impact 

Area (ac) 

WL 

FCI1 

WL 

ECU3 

. ss 

.FCI1 

SS 

FCU3 

WQ 

FCI2 

WQ 

FCtf 

D8 Whitemarsh PEM <0 1 <01 0 43 0 02 0 77 0 03 0 78 0 03 

-   D7 Whitemarsh PSS   <0.1 0.22 0.01 0.95 0.03 0.98 0.04 

D-6 Whitemarsh PEM 0.3 0.3 0.28 0.08 0.81 0.22 0.65 0.18 
D6A Whitemarsh PSS <0.1 O.l 0.50 0.02 0.76 0.02 0.75 0.02 

D5 Whitemarsh PSS — <0.1 0.26 O.01 0.7 0.01 N/A* N/A 
D5A    * Whitemarsh PSS 0.1 0.1 0.41 0.02 0.95 0.05 0.79 0.04 
D5B Whitemarsh PSS — 0.1 0.23 0.01 0.55 0.03 N/A N/A 
D3 Whitemarsh PEM   O.l 0.48 0.01 0.15 O.01 N/A N/A 

D2B Whitemarsh PFO   0.2 0.16 0.03 0.07 0.01 0.05 0.01 
Dl Whitemarsh PSS 

PEM 

Total 

~- 
O.l 

0.1 

0.1 

0.31 

0.31 

N/A 

0.01 

0.03 

N/A 

0.76 

0.76 

N/A 

0.03 

0.06 

N/A 

0.63 

0.63 

N/A 

0.02 

0.05 

N/A 
D-Mod 15 Windlass PFO 0.3 0.3 0.54 0.14 0.76 0.20 0.65 0.17 
D-Mod 16 Windlass PFO   O.l 0.38 O.01 0.76 0.01 0.75 0.01 

D100 - Windlass PFO 0.3 0.3 0.48 0.12 0.76 0.19 0.75 0.19 
£11 Windlass PFO 1.7 1.7 0.7 1.17 0.82 1.37 0.71 1.19 

'    E10 Windlass PFO 0.3 0.3 0.51 0.18 0.81 0.27 0.71 0.24 
E9 Windlass PFO   0.7 0.49 0.35 0.76 0.54 0.71 0.50 

D-Mod 9 Saltpeter PFO   1.3 0.5 0.65 0.76 0.99 N/A N/A 
•   fes Saltpeter PFO   0.4 0.56 0.21 0.76 0.28 N/A N/A 

E7 Saltpeter PFO 0.4 0.4 0.56 0.23 0.81 0.33 0.68 0.27 
E6 Saltpeter PFO <0.1 O.l 0.45 0.01 0.76 0.01 N/A N/A 
E5 Saltpeter PFO — O.l 0.46 O.01 0.76 0.01 N/A N/A 
E3,   . Saltpeter PFO   0.2 0.28 0.06 0.79 0.17 N/A N/A 
E2 Saltpeter PFO   O.l 0.48 0.02 0.76 0.03 N/A N/A 

-   El     . Saltpeter PFO   O.l 0.53 0.01 0.76 0.02 N/A N/A 
I-ModA Saltpeter PFO   0.3 0.3 0.10 0.76 0.26 N/A N/A 
I-Mod B Saltpeter PFO _. 0.8 0.44 0.35 0.76 0.61 N/A N/A 

PFO 2.9 7.0 

PSS 0.1 0.2 

PEM 0.3 0.4 

All 3.3 7.5 

WL SS WQ 
FCU FCU FCU 

3.62 5.29 2.57 

0.07 0.17 0.12 

0.13 0.32 0.27 

TOTALS3: 

•Definition of terms: PFO = palustrine forested wetland; PSS = palustrine scrub-shrub wetland; PEM = palustrine emergent wetland; 
WL = wildlife; SS = sediment stabilization; WQ = water quality 

'Final determination as to whether a wetland is a jurisdictional Waters of the U.S. or is adjacent to wetlands which are jurisdictional Waters of the 
U.S. will be made by ACOE later in the design phase. 
The Functional Capacity Index (FCI) is a measure of functional capacity expressed as an index, where 0 represents no functional capacity and 
1.0 represents optimal. 

The Functional Capacity Unit (FCU) is a measure of functional capacity expressed in terms of quantity per unit area 
(FCU = FCI * MDE Impact Area). 
Not Applicable - This function could not be evaluated for this wetland because the wetland has no surface water outlet and therefore has no 
direct effects on downstream water quality. 

3 Apparent errors created by rounding. 
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Table-IV-11: Impacts to Wetlands, Alternative Fi Modi fled. 

Wetland 

Number 

Watershed Wetland 

Class*, 

Contiguous1 

Impact 

Area(ac) 

Contiguous 
& Isolated1 

Impact 

Area (ac) 

WL 

FCI1 
i               1    t 

WL 

FCU3 

ss. 

FCI* 

SS    , 

' FCU3 

WQ , 

FCI* ; 

WQ 

FCU\ 

DS Whitemarsh PEM <0 1 <01 0 43 0 02 0 77 0 03 0 78 0 03 

••:..©7'.. ^ Whitemarsh PSS   <0.1 0.22 0.01 0.95 0.03 0.98 0.04 

,.    f>6 Whitemarsh PEM 0.3 0.3 0.28 . 0.08 0.81 0.22 0.65 0.18 

:''••'   K6\ Whitemarsh PSS O.l O.l 0.50 0.02 0.76 0.02 0.75 0.02 

• '.". "'us--'-; Whitemarsh PSS   O.l 0.26 O.01 0.7 0.01 N/A4 N/A 

v ::'TsiK''" Whitemarsh PSS 0.1 0.1 0.41 0.02 0.95 0.05 0.79 0.04 

D5B Whitemarsh PSS   0.1 0.23 0.01 0.55 0.03 N/A N/A 

';'.D3.  '••. Whitemarsh PEM   O.l 0.48 0.01 0.15 O.01 N/A N/A 

FriVfod IB Whitemarsh PFO 0.6 0.6 .08 0.51 0.57 0.36 0.67 0.43 

FrModZ Whitemarsh PFO 0.1 0.1 0.21 0.02 0.79 0.07 0.69 0.06 

Ft-Mod2A Whitemarsh PEM ... O.l 0.49 0.01 0.8 0.02 N/A N/A 

FrMbd'3' Whitemarsh PFO 0.1 0.1 0.21 0.03 0.79 0.11 0.69 0.10 

)F1-Mod4 Windlass PSS 

PEM 

Total 

0.1 

0.1 

0.2 

0.1 

0.1 

0.2 

0.46 

0.46 

N/A 

0.03 

0.06 

N/A 

0.75 

0.77 

N/A 

0.04 

0.09 

N/A 

0.77 

0.77 

N/A 

0.04 

0.09 

N/A 

•;•" •|tM»d':.':-:; 

•••'•'•.4A^    '   • 

Windlass PEM — 0.1 0.12 0.01 0.73 0.06 N/A N/A 

Fi-Mod4B Windlass PEM   0.2 0.12 0.02 0.75 0.13 N/A N/A 

F,-Mod4G Windlass PEM   0.1 0.23 0.03 0.98 0.13 0.54 0.07 

'•••* F.-Mod'S '. Windlass PFO 1.2 1.2 0.56 0.66 0.84 0.98 0.69 0.81 

FrModSB- Windlass PFO 0.4 0.4 0.49 0.20 0.76 0.32 0.66 0.27 

trMode Windlass PFO   0.5 0.36 0.20 0.76 0.41 N/A N/A 

D-ModS Frog Mortar PFO O.l O.l 0.48 0.02 0.76 0.04 0.75 0.04 

il).Mod4 FroR Mortar PFO 0.1 0.1 0.5 0.05 0.76 0.08 0.75 0.08 

D-Mod2    ; FroR Mortar PFO 2.9 2.9 0.5 1.43 0.76 2.18 0.75 2.15 

b-Mod2A FroR Mortar PFO _ 0.3 0.4 0.12 0.76 0.23 N/A N/A 

WL 

FCU 

SS 

FCU 

WQ 

FCU 

PFO 5.5 6.3 3.24 4.78 3.93 

PSS 0.1 0.1 0.06 0.12 0.10 

PEM 0.4 0.9 0.23 0.69 0.38 

All 6.0 7.3 

TOTALS5: 

•Definition of terms: PFO = palustrine forested wetland; PSS = palustrine scrub-shrub wetland; PEM = palustrine emergent wetland; 
WL - wildlife; SS - sediment stabilization; WQ = water quality 

'Final determination as to whether a wetland is a jurisdictional Waters of the U.S. or is adjacent to wetlands which are jurisdictional Waters of the 
U.S. will be made by ACOE later in the design phase. 

^The Functional Capacity Index (FCI) is a measure of functional capacity expressed as an index, where 0 represents no functional capacity and 
1.0 represents optimal. 

3The Functional Capacity Unit (FCU) is a measure of functional capacity expressed in terms of quantity per unit area 
(FCU •= FCI * MDE Impact Area). 

4Not Applicable - This function could not be evaluated for this wetland because the wetland has no surface water outlet and therefore has no 
direct effects on downstream water quahty. 

3 Apparent errors created by rounding. 
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Table IV-1 L2: Impacts to Wetlands, Alternative I modified. 
Wetland * 

\    * ^ \ 
'Numbed, 

Watershed Wetland 

Class*  , 
1- 

Contiguous1 

Impact 

,Area(ac) 

Contiguous 
& Isolated1 

Impact 

Area (ac) 

WL 

FCI1 

WL 

FCU3 

SS 

FCI1 

SS 

FCU3, 

WQ 

FCI2 

WQ 

FCU' 

.     D8 Whitemarsh PEM <01 <0 1 0 43 0 02 0 77 0 03 0 78 0 03 

D7 Whitemarsh PSS   <0.1 0.22 0.01 0.95 0.03 0.98 0.04 

D6 Whitemarsh PEM 0.3 0.3 0.28 0.08 0.81 0.22 0.65 0.18 

•   D6A Whitemarsh PSS <0.1 <0.1 0.50 0.02 0.76 0.02 0.75 0.02 

D5 Whitemarsh PSS   <0.1 0.26 <0.01 0.7 0.01 N/A4 N/A 

D5A Whitemarsh PSS 0.1 0.1 0.41 0.02 0.95 0.05 0.79 0.04 

* D5B Whitemarsh PSS   0.1 0.23 0.01 0.55 0.03 N/A N/A 

D3 Whitemarsh PEM   <0.1 0.48 0.01 0.15 <0.01 N/A N/A 

D2B Whitemarsh PFO   0.2 0.41 0.07 0.76 0.13 0.75 0.12 

Whitemarsh PSS 

PEM 

Total 

— <0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.31 

0.31 

N/A 

0.01 

0.03 

N/A 

0.76 

0.76 

N/A 

0.03 

0.06 

N/A 

0.63 

0.63 

N/A 

0.02 

0.05 

N/A 
D-Mod IS Windlass PFO 0.3 0.3 0.54 0.14 0.76 0.20 0.65 0.17 
D-Mod Id Windlass PFO   <0.1 0.38 <0.01 0.76 0.01 0.65 0.01 

I-Mod 12 Windlass PFO 0.9 0.9 0.56 0.53 0.76 0.72 0.51 0.48 

I-Mod 11 Windlass PFO 0.3 0.3 0.48 0.13 0.76 0.21 0.75 0.21 

I-Mod 10 Windlass PFO 0.2 0.2 0.49 0.09 0.76 0.14 0.75 0.14 

l-Mod9 Windlass PFO 0.5 0.5 0.49 0.23 0.76 0.35 0.75 0.34 

I-Mod 8 Windlass PFO   0.6 0.51 0.30 0.76 0.45 N/A N/A 
I-Mod 7' Windlass PEM   0.3 0.16 0.05 0.70 0.20 N/A N/A 
I-Mod 6 Windlass PFO <0.1 <0.1 0.47 0.02 0.76 0.02 0.75 0.02 

I-Mod 4 Saltpeter PFO <0.1 <0.1 0.49 0.01 0.76 0.01 0.75 0.01 

I-Mod 3A Saltpeter PFO   <0.1 0.49 0.02 0.76 0.03 N/A N/A 
I-Mod 3 Saltpeter PFO 0.9 0.9 0.56 0.48 0.76 0.65 0.56 0.48 
r-Mod2 Saltpeter PFO —. 0.1 0.42 0.02 0.76 0.04 0.64 0.04 

I-Mod 1 Saltpeter PFO ... 0.4 0.42 0.19 0.76 0.34 0.69 0.30 

1-ModA Saltpeter PFO   0.3 0.30 0.10 0.76 0.26 N/A N/A 
I-Mod B Saltpeter PFO ... 0.8 0.44 0.35 0.76 0.61 N/A N/A 

TOTALS3: PFO 

PSS 

PEM 

All 

3.0 

0.1 

0.3 

3.4 

5.5 

0.2 

0.7 

6.4 

WL SS WQ 
FCU FCU FCU 

2.68 4.16 2.33 

0.07 0.17 0.12 

0.17 0.51 0.27 

•Definition of terms: PFO = palustrine forested wetland; PSS = palustrine scrub-shrub wetland; PEM = palustrine emergent wetland; 
WL = wildlife; SS = sediment stabilization; WQ = water quality 
Final determination as to whether a wetland is a jurisdictional Waters of the U.S. or is adjacent to wetlands which are jurisdictional Waters of the 
U.S. will be made by ACOE later in the design phase. 

TTie Functional Capacity Index (FCI) is a measure of functional capacity expressed as an index, where 0 represents no functional capacity and 
1.0 represents optimal. 

The Functional Capacity Unit (FCU) is a measure of functional capacity expressed in terms of quantity per unit area 
(FCU = FCI * MDE Impact Area). 
Not Applicable - This function could not be evaluated for this wetland because the wedand has no surface water outlet and therefore has no 
direct effects on downstream water quahty. 

3 Apparent errors created by rounding. 
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Table IV-13 lists wetland areas regulated by either ACOE or MDE that will be impacted by the 
alignments according to watershed. As indicated in the table footnotes, the Army Corps of 
Engineers does not have jurisdiction over wetlands that are isolated from other surface waters 
(Waters of the US) unless the wetland is adjacent to other jurisdictional areas or affects interstate 
commerce. The Maryland Department of the Environment does take jurisdiction over all of 
these isolated areas. Consequently, the number of acres that ACOE considers to be impacted 
frequently differ from those MDE considers affected. If this occurs, SHA will mitigate for the 
higher impacts. 

Table IV-O: Wetland areas regulated as Contiguous or Isolated and directly impacted by alternatives 

Alignment 
v:,-Watershed Area Impacted (Acres) ..;' %%. ,ZB:. ||l^ia|:^rfes|: 

Impacted Frog Mortar :SaItpeter: I Windlass WhrteiiiafrsM 
Revised D Modified 
(SHA Seletted Alternative) 

,„ Contiguous 3.0 0 3.0 0.2 6.4 
Contiguous & Isolated! 3.7 1.4 3.3 0.9 9.3 

Alternative D 
Contiguous 3.2 0 3.8 0.4 7.4 

Contiguous & Isolated 3.6 0 3.8 0.8 8.2 
Alternative D Modified 

Contiguous 3.2 0 3.3 0.4 6.8 
Contiguous & Isolated 4.0 1.6 3.4 0.8 9.7 

Alternative E 
Contiguous 0 0.4 2.5 0.4 3.3 

Contiguous & Isolated 0 3.5 3.2 0.8 7.5 
Alternative Fi Modified 

.;'.     Cbiitiguous 3.0 0 1.8 1.2 6.0 
Contiguous & Isolated 3.3 0 2.7 1.3 7.3 

Alternative I Modified 
.V                       Contiguous 0 0.9 2.2 0.4 3.4 

• •   Contiguous & Isolated 0 2.5 3.0 0.8 6.4 
Final determination as to whether a wetland is a jurisdictional Waters of the U.S. or is adjacent to wetlands which 
are jurisdictional Waters of the U.S. may be made by ACOE as a result of any changes during the design 
phase. 

In general, most of the existing functions and values will continue to be provided by the 
remaining portions of the wetlands although the quantity or magnitude of these functions and 
values would be reduced proportionally with the area lost. For some wetlands, the introduction 
of new sediment/toxicant sources; the introduction or loss of inlet, outlets or constrictions; the 
change in the input area; etc. will impact the wetland's effectiveness and/or opportunity to 
perform some or all functions and values. 

2.        Wetland Impact Minimization at Stream Crossings 

a. Windlass Run 

The proposed alternative crossings of Windlass Run include a culvert and two bridge systems. 
Detailed hydrologic, hydraulic, and geomorphic analysis was completed for the proposed 
Alternative D Modified crossing.    This crossing is the furthest downstream and therefore 
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represents a "worst case" scenario for the extent, elevation, and discharge characteristics of the 
100-year flood. The geomorphic analysis of the existing conditions at the Alternative D Modifed 
crossing classified the stream as a C5 with a bankfull width of approximately 15 ft. and a 
maximum depth over 2 ft. The hydraulics analysis results in existing 100-year flood elevations 
in the vicinity of the crossing to be between 19 to 21 feet above sea level. For a more detailed 
discussion of the floodplains and the requirements to protect floodplains and floodplain values, 
refer to Sections III-G and IV-H of this document. 

Culvert Crossing 

The proposed culvert system includes an 18' x 9' box culvert (buried two feet) with an 18' x 7' 
opening. This box culvert will be located within the channel and can convey the bankfull flows. 
Three elliptical pipes (7.6' span x 4.8' rise) are configured with one pipe in the right overbank 
(facing downstream) and two pipes in the left overbank. These three elliptical culverts are 
located at elevations such that flows within the overbank areas are conveyed in the overbank 
areas. Another 9' x 9' box culvert would be placed above the 2-year water surface elevation. 
This culvert is used as a wildlife passage and conveys much lower frequency discharges. The 
estimated cost of the culvert system is $1,875,000. 

Bridge Crossing 

The proposed bridge scenario #1 would include a minimum span of approximately 100 feet. 
This structure would convey the bankfull discharge, maintain the stability of the channel and 
raise the 100-year flood elevation less than 1.0 foot over the existing condition. Riprap abutment 
or other scour countermeasures may be required. The estimated cost of the structure is 
$1,200,000. A structure that completely spans the wetland would range in cost from 
approximately $2,500,000 to $4,700,000. During final design, a 150 foot bridge length will be 
examined. Utilizing a 150 foot bridge would reduce impacts more than the 100 foot bridge. 

Table IV-14 compares the wetland and floodplain impacts associated with the alternative 
crossing structures for Windlass Run. 
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Table IV-14: Wetland Impact Minimization for Windlass Ran 
Revised D Modified ^—DV     :....:] P Modified •E.I-,.'.! ;   "-F Modified •  I Modified         | 

Cylvert 100- 
foot 

Bridge 

400- 
foot 

Bridge 

Culvert 100- 
foot 

Bridge 

400- 
foot 

Bridge 

Culvert 100r 
foot 

Bridge 

200- 
foot 

Bridge 

Culvert 100- 
foot 

Bridge 

400. 
foot 

Bridge 

Culvert 100- 
foot 

Bridge 

,300- 
foot 

Bridge 

Culvert 100- 
foot 

Bridge 

300- 
foot 

Bridge 
Rosgen   Stream 
Classification 

C5 C5 C5 E6 E6 E6 C5 C5 C5 E6 E6 E6 E6 E6 E6 C5 C5 C5 

Wetlands (Ac) 
Direct 

0.8 0.4 0.0 1.7 1.2 0.0 0.8 0.4 0.0 1.7 1.2 0.0 1.2 0.6 0.0 0.9 0.4 0.0 

Wetlands (Ac) 
Under Bridge *'". 

- 0.3 0.3 - 0.2 0.7 - 0.2 0.3 - 0.2 0.7 - 0.2 0.6 - 0.2 0.3 

Stream   Impact 160 80 80 180 80 80 160 80 80 190 80 80 140 80 80 190 80 80 

Floodplaih (Ac) 0.7 0.5 0.0 1.1 0.9 0.0 0.7 0.5 0.0 1.1 0.9 0.0 N/A' N/A1 N/A1 0.8 0.6 0.0 
Construction --tf. 
C6st{$lWiJ;) a 

1.9 1.9 2.5 1.9 1.2 4.7 1.9 1.2 2.5 1.9 1.2 4.7 1.9 1.2 3.5 1,9 1.2 3.5 

This crossing is upstreai m of the limits o f the 10 D-year floodplain as identified by the FEMA flood study 
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b.        Whitemarsh Run 

Crossing Whitemarsh Run at the alternative crossings with a culvert would not be feasible, since 
the depth of fill (over 20 feet) would impact the 100-year floodplain. The evaluation of 
alternative bridge lengths is not necessary at the Whitemarsh crossing because there are no 
adjacent wetlands present to be avoided. The proposed crossing of Whitemarsh Run, therefore, 
includes only one bridge system. The geomorphic analysis of the existing conditions at this 
crossing classified the stream as a C5 with a bankfull width of approximately 40 ft. and a 
maximum depth over 4 ft. The hydraulics analysis results in existing 100-year flood elevations 
in the vicinity of the crossing to be between 14 to 16 feet above sea level. 

The proposed bridge requires a span of approximately 280 feet. This structure would convey the 
bankfull discharge, maintains the stability of the channel and raise the 100-year flood elevation 
less than 1.0 foot over the existing condition. Riprap abutment or other scour countermeasures 
may be required. The crossing does not directly impact any wetlands. The estimated cost of the 
structure is $5,400,000. 

3.        Compliance with Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines 

The Section 404(b)(1) guidelines are the substantive criteria used to evaluate discharges of 
dredged or fill material under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. The purpose of the Section 
404 (b)(1) guidelines is to restore and maintain the chemical, physical, and biological integrity of 
waters of the United States through the control of discharges of dredged or fill material. From a 
national perspective, the degradation or destruction of special aquatic sites, such as filling 
operations in wetlands, is considered to be among the most severe environmental impacts 
covered by the Guidelines. The guiding principle should be that degradation or destruction of 
special aquatic sites might represent an irreversible loss of valuable resources. (40 CFR §230.1) 

This Environmental Impact Statement, in compliance with Section 404 of the Clean Water Act 
addresses the requirements of the 404(b)(1) guidelines Subparts B through F. The provisions of 
Subparts B through F and the manner in which they are addressed in this document are detailed 
below: 

Subpart B: Compliance with the Guidelines 

Subpart B addresses the analysis necessary for compliance with the guidelines and establishes 
four conditions that must be satisfied to determine that the proposed action complies with the 
404(b)(1) guidelines. Subpart B further sets forth factual determinations to be considered when 
determining if the proposed action satisfies the conditions of compliance. 

230.10 Restrictions on discharge - The discharge of dredged or fill material in the aquatic 
ecosystem including wetlands, is not permitted if there is a practicable alternative that would 
have less adverse impact. Commonly referred to as the "Alternatives Analysis," these provisions 
of the guidelines require that alternative actions and locations be considered to avoid impacts to 
aquatic resources. The analysis must demonstrate that there is no practicable alternative to the 
proposed discharge of dredged or fill material that would have less adverse impact to the aquatic 
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ecosystem. These alternatives are not considered practicable if they have other significant 
adverse environmental consequences. The provisions also require the determination of the 
project's water dependency and compliance with NEPA and the Coastal Zone Management 
Program. 

230.10(a)(1) Alternatives analysis - As detailed in Chapter n (Alternatives Considered) of this 
DEIS, a range of alternatives were considered for this project. Section II-E reviews each of the 
alternatives studied in detail in the DEIS. The findings of this analysis demonstrate that there are 
no practicable alternatives that completely avoid aquatic impacts and still meet the purpose and 
need for the project. 

230.10(a)(2) Avoidance alternatives - Where possible, alternatives were located to avoid and 
minimize impacts to aquatic resources including wetlands during preliminary design. Avoidance 
of stream systems that are generally perpendicular to the alternative alignments was not possible 
while still meeting the project's purpose and need. Circumventing the resources to the extent 
possible and maximizing slopes, thereby reducing fill minimized unavoidable impacts to aquatic 
resources including wetlands. Culverts or bridges will also be used to maintain existing stream 
channels and hydrologic connections. 

The following text documents the extent of avoidance and minimization measures that have been 
considered to further reduce impacts to wetlands and other Waters of the United States and the 
State of Maryland within the study area. See Figures 11-7 through 11-19 for the location of 
wetland areas. Additional measures may also be considered, as the engineering designs are 
further refined. 

•   Revised D Modified (SHA Selected Alternative) 

Wetland D 6B 
This isolated wetland is located along the east side of US 40 south of the existing US 40/MD 43 
interchange. This wetland is not impacted by this alternative. 

Wetland D 6A 
This isolated wetland is located along the east side of US 40 south of the existing US 40/MD 43 
interchange. This wetland can not be avoided because of its proximity to US 40. 

Wetland D 6 
This wetland, associated with a small tributary of Whitemarsh Run, is located on the outside of 
the existing interchange loop ramp at US 40 and MD 43. Impacts to this wetland can not be 
avoided or minimized because the ramp radius can not be further reduced. The additional lane 
on this loop ramp is required to facilitate not only the US 40 to MD 43 movements but also the 
MD 43 to US 40 movements. This eliminates the need to impact wetland D 97 in the northeast 
quadrant of the interchange. 

Wetland D 8 
Wetland D 8 is associated with a small tributary of Whitemarsh Run and located within the 
existing loop ramp of the US 40/MD 43 interchange. The additional lane on this loop ramp is 
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required to facilitate not only the US 40 to MD 43 movements but also the MD 43 to US 40 
movements. This eliminates the need to impact wetland D 97 in the northeast quadrant of the 
interchange. Avoiding or reducing impacts to wetland D 8 would require increasing the radius of 
the loop ramp, which would increase impacts to wetland D 6 by at least 0.4 acres. 

Wetland D 7 
Wetland D 7 is an isolated wetland located at the end of the existing MD 43 roadway. Impacts to 
this wetland can not be avoided due to the need to tie into the existing roadway. 

WetlandD 5 
This isolated wetland is located along the proposed alternative just east of Whitemarsh Run. 
Shifting the proposed alignment to the north would increase impacts to wetland D 5A on the 
'floodplain of Whitemarsh Run. Shifting the roadway to the south would impact the currently 
avoided wetlands D 4 and D 4A and would require a more transverse crossing of Whitemarsh 
Run. 

Wetlands D 5A and D 5B 
These wetlands are located on the floodplain of Whitemarsh Run on the north side of the 
proposed alignment. Shifting the roadway to the north would increase impacts to these wetlands, 
while shifting the roadway to the south would impact the currently avoided wetlands D 4 and D 
4A and would require a more transverse crossing of Whitemarsh Run. 

Wetlands D 4 and D 4A 
These isolated wetlands are located south of the proposed alignment, just east of Whitemarsh 
Run. The proposed roadway does not impact these wetlands. 

Wetland D 3 
This wetland is located south of the proposed alignment in a small ephemeral channel just east of 
Whitemarsh Run. The proposed roadway does not impact this wetland. 

Wetlands D 2B and D1 
Wetlands D 2B and D 1 are isolated wetlands and are located along the proposed alignment, to 
the east of Bird River Road and South of Hilltop Road. Shifting the roadway to the north to 
avoid these wetlands would require the displacement of six additional residential properties in 
the Hilltop Road area. Shifting the alignment to the south would impact the currently avoided 
wetlands D 2 and D 2A and would impact a BG&E electric substation. 

Wetlands D 2 and D2A 
These isolated wetlands are located adjacent to the BG&E electric substation and will not be 
impacted by the proposed roadway alignment. 

Wetland D JA 
This wetland is a small ditch of cattails, fed by effluent from a septic field.. This wetland cannot 
be avoided. 
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Wetland D IB 
This wetland is located just east of Bird River Road. This wetland cannot be avoided by shifting 
the proposed alignment without impacting additional homes. 

Wetland D-Mod 15 
Wetland D-Mod 15 is located west of Bird River Road, adjacent to the Holly Hill Memorial 
Gardens Cemetery. Wetland D-Mod 15 is part of a headwater wetland system associated with a 
small tributary of Windlass Run and extends beyond our study area to the north. This wetland 
was largely avoided by shifting the proposed roadway to the north. The shift to the north, by the 
SHA Selected Alternative over D Modified, resulted in a loss of only 0.06 acres. This shift to 
the north also saved D-Mod 16. 

Wetland D-Mod 15A 
This wetland is an extension of D-Mod 15.   By avoiding D-Mod 15, this wetland will be 
impacted. 

Wetland D-Mod 15B 
This groundwater fed system, Waters of the U.S., will be impacted by the SHA Selected 
Alternative. This wetland was lost as a result of a shift, which saved Wetland D-Mod 15. The 
flow runs down a driveway, therefore it has little habitat value, and will be relocated during the 
design phase. 

Wetland D-Mod 17 
This small, isolated wetland will be impacted. Shifting the roadway to the south to avoid 
Wetlands D-Mod 15, 15 A, 15 B, and D-Mod 16 would impact approximately 12 acres of the 
cemetery including a mausoleum building. 

•   Alternative D Modified 

Wetland D6B 
This isolated wetland is located along the east side of US 40 south of the existing US 40/MD 43 
interchange. This wetland is not impacted by this alternative. 

Wetland D 6A 
This isolated wetland is located along the east side of US 40 south of the existing US 40/MD 43 
interchange. This wetland can not be avoided because of its proximity to US 40. 

Wetland D 6 
This wetland, associated with a small tributary of Whitemarsh Run, is located on the outside of 
the existing interchange loop ramp at US 40 and MD 43. Impacts to this wetland can not be 
avoided or minimized because the ramp radius can not be further reduced. The additional lane 
on this loop ramp is required to facilitate not only the US 40 to MD 43 movements but also the 
MD 43 to US 40 movements. This eliminates the need to impact wetland D 97 in the northeast 
quadrant of the interchange. 
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Wetland D 8 
Wetland D 8 is associated with a small tributary of Whitemarsh Run and located within the 
existing loop ramp of the US 40/MD 43 interchange. The additional lane on this loop ramp is 
required to facilitate not only the US 40 to MD 43 movements but also the MD 43 to US 40 
movements. This eliminates the need to impact wetland D 97 in the northeast quadrant of the 
interchange. Avoiding or reducing impacts to wetland D 8 would require increasing the radius of 
the loop ramp, which would increase impacts to wetland D 6 by at least 0.4 acres. 

Wetland D 7 
Wetland D 7 is an isolated wetland located at the end of the existing MD 43 roadway. Impacts to 
this wetland can not be avoided due to the need to tie into the existing roadway. 

Wetland D 5 
This isolated wetland is located along the proposed alternative just east of Whitemarsh Run. 
Shifting the proposed alignment to the north would increase impacts to wetland D 5A on the 
floodplain of Whitemarsh Run. Shifting the roadway to the south would impact the currently 
avoided wetlands D 4 and D 4A and would require a more transverse crossing of Whitemarsh 
Run. 

Wetlands D 5A andD 5B 
These wetlands are located on the floodplain of Whitemarsh Run on the north side of the 
proposed alignment. Shifting the roadway to the north would increase impacts to these wetlands, 
while shifting the roadway to the south would impact the currently avoided wetlands D 4 and D 
4A and would require a more transverse crossing of Whitemarsh Run. 

Wetlands D 4 and D 4A 
These isolated wetlands are located south of the proposed alignment, just east of Whitemarsh 
Run. The proposed roadway does not impact these wetlands. 

Wetland D 3 
This wetland is located south of the proposed alignment in a small ephemeral channel just east of 
Whitemarsh Run. The proposed roadway does not impact this wetland. 

Wetlands D 2B and D1 
Wetlands D 2B and D 1 are isolated wetlands and are located along the proposed alignment, to 
the east of Bird River Road and South of Hilltop Road. Shifting the roadway to the north to 
avoid these wetlands would require the displacement of six additional residential properties in 
the Hilltop Road area. Shifting the alignment to the south would impact the currently avoided 
wetlands D 2 and D 2A and would impact a BG&E electric substation. 

Wetlands D 2 and D2A 
These isolated wetlands are located adjacent to the BG&E electric substation and will not be 
impacted by the proposed roadway alignment. 
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Wetland D-Mod 16 
Wetland D-Mod 16 is an isolated wetland and located west of Bird River Road, adjacent to the 
Holly Hill Memorial Gardens Cemetery. A shift to the north would cause the larger Wetland D- 
Mod 17 (approximately 0.04 acres larger) to be impacted and would require the relocation four 
BG&E electric transmission towers. Shifting the roadway to the south to avoid Wetlands D-Mod 
15 and D-Mod 16 would impact approximately 12 acres of the cemetery including a mausoleum 
building. 

Wetland D-Mod 17 
Wetland D-Mod 17 is an isolated wetland located west of Bird River Road, between the Holly 
Hill Memorial Gardens Cemetery and the BG&E right-of-way. This wetland is currently 
avoided by the proposed alignment. 

Wetland I-Mod 12 
This wetland area is part of a very large wetland system associated with Windlass Run. The 
wetland is being crossed at its narrowest point in this vicinity at a proposed crossing identified 
and agreed upon by the environmental agencies. 

Wetland I-Mod 11 
This wetland is hydrologically connected to Wetland I-Mod 12 and Windlass Run. Avoiding 
this wetland by shifting the alignment to the east would increase impacts to Wetland I-Mod 12 
by approximately 2.1 acres and result in a less than perpendicular crossing of Windlass Run. 
This shift would also impact an active farm potentially removing as much as 25% of the farm 
from production. A shift of the proposed roadway to the west to avoid this wetland would result 
in as much as 2.5 to 3 acres of additional wetland impact to Wetland I-Mod 12 and a less than 
perpendicular crossing of Windlass Run. 

Wetland D-Mod 14 
This wetland area is drained by a small tributary of Windlass Run and is located along the 
BG&E right-of-way. Shifting the proposed alignment approximately 300 feet to the west could 
potentially reduce impacts to this wetland and Wetland D-Mod 13A by nearly 0.6 acres. 
However, this would increase impacts to Wetland D-Mod 13 by at least 0.8 acres and result in a 
less than perpendicular crossing of the Windlass Run tributary. Shifting to the east to the avoid 
this wetland would increase impacts to Wetlands D-Mod 13 and D-Mod 13A by approximately 
2.7 acres and result in a less than perpendicular crossing of the Windlass Run tributary. 

I Wetland D-Mod 15 
Wetland D-Mod 15 is located west of Bird River Road, adjacent to the Holly Hill Memorial ^ 
Gardens Cemetery. Wetland D-Mod 15 is part of a headwater wetland system associated with a I 
small tributary of Windlass Run and extends beyond our study area to the north. This wetland 
can not be avoided by shifting the proposed roadway to the north. A shift to the north would also ^ 
cause Wetland D-Mod 17 to be impacted and require the relocation four BG&E electric • 
transmission towers. Shifting the roadway to the south to avoid Wetlands D-Mod 15 and D-Mod 
16 would impact approximately 12 acres of the cemetery including a mausoleum building. 1 

0 
I 
1 
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Wetlands D-Mod 13 and 13A 
These wetlands are associated with a small tributary of Windlass Run and are located adjacent to 
the BG&E right-of-way. The stream and wetlands are being crossed at a narrow point and shifts 
in the alignment would result in a less than perpendicular crossing. 

Wetlands D-Mod 12 andD-Mod 10 
Wetlands D-Mod 12 and D-Mod 10 are small, isolated wetlands located along the alignment. 
The area in the vicinity of this section of roadway contains numerous, similar wetlands and any 
attempt to shift the alignment will likely result in impacts to other (currently not quantified) 
isolated wetlands. In addition, an alignment shift to the east to avoid these wetlands would 
impact a large wetland system located just outside of the current study area (this impact is 
currently not quantified). A shift to the west would also increase impacts to Wetlands D-Mod 11 
and D-Mod 9 by approximately 2.5 acres. 

Wetlands D-Mod 11 andD-Mod 9 
Wetlands D-Mod 11 and D-Mod 9 are relatively large, isolated wetlands located along the 
alignment. The area in the vicinity of this section of roadway contains numerous, small wetlands 
and any attempt to shift the alignment will likely result in impacts to other (currently not 
quantified) isolated wetlands. In addition, an alignment shift to the east to avoid these wetlands 
would impact a large wetland system located just outside of the current study area (this impact is 
currently not quantified). A shift to the west to avoid Wetland D-Mod 9 would likely increase 
impacts to Wetlands D-Mod 11 and impact Wetland E 9 by approximately 1.6 acres and would 
require impacts to the potentially contaminated "Jersey City." 

Wetlands D-Mod 7 andD-Mod 8 
These isolated wetlands are located near "Jersey City." Shifting the roadway to the east to avoid 
this wetland would increase impacts to Wetland D-Mod 5 (approximately 2.5 acres). Shifting the 
alignment to the west would increase impacts to Wetland D-Mod 6 by at least 0.5 acres and 
would require impacts to the potentially contaminated "Jersey City." 

Wetland D-Mod 6 
This wetland is part of a large headwater wetland system in the Windlass Run watershed and is 
located in the vicinity of "Jersey City." Avoiding Wetland D-Mod 6 by shifting the proposed 
alternative to the east would impact approximately 3.4 acres of wetlands including complete 
takes of isolated wetlands D-Mod 5A, D-Mod 7, and D-Mod 8 and an increased impact to 
Wetland D-Mod 5. Shifting the alignment to the west would not avoid this wetland and would 
require impacts to the potentially contaminated "Jersey City" and the displacement of one 
additional residence. 

Wetland D-Mod 5A 
This is an isolated wetland area located near "Jersey City." Shifting the roadway to the east to 
avoid this wetland would impact Wetlands D-Mod 7 and D-Mod 8 (approximately 0.4 acres) and 
increase impacts to Wetland D-Mod 5 (approximately 2.5 acres). Shifting the alignment to the 
west would increase impacts to Wetland D-Mod 6 by at least 0.5 acres and would require 
impacts to the potentially contaminated "Jersey City." 
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Wetlands D-Mod 5, D-Mod 4, and D-Mod 2 
These wetlands form headwater areas of Frog Mortar creek and are located in the vicinity of 
Bengies Road and the Amtrak. The proposed roadway alignment generally follows areas of 
higher ground (upland areas) to minimize wetland impacts to the extent possible, however, 
further alignment shifts for avoidance and minimization are not achievable due to numerous 
geometric constraints. The proposed roadway has been aligned to intersect with Eastern 
Boulevard opposite an existing industrial entrance, minimize impact to the old depot Section 4(f) 
property (to the east), and avoid the MARC commuter rail station (to the west). In addition, 
severe vertical grade differences between the bridge over Amtrak railroad tracks and the tie-in at 
Eastern Boulevard do not allow the current alignment to be changed. 

Wetlands D-Mod 3 
This isolated wetland is located between Bengies Road and Eastern Boulevard in the vicinity of 
the Amtrak railroad tracks and is not impacted by proposed roadway. 

Wetlands D-Mod 2A and D-Mod I 
These isolated wetlands are located between Bengies Road and Eastern Boulevard in the vicinity 
of the Amtrak railroad tracks. The proposed roadway alignment generally follows areas of 
higher ground (upland areas) to minimize impacts to other wetlands to the extent possible, 
however, further alignment shifts for avoidance and minimization of these small wetlands are not 
achievable due to numerous geometric constraints. The proposed roadway has been aligned to 
intersect with Eastern Boulevard opposite an existing industrial entrance, minimize impact to the 
old depot Section 4(f) property (to the east), and avoid the MARC commuter rail station (to the 
west). In addition, severe vertical grade differences between the bridge over Amtrak railroad 
tracks and the tie-in at Eastern Boulevard do not allow the current alignment to be changed. 

•   Alternative D 

Wetland D 6B 
This isolated wetland is located along the east side of US 40 south of the existing US 40/MD 43 
interchange. This wetland is not impacted by this alternative. 

Wetland D6A 
This isolated wetland is located along the east side of US 40 south of the existing US 40/MD 43 
interchange. This wetland cannot be avoided because of its proximity to US 40. 

Wetland D 6 
This wetland, associated with a small tributary of Whitemarsh Run, is located on the outside of 
the existing interchange loop ramp at US 40 and MD 43. Impacts to this wetland can not be 
avoided or minimized because the ramp radius can not be further reduced. The additional lane 
on this loop ramp is required to facilitate not only the US 40 to MD 43 movements but also the 
MD 43 to US 40 movements. This eliminates the need to impact wetland D 97 in the northeast 
quadrant of the interchange. 
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Wetland D 8 
Wetland D 8 is associated with a small tributary of Whitemarsh Run and located within the 
existing loop ramp of the US 40/MD 43 interchange. The additional lane on this loop ramp is 
required to facilitate not only the US 40 to MD 43 movements but also the MD 43 to US 40 
movements. This eliminates the need to impact wetland D 97 in the northeast quadrant of the 
interchange. Avoiding or reducing impacts to wetland D8 would require increasing the radius of 
the loop ramp, which would increase impacts to wetland D 6 by at least 0.4 acres. 

Wetland D 7 
Wetland D 7 is an isolated wetland located at the end of the existing MD 43 roadway. Impacts to 
this wetland can not be avoided due to the need to tie into the existing roadway. 

Wetland D 5 
This isolated wetland is located along the proposed alternative just east of Whitemarsh Run. 
Shifting the proposed alignment to the north would increase impacts to wetland D 5A on the 
floodplain of Whitemarsh Run. Shifting the roadway to the south would impact the currently 
avoided wetlands D 4 and D 4A and would require a more transverse crossing of Whitemarsh 
Run. 

Wetland D 5A and D 5B 
These wetlands are located on the floodplain of Whitemarsh Run on the north side of the 
proposed alignment. Shifting the roadway to the north would increase impacts to these wetlands 
while shifting the roadway to the south would impact the currently avoided wetlands D 4 and D 
4A and would require a more transverse crossing of Whitemarsh Run. 

Wetlands D 4 and D 4A 
These isolated wetlands are located south of the proposed alignment, just east of Whitemarsh 
Run. The proposed roadway does not impact these wetlands. 

Wetland D 3 
This wetland is located south of the proposed alignment in a small ephemeral channel just east of 
Whitemarsh Run. The proposed roadway does not impact this wetland. 

Wetlands D 2B and D1 
Wetlands D 2B and D 1 are isolated wetlands and are located along the proposed alignment, to 
the east of Bird River Road and South of Hilltop Road. Shifting the roadway to the north to 
avoid these wetlands would require the displacement of six additional residential properties in 
the Hilltop Road area. Shifting the alignment to the south would impact the currently avoided 
wetlands D 2 and D 2A and would impact a BG&E electric substation. 

Wetlands D 2 and D2A 
These isolated wetlands are located adjacent to the BG&E electric substation and will not be 
impacted by the proposed roadway alignment. 
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Wetland D-Mod 15 
Wetland D-Mod 15 is located west of Bird River Road, adjacent to the Holly Hill Memorial 
Gardens Cemetery. Wetland D-Mod 15 is part of a headwater wetland system associated with a 
small tributary of Windlass Run and extends beyond our study area to the north. This wetland 
can not be avoided by shifting the proposed roadway to the north. A shift to the north would also 
cause Wetland D-Mod 17 to be impacted and require the relocation of four BG&E electric 
transmission towers. Shifting the roadway to the south to avoid Wetlands D-Mod 15 and D-Mod 
16 would impact approximately 12 acres of the cemetery including a mausoleum building. 

Wetland D-Mod 16 
Wetland D-Mod 16 is an isolated wetland and located west of Bird River Road, adjacent to the 
Holly Hill Memorial Gardens Cemetery. A shift to the north would cause the larger Wetland D- 
Mod 17 (approximately 0.04 acres larger) to be impacted and would require the relocation of 
four BG&E electric transmission towers. Shifting the roadway to the south to avoid Wetlands D- 
Mod 15 and D-Mod 16 would impact approximately 12 acres of the cemetery including a 
mausoleum building. 

Wetland D-Mod 17 
Wetland D-Mod 17 is an isolated wetland and located west of Bird River Road, between the 
Holly Hill Memorial Gardens Cemetery and the BG&E right-of-way. This wetland is currently 
avoided by the proposed alignment. 

Wetland D 100 
This wetland is located along the proposed roadway alignment, adjacent to the Holly Hill 
Memorial Gardens Cemetery. Wetland D 100 is a headwater wetland system associated with a 
small tributary of Windlass Run. Shifting the alignment to the north to avoid this wetland would 
potentially require the relocation of three BG&E electric transmission towers. Shifting the 
alignment to the south would impact approximately 4.5 acres of the cemetery including a war 
veteran's memorial. 

Wetland Ell 
This wetland area is part of a very large wetland system associated with Windlass Run. The 
wetland is being crossed at its narrowest point in this vicinity at a proposed crossing identified 
and agreed upon by the environmental agencies. 

Wetland E10 
Wetland E 10 is associated with a small tributary of Windlass Run and extends beyond our 
current study area to the south. Avoiding this wetland by shifting the alignment to the north 
would increase impacts to Wetland E 11 by approximately 1.4 acres and impact approximately 
0.7 acres at the currently avoided Wetland E 9. This shift would also require a less than 
perpendicular crossing of Windlass Run. Shifting the roadway to the south would not avoid 
impacts to Wetland E 10 and would increase impacts to Wetland E 11 by approximately 1.9 
acres and require a less than perpendicular crossing of Windlass Run. 
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Wetlands D-Mod 7 andD-Mod 8 
These isolated wetlands are located in the vicinity of "Jersey City" and are not impacted by the 
currently proposed alternative. 

Wetland D-Mod 6 
This wetland is part of a large headwater wetland system in the Windlass Run watershed and is 
located in the vicinity of "Jersey City." Avoiding Wetland D-Mod 6 by shifting the proposed 
alternative to the east would impact approximately 3.4 acres of wetlands including complete 
takes of isolated wetlands D-Mod 5A, D-Mod 7, and D-Mod 8 and an increased impact to 
Wetland D-Mod 5. Shifting the alignment to the west would not avoid this wetland and would 
require impacts to the potentially contaminated "Jersey City" and the displacement of one 
additional residence. 

WetlandD-Mod 5A 
This is an isolated wetland area located near "Jersey City." Shifting the roadway to the east to 
avoid this wetland would impact Wetlands D-Mod 7 and D-Mod 8 (approximately 0.4 acres) and 
increase impacts to Wetland D-Mod 5 (approximately 2.5 acres). Shifting the alignment to the 
west would increase impacts to Wetland D-Mod 6 by at least 0.5 acres and would require 
impacts to the potentially contaminated "Jersey City." 

Wetlands D-Mod 5, D-Mod 4, and D-Mod 2 
These wetlands form headwater areas of Frog Mortar creek and are located in the vicinity of 
Bengies Road and the Amtrak. The proposed roadway alignment generally follows areas of 
higher ground (upland areas) to minimize wetland impacts to the extent possible, however, 
further alignment shifts for avoidance and minimization are not achievable due to numerous 
geometric constraints. The proposed roadway has been aligned to intersect with Eastern 
Boulevard opposite an existing industrial entrance, minimize impact to the old depot Section 4(f) 
property (to the east), and avoid the MARC commuter rail station (to the west). In addition, 
severe vertical grade differences between the bridge over Amtrak railroad tracks and the tie-in at 
Eastern Boulevard do not allow the current alignment to be changed. 

Wetlands D-Mod 3 
This isolated wetland is located between Bengies Road and Eastern Boulevard in the vicinity of 
the Amtrak railroad tracks and is not impacted by the proposed roadway. 

Wetlands D-Mod 2A andD-Mod 1 
These isolated wetlands are located between Bengies Road and Eastern Boulevard in the vicinity 
of the Amtrak railroad tracks. The proposed roadway alignment generally follows areas of 
higher ground (upland areas) to minimize impacts to other wetlands to the extent possible, 
however, further alignment shifts for avoidance and minimization of these small wetlands are not 
achievable due to numerous geometric constraints. The proposed roadway has been aligned to 
intersect with Eastern Boulevard opposite an existing industrial entrance, minimize impact to the 
old depot Section 4(f) property (to the east), and avoid the MARC commuter rail station (to the 
west). In addition, severe vertical grade differences between the bridge over Amtrak railroad 
tracks and the tie-in at Eastern Boulevard do not allow the current alignment to be changed. 
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•   Alternative E 

Wetland D6B 
This isolated wetland is located along the east side of US 40 south of the existing US 40/MD 43 
interchange. This wetland is not impacted by this alternative. 

Wetland D 6A 
This isolated wetland is located along the east side of US 40 south of the existing US 40/MD 43 
interchange. This wetland can not be avoided because of its proximity to US 40. 

Wetland D 6 
This wetland, associated with a small tributary of Whitemarsh Run, is located on the outside of 
the existing interchange loop ramp at US 40 and MD 43. Impacts to this wetland can not be 
avoided or minimized because the ramp radius can not be further reduced. The additional lane 
on this loop ramp is required to facilitate not only the US 40 to MD 43 movements but also the 
MD 43 to US 40 movements. This eliminates the need to impact Wetland D 97 in the northeast 
quadrant of the interchange. 

Wetland D 8 
Wetland D 8 is associated with a small tributary of Whitemarsh Run and located within the 
existing loop ramp of the US 40/MD 43 interchange. The additional lane on this loop ramp is 
required to facilitate not only the US 40 to MD 43 movements but also the MD 43 to US 40 
movements. This eliminates the need to impact Wetland D 97 in the northeast quadrant of the 
interchange. Avoiding or reducing impacts to Wetland D 8 would require increasing the radius 
of the loop ramp, which would increase impacts to Wetland D 6 by at least 0.4 acres. 

Wetland D 7 
Wetland D 7 is an isolated wetland located at the end of the existing MD 43 roadway. Impacts to 
this wetland can not be avoided due to the need to tie into the existing roadway. 

Wetland D 5 
This isolated wetland is located along the proposed alternative just east of Whitemarsh Run. 
Shifting the proposed alignment to the. north would increase impacts to wetlands on the 
floodplain of Whitemarsh Run. Shifting the roadway to the south would impact the currently 
avoided wetlands D 4 and D 4A and would require a more transverse crossing of Whitemarsh 
Run. 

Wetlands D 5A and D 5B 
These wetlands are located on the floodplain of Whitemarsh Run on the north side of the 
proposed alignment. Shifting the roadway to the north would increase impacts to these wetlands, 
while shifting the roadway to the south would impact the currently avoided Wetlands D 4 and D 
4A and would require a more transverse crossing of Whitemarsh Run. 

Wetlands D 4 and D 4A 
These isolated wetlands are located south of the proposed alignment, just east of Whitemarsh 
Run. The proposed roadway does not impact these wetlands. 
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WetlandD 3 
This wetland is located south of the proposed alignment in a small ephemeral channel just east of 
Whitemarsh Run. The proposed roadway does not impact this wetland. 

Wetlands D 2B and DI 
Wetlands D 2B and D 1 are isolated wetlands and are located along the proposed alignment, to 
the east of Bird River Road and South of Hilltop Road. -Shifting the roadway to the north to 
avoid these wetlands would require the displacement of six additional residential properties in 
the Hilltop Road area. Shifting the alignment to the south would impact the currently avoided 
Wetlands D 2 and D 2A and would impact a BG&E electric substation. 

Wetlands D 2 and D2A 
These isolated wetlands are located adjacent to the BG&E electric substation and will not be 
impacted by the proposed roadway alignment. 

Wetland D-Mod 15 
Wetland D-Mod 15 is located west of Bird River Road, adjacent to the Holly Hill Memorial 
Gardens Cemetery. Wetland D-Mod 15 is part of a headwater wetland system associated with a 
small tributary of Windlass Run and extends beyond our study area to the north. This wetland 
can not be avoided by shifting the proposed roadway to the north. A shift to the north would also 
cause Wetland D-Mod 17 to be impacted and require the relocation of four BG&E electric 
transmission towers. Shifting the roadway to the south to avoid Wetlands D-Mod 15 and D-Mod 
16 would impact approximately 12 acres of the cemetery including a mausoleum building. 

Wetland D-Mod 16 
Wetland D-Mod 16 is an isolated wetland and located west of Bird River Road, adjacent to the 
Holly Hill Memorial Gardens Cemetery. A shift to the north would cause the larger Wetland D- 
Mod 17 (approximately 0.04 acres larger) to be impacted and would require the relocation of 
four BG&E electric transmission towers. Shifting the roadway to the south to avoid Wetlands D- 
Mod 15 and D-Mod 16 would impact approximately 12 acres of the cemetery including a 
mausoleum building. 

Wetland D-Mod 17 
Wetland D-Mod 17 is an isolated wetland located west of Bird River Road, between the Holly 
Hill Memorial Gardens Cemetery and the BG&E right-of-way. This wetland is currently 
avoided by the proposed alignment. 

Wetland D100 
This wetland is located along the proposed roadway alignment, adjacent to the Holly Hill 
Memorial Gardens Cemetery. Wetland D 100 is a headwater wetland system associated with a 
small tributary of Windlass Run. Shifting the alignment to the north to avoid this wetland would 
potentially require the relocation of three BG&E electric transmission towers. Shifting the 
alignment to the south would impact approximately 4.5 acres of the cemetery including a war 
veteran's memorial. 
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Wetland Ell 
This wetland area is part of a very large wetland system associated with Windlass Run. The 
wetland is being crossed at its narrowest point in this vicinity at a proposed crossing identified 
and agreed upon by the environmental agencies. 

Wetland E10 
Wetland E 10 is associated with a small tributary of Windlass Run and extends beyond our 
current study area to the south. Avoiding this wetland by shifting the alignment to the north 
would increase impacts to Wetland E 11 by approximately 1.4 acres. This shift would also 
require a less than perpendicular crossing of Windlass Run. Shifting the roadway to the south 
would not avoid impacts to Wetland E 10 and would increase impacts to Wetland E 11 by 
approximately 1.9 acres and require a less than perpendicular crossing of Windlass Run. 

Wetland E 9 
Wetland E 9 is a small isolated wetland located along the alignment. The area in the vicinity of 
this section of roadway contains numerous, similar wetlands and any attempt to shift the 
alignment will likely result in impacts to other (currently not quantified) isolated wetlands. 
Attempts to circumvent this wetland to the north would result in impacts to portions of Wetland 
D-Mod 11 which lie outside the current detailed study area and impact approximately 0.1 acres 
of the currently avoided Wetland D-Mod 10. Avoiding this wetland to the south would increase 
impacts to Wetland E 10 and Wetland D-Mod 9 by approximately 0.7 acres. 

Wetland D-Mod 9 
This is a relatively large, isolated wetland located along the proposed alignment. The area in the 
vicinity of this section of roadway contains numerous, similar wetlands and any attempt to shift 
the alignment will likely result in impacts to other (currently not quantified) isolated wetlands. 
Shifting the roadway alignment to the north would result in impacts to portions of Wetland D- 
Mod 11 which lie outside the current detailed study area and impact approximately 0.1 acres of 
the currently avoided Wetland D-Mod 10. Because Wetland D-Mod 9 extends beyond the 
current study area, an alignment shift to the south would result in impacts essentially equal to the 
currently proposed alignment. 

Wetland E 8 
Wetland E 8 is a small isolated wetland located along the alignment. The area in the vicinity of 
this section of roadway contains numerous, similar wetlands and any attempt to shift the 
alignment will likely result in impacts to other (currently not quantified) isolated wetlands. 
Shifting the roadway alignment to the north would result in impacts to portions of Wetland D- 
Mod 11 which lie outside the current detailed study area and impact approximately 0.1 acres of 
the currently avoided Wetland D-Mod 10. Because Wetland D-Mod 9 extends beyond the 
current study area, an alignment shift to the south would result in impacts to this wetland 
essentially equal to the currently proposed alignment. Shifts to the roadway in either direction 
would also result in between 0.7 and 1.0 acres of increased impacts to Wetland E 7 and would 
require a less than perpendicular crossing of the small tributary of Saltpeter Creek. 
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Wetland E 7 
Wetland E 7 is associated with a small tributary of Saltpeter Creek. The currently proposed 
alignment crosses this creek nearly perpendicularly at a narrow point to minimize impacts. 
Shifting the proposed alignment to the north or south would increase impacts to the wetlands (by 
approximately 0.7 acres and 1.0 acre, respectively) and result in a less than perpendicular 
crossing of the creek. 

Wetlands E 6, E 5, E 4, E 3, E 2, and E1 
Wetland areas E 6 and E 1 represent the headwaters of relatively large wetlands and their 
boundaries extend beyond the current study area. Wetland E 6 drains into a tributary of Saltpeter 
Creek, while Wetland E 1 is isolated. Wetlands E 5 through E 2 are small isolated wetlands. 
The proposed alignment in this area generally follows an area of higher ground in an attempt to 
minimize impacts to these larger wetland systems. Because the area in the vicinity of this 
section of roadway contains numerous, small isolated wetlands, any attempt to shift the 
alignment will likely result in impacts to other (currently not quantified) isolated wetlands. 
Shifts to the alignment would also increase impacts to Wetlands E 6 and E 2. 

Wetlands I-Mod A and I-Mod B 
These wetlands are isolated and located between the Amtrak railroad tracks and Eastern 
Boulevard. Alignment shifts to avoid impacts to these wetlands are not possible due to 
numerous geometric constraints. These include: the need to intersect with Eastern Boulevard 
near the existing intersection of Bowleys Quarters Road, the need to cross the railroad track as 
close to perpendicular as possible, the presence of a trailer park and several other residences 
immediately to the south, and a business located immediately to the north. 

•   Alternative Fi-Mod 

Wetland D 6B 
This isolated wetland is located along the east side of US 40, south of the existing US 40/MD 43 
interchange. This wetland is not impacted by this alternative. 

Wetland D 6A 
This isolated wetland is located along the east side of US 40, south of the existing US 40/MD 43 
interchange. This wetland can not be avoided due to its proximity to US 40. 

Wetland D 6 
This wetland, associated with a small tributary of Whitemarsh Run, is located on the outside of 
the existing interchange loop ramp at US 40 and MD 43. Impacts to this wetland can not be 
avoided or minimized because the ramp radius can not be further reduced. The additional lane on 
this loop ramp is required to facilitate not only the US 40 to MD 43 movements but also the 
MD 43 to US 40 movements. This eliminates the need to impact Wetland D 97 in the northeast 
quadrant of the interchange. 

Wetland D 8 
Wetland D 8 is associated with a small tributary of Whitemarsh Run and located within the 
existing loop ramp of the US 40/MD 43 interchange. The additional lane on this loop ramp is 
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required to facilitate not only the US 40 to MD 43 movements but also the MD 43 to US 40 
movements. This eliminates the need to impact wetland D 97 in the northeast quadrant of the 
interchange. Avoiding or reducing impacts to wetland D 8 would require increasing the radius of 
the loop ramp, which would increase impacts to wetland D 6 by at least 0.4 acres. 

Wetland D 7 
Wetland D 7 is an isolated wetland located at the end of the existing MD 43 roadway. Impacts to 
this wetland can not be avoided due to the need to tie into the existing roadway. 

Wetland D 5 and D 4 
Wetland D-5 is an isolated wetland located along the proposed alternative just east of 
Whitemarsh Run while Wetland D 4 is a small ephemeral channel just east of Whitemarsh Run. 
Shifting the proposed alignment to the north would impact currently avoided wetlands D 5A and 
D 5B on the floodplain of Whitemarsh Run. Shifting the roadway to the south would impact the 
currently avoided Wetland D 4A and would require a more transverse crossing of Whitemarsh 
Run. 

Wetland D 4A 
This isolated wetland is located south of the proposed alignment, just east of Whitemarsh Run. 
The proposed roadway does not impact this wetland. 

Wetland D 3 
This wetland is located along the proposed alternative in a small ephemeral channel just east of 
Whitemarsh Run. Shifting the proposed alignment to the north would increase impacts to 
wetlands on the floodplain of Whitemarsh Run. Shifting the roadway to the south would impact 
the currently avoided Wetlands D 4 and D 4A and would require a more transverse crossing of 
Whitemarsh Run. 

Wetland Fj-Mod IB 
Wetland Fi-Mod IB is part of a large wetland area associated with a tributary of Whitemarsh 
Run and is located on the floodplain of Whitemarsh Run. Shifting the proposed roadway to the 
east to avoid this wetland would involve the relocation of at least 12 BG&E electric transmission 
towers and possible impacts to the electric substation. Shifting the alignment to the west would 
increase wetland impacts by at least 2.5 acres and would require a 1000 linear foot relocation of 
Whitemarsh Run. 

Wetland Fj-Mod 1A 
Wetland Fi-Mod 1A is part of the headwaters of a small tributary to Whitemarsh Run.  This 
wetland is avoided by the current alignment. 

Wetland Fj-Mod 2, Fj-Mod 2A, and Fj-Mod 3 
Wetlands Fi-Mod 2 and Fi-Mod 3 are part of the headwaters of a small tributary to Whitemarsh 
Run, while Wetland Fi-Mod 2A is an adjacent small pond (isolated). Circumventing these 
wetlands to the east would result in impacts to the BG&E substation, require the displacement of 
two additional residences, and impact additional wetlands outside the current study area. 
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Shifting the alignment west would impact the currently avoided Wetland Fi-Mod 1A (0.2 acres) 
and require the displacement of six additional residences. 

Wetlands FrMod 4, Fi-Mod 4A, Fj-Mod 4B, andFj-Mod 4C 
Wetland Fi-Mod 4 is associated with a small tributary of Windlass Run and extends beyond the 
study area to the east. Wetlands Fi-Mod 4A, Fi-Mod 4B, and Fi-Mod 4C are small isolated 
wetlands associated with abandoned sediment traps and stormwater management ponds. Shifting 
the roadway to the east would increase impacts to Wetland Fi-Mod 4 by at least 5.0 to 5.5 acres 
and require longitudinal crossing of the Windlass Run tributary. Shifting the roadway to the 
west would require the relocation of an active stormwater management pond and would likely 
cut-off most of the hydrology to each of these wetlands. The resulting indirect impacts would 
equal the currently proposed direct impacts. 

Wetland Fj-Mod 5 
This wetland area is part a very large wetland system associated with Windlass Run. The 
wetland is being crossed at its narrowest point in this vicinity at a proposed crossing identified 
and agreed upon by the environmental agencies. 

Wetlands Fj-Mod 5A and Wetland Fj-Mod 5B 
This wetland system is part of a very large headwater area that drains into Windlass Run. 
Because the proposed alignment only crosses the edge of these wetlands, the impacts have been 
minimized. This system can not be avoided by shifting the roadway alignment to the east as this 
would greatly increase impacts (by in excess of six acres). Circumventing this wetland system to 
the west would result in an increased impact to Wetland FpMod 5 by approximately 4.9 acres 
and require a less than perpendicular crossing of Windlass Run. 

Wetland Fj-Mod 6 
This wetland is an isolated wetland located along the existing alignment. This wetland can not be 
avoided by shifting the roadway alignment to the east, as this would greatly increase impacts to 
Wetland Fi-Mod 5A and Fj-Mod 5B (by an excess of six acres). Circumventing this wetland 
system to the west would result in an increased impact to Wetland Fi-Mod 5 by approximately 
4.9 acres and require a less than perpendicular crossing of Windlass Run. 

Wetlands D-Mod 5, D-Mod 4, andD-Mod 2 
These wetlands form headwater areas of Frog Mortar creek and are located in the vicinity of 
Bengies Road and the Amtrak. The proposed roadway alignment generally follows areas of 
higher ground (upland areas) to minimize wetland impacts to the extent possible, however, 
further alignment shifts for avoidance and minimization are not achievable due to numerous 
geometric constraints. The proposed roadway has been aligned to intersect with Eastern 
Boulevard opposite an existing industrial entrance, minimize impact to the old depot Section 4(f) 
property (to the east), and avoid the MARC commuter rail station (to the west). In addition, 
severe vertical grade differences between the bridge over Amtrak railroad tracks and the tie-in at 
Eastern Boulevard do not allow the current alignment to be changed. 
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Wetlands D-Mod 3 
This isolated wetland is located between Bengies Road and Eastern Boulevard in the vicinity of 
the Amtrak railroad tracks and is not impacted by proposed roadway. 

Wetlands D-Mod 2A andD-Mod 1 
These isolated wetlands are located between Bengies Road and Eastern Boulevard in the vicinity 
of the Amtrak railroad tracks. The proposed roadway alignment generally follows areas of 
higher ground (upland areas) to minimize impacts to other wetlands to the extent possible, 
however, further alignment shifts for avoidance and minimization of these small wetlands are not 
achievable due to numerous geometric constraints. The proposed roadway has been aligned to 
intersect with Eastern Boulevard opposite an existing industrial entrance, minimize impact to the 
old depot Section 4(f) property (to the east), and avoid the MARC commuter rail station (to the 
west). In addition, severe vertical grade differences between the bridge over Amtrak railroad 
tracks and the tie-in at Eastern Boulevard do not allow the current alignment to be changed. 

•   Alternative I-Mod 

Wetland D6B 
This isolated wetland is located along the east side of US 40, south of the existing US 40/MD 43 
interchange. This wetland is not impacted by this alternative. 

Wetland D 6A 
This isolated wetland is located along the east side of US 40, south of the existing US 40/MD 43 
interchange. This wetland can not be avoided due to its proximity to US 40. 

Wetland D 6 
This wetland, associated with a small tributary of Whitemarsh Run, is located on the outside of 
the existing interchange loop ramp at US 40 and MD 43. Impacts to this wetland can not be 
avoided or minimized because the ramp radius can not be further reduced. The additional lane on 
this loop ramp is required to facilitate not only the US 40 to MD 43 movements but also the 
MD 43 to US 40 movements. This eliminates the need to impact Wetland D 97 in the northeast 
quadrant of the interchange. 

Wetland D 8 
Wetland D 8 is associated with a small tributary of Whitemarsh Run and located within the 
existing loop ramp of the US 40/MD 43 interchange. The additional lane on this loop ramp is 
required to facilitate not only the US 40 to MD 43 movements but also the MD 43 to US 40 
movements. This eliminates the need to impact Wetland D 97 in the northeast quadrant of the 
interchange. Avoiding or reducing impacts to Wetland D 8 would require increasing the radius 
of the loop ramp, which would increase impacts to Wetland D 6 by at least 0.4 acres. 

Wetland D 7 
Wetland D 7 is an isolated wetland located at the end of the existing MD 43 roadway. Impacts to 
this wetland can not be avoided due to the need to tie into the existing roadway. 
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Wetland D 5 
This isolated wetland is located along the proposed alternative just east of Whitemarsh Run. 
Shifting the proposed alignment to the north would increase impacts to wetlands on the 
floodplain of Whitemarsh Run. Shifting the roadway to the south would impact the currently 
avoided Wetlands D 4 and D 4A and would require a more transverse crossing of Whitemarsh 
Run. 

Wetlands D 5A and D 5B 
These wetlands are located on the floodplain of Whitemarsh Run on the north side of the 
proposed alignment. Shifting the roadway to the north would increase impacts to these wetlands, 
while shifting the roadway to the south would impact the currently avoided Wetlands D 4 and 
D 4 A and would require a more transverse crossing of Whitemarsh Run. 

Wetlands D 4 and D 4A 
These isolated wetlands are located south of the proposed alignment, just east of Whitemarsh 
Run. The proposed roadway does not impact these wetlands. 

Wetland D 3 
This wetland is located south of the proposed alignment in a small ephemeral channel just east of 
Whitemarsh Run. The proposed roadway does not impact this wetland. 

Wetlands D 2B and D1 
Wetlands D 2B and D 1 are isolated wetlands and are located along the proposed alignment, to 
the east of Bird River Road and South of Hilltop Road. Shifting the roadway to the north to 
avoid these wetlands would require the displacement of six additional residential properties in 
the Hilltop Road area. Shifting the alignment to the south would impact the currently avoided 
Wetlands D 2 and D 2A and would impact a BG&E electric substation. 

Wetlands D 2 and D2A 
These isolated wetlands are located adjacent to the BG&E electric substation and will not be 
impacted by the proposed roadway alignment. 

Wetland D-Mod 15 
Wetland D-Mod 15 is located west of Bird River Road, adjacent to the Holly Hill Memorial 
Gardens Cemetery. Wetland D-Mod 15 is part of a headwater wetland system associated with a 
small tributary of Windlass Run and extends beyond our study area to the north. This wetland 
can not be avoided by shifting the proposed roadway to the north. A shift to the north would also 
cause Wetland D-Mod 17 to be impacted and require the relocation of four BG&E electric 
transmission towers. Shifting the roadway to the south to avoid Wetlands D-Mod 15 and D-Mod 
16 would impact approximately 12 acres of the cemetery including a mausoleum building. 

Wetland D-Mod 16 
Wetland D-Mod 16 is an isolated wetland located west of Bird River Road, adjacent to the Holly 
Hill Memorial Gardens Cemetery. A shift to the north would cause the larger Wetland D-Mod 
17 (approximately 0.04 acres larger) to be impacted and would require the relocation of four 
BG&E electric transmission towers. Shifting the roadway to the south to avoid Wetlands D-Mod 
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15 and D-Mod 16 would impact approximately 12 acres of the cemetery including a mausoleum 
building. 

Wetland' D-Mod 17 
Wetland D-Mod 17 is an isolated wetland located west of Bird River Road, between the Holly 
Hill Memorial Gardens Cemetery and the BG&E right-of-way. This wetland is currently 
avoided by the proposed alignment. 

Wetland I-Mod 12 
This wetland area is part of a very large wetland system associated with Windlass Run. The 
wetland is being crossed at its narrowest point in this vicinity at a proposed crossing identified 
and agreed upon by the environmental agencies. 

Wetland I-Mod 11 
This wetland is hydrologically connected to Wetland I-Mod 12 and Windlass Run. Avoiding 
this wetland by shifting the alignment to the east would increase impacts to Wetland I-Mod 12 
by approximately 2.1 acres and result in a less than perpendicular crossing of Windlass Run. 
This shift would also impact an active farm potentially removing as much as 25% of the farm out 
of production. A shift of the proposed roadway to the west to avoid this wetland would result in 
as much as 2.5 to 3 acres of additional wetland impact to Wetland I-Mod 11 and a less than 
perpendicular crossing of Windlass Run. 

Wetlands I-Mod 10 and I-Mod 9 
These wetland areas are drained by a small tributary of Windlass Run and are located along the 
BG&E right-of-way. Shifting the proposed alignment to the east would impact an active farm 
potentially removing as much as 25% of the farm out of production. A shift of the proposed 
roadway to the west to avoid these wetlands would result in approximately 0.8 acres of 
additional impacts to these wetlands. 

Wetlands I-Mod 8 and I-Mod 7 
These wetland areas are isolated and are located along the BG&E right-of-way. Because 
Wetland I-Mod 8 extends beyond the study area, shifting the proposed alignment to the east 
would increase the impact to this wetland by as much as 0.4 acres. A shift of the proposed 
roadway to the west to avoid these wetlands would result in approximately 0.8 acres of 
additional impacts to Wetlands I-Mod 10 and I-Mod 9. 

Wetlands I-Mod 6, I-Mod 5, I-Mod 4, and I-Mod 3A 
Wetland areas I-Mod 6, I-Mod 5, and I-Mod 4 represent headwater wetland areas draining into 
Saltpeter Creek and their boundaries extend beyond the current study area. Wetland I-Mod 3 A is 
a small isolated wetland. The proposed alignment in this area generally follows an area of higher 
ground in an attempt to minimize impacts to these larger wetland systems. Shifts to the 
alignment in either direction would increase impacts to these wetlands. 

Wetland I-Mod 3 
This wetland is associated with a tributary of Saltpeter Creek and is located between Bengies 
Road and the Amtrak railroad tracks. The tributary is being crossed at a narrow point and shifts 
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to the alignment to the east or west would increase wetland impacts by as much as 3.9 acres and 
3.6 acres, respectively, and would require less than perpendicular crossings of the creek. 

Wetlands I-Mod 2 andl-Mod 1 
These wetlands are isolated and located between Bengies Road and the Amtrak railroad tracks. 
Alignment shifts to avoid impacts to these wetlands are not possible due to numerous geometric 
constraints. These include: the need to cross the railroad track as close to perpendicular as 
possible, the presence of several other residences immediately to the south, and a business 
located immediately to the north. 

Wetlands I-Mod A and I-Mod B 
These wetlands are isolated and located between the Amtrak railroad tracks and Eastern 
Boulevard. Alignment shifts to avoid impacts to these wetlands are not possible due to 
numerous geometric constraints. These include: the need to intersect with Eastern Boulevard 
near the existing intersection of Bowleys Quarters Road, the need to cross the railroad track as 
close to perpendicular as possible, the presence of a trailer park and several other residences 
immediately to the south, and a business located immediately to the north. 

230.10(a)(3) Water dependency - The project is not water dependent because the highway does 
not need to be located within an aquatic site to fulfill the project purpose. As demonstrated in 
the alternatives analysis and avoidance alternatives, complete avoidance of special aquatic sites 
is not possible. 

230.10(a)(4) NEPA Compliance - This FEIS serves as the required environmental 
documentation in compliance with NEPA requirements. This document contains a range of 
alternatives for the evaluation of environmental impacts in compliance with NEPA and the 
Section 404 (b) (1) guidelines. 

230.10(a)(5) - Coastal Zone Management Program Consistency - The range of alternatives 
evaluated in this FEIS are consistent with the requirements of the Coastal zone Management 
Program. The National Marine Fisheries Service and Maryland Department of the Environment 
will maintain continued consistency with this program through ongoing coordination with and 
review. 

230.10(b)(1) Water Quality Standards - The Maryland Department of the Environment will be 
reviewing the proposed discharges for compliance with the state's water quality standards. It is 
anticipated that the required Section 401 Water Quality Certifications and National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits will be issued for this project. These 
certifications and permits will contain special conditions to help ensure that the discharges will 
not violate the state's water quality standards. 

230.10(b)(2) Toxic Pollutants - The proposed will not violate any applicable toxic effluent 
standard or prohibition under Section 307 of the Clean Water Act. If the proposed discharges 
disturbs any hazardous materials identified during Phase I Hazardous Waste Investigations and 
any subsequent studies, they will be appropriately contained and/or disposed of in accordance 
with Maryland Department of the Environment regulations. 
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230.10(b)(3) Endangered Species - The proposed discharges will not impact any species listed 
as threatened or endangered under the Endangered Species Act. The proposed discharge will not 
jeopardize the continued existence or destroy or adversely modify critical habitat of federally 
listed species. 

230.10(b)(4) Marine Sanctuaries - The proposed discharges will not violate any requirement 
imposed to protect any marine sanctuary designated under Title III of the Marine Protection, 
Research, and Sanctuaries Act of 1972. 

230.10(c) Findings of Substantial Degradation - As discussed in Sections IV.F, IV.G and IV.I 
of this FEIS, the proposed discharges of fill material are not expected to substantially contribute 
to the degradation of Waters of the United States. 

230.10(d) Minimization of Potential Adverse Impacts - The proposed discharges and other 
associated work incorporate appropriate and practicable steps to minimize potential adverse 
impacts to the aquatic ecosystem. These steps include impact minimization, application of best 
management practices (BMP's), and compensatory mitigation for unavoidable wetland losses. 

230.11 Factual determinations - The potential short-term and long-term effects of the proposed 
discharge on the physical, chemical and biological components of the aquatic environment must 
be determined in light of the considerations of Subparts C through F of the Section 404(b)(1) 
guidelines. The US Army Corps of Engineers to make a finding of compliance or non- 
compliance with the restrictions on discharge (Section 230.10) uses these factual determinations. 

230.11(a) Physical Substrate Determinations - The substrate at the proposed discharge sites is 
composed of various mixtures of sands, silts and clays with rock, stones and pebbles intermixed 
in varying amounts within the substrate. The discharges will be composed of clean borrow, 
excavated material from the surrounding area, or clean stone which will be placed as controlled 
fill within Waters of the United States over, or in place of, existing substrate. The placement of 
the discharge will elevate the bottom contours creating a controlled, compacted, dry surface 
suited for the highway grade or temporary construction access. Once the discharge is placed and 
stabilized, no movement of the fill is anticipated. 

230.11(b) Water Circulation, Fluctuation and Salinity Determinations - The proposed 
discharges of fill material are located in nontidal areas and will not involve any tidal exchange. 
The discharges will consist of natural material found within the area or clean stone and should 
not alter the existing water chemistry, salinity, clarity, color, odor, taste, dissolved gas levels, 
temperature, nutrients, or cause eutrophication. The discharges may in some cases have effects 
on the flow patterns within those wetlands located immediately down gradient. With this 
exception, the discharges will not substantially change the current patterns, circulation and 
normal water fluctuation. 

230.11(c) Suspended Particulate/Turbidity Determinations - The proposed discharges may 
cause an initial increase in water turbidity down gradient from the fill site. This will be 
controlled through the use of sediment and erosion control structures and devices.    The 
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discharges of clean stone may also increase water turbidity by disturbing bottom sediments and 
can be mitigated for by in-stream work restrictions (e.g., low flow periods). Both of these 
impacts will be temporary in nature. Possible time of year discharge restrictions (where 
applicable) and the use of BMPs will mitigate adverse effects. 

230.11(d) Contaminant Determinations - The discharges will involve natural materials and 
clean stone and will not require bioassay or bioaccumulation testing. The stone will be sized to 
avoid dislocation or movement by current and heavy Jlows. Earthen discharges will be 
controlled through BMPs and other measures to minimize the potential for contaminant releases 
outside of the discharge areas. 

230.11(e) Aquatic Ecosystem and Organism Determinations - Aquatic organisms will be 
displaced or eliminated from the discharge areas by the placement of the fill material. Minor, 
temporary effects on aquatic organisms may result from suspended particulates during the 
discharges. The confined discharges will elevate bottom contours and create dry substrate that 
will not be repopulated by aquatic organisms. Temporary discharges will be removed and the 
areas will be returned to pre-discharge conditions. The loss of aquatic habitat resulting from 
permanent discharges will be compensated with* compensatory wetland mitigation and the 
establishment of natural bottoms in culverts. 

230.11(f) Proposed Disposal Site Determinations - On discharge sites where a zone of mixing 
could occur, clean stone will be discharged to ensure that no mixing will occur. 

230.11(g and h) Determination of Cumulative and Secondary Effects on the Aquatic 
Ecosystem - Cumulatively, the proposed discharges will not result in a major impairment of the 
water resources or interfere with the productivity and water quality of the aquatic ecosystem 
outside of the discharge areas. Secondary effects will occur on Waters of the United States 
immediately down gradient of the proposed discharges, but are not expected to result in a major 
impairment of the water resources or interfere with the productivity and water quality of the 
aquatic ecosystem outside of the discharge areas. As discussed in Section IV.Q.3 of this FEIS, 
additional cumulative impacts to aquatic resources may be expected due to development and 
economic growth occurring within the highway corridor. The existing permit process at the 
federal, state and local levels in conjunction with comprehensive long-term planning to guide the 
development will be required to achieve the goal of no net loss of aquatic resources. 

Subpart C: Potential Impacts on Physical and Chemical Characteristics of the Aquatic 
Ecosystem 

Subpart C addresses the potential for impacts to the physical and chemical characteristics of the 
impacted wetlands. The separate portions of Subpart C have each been addressed in other 
sections of this document, as detailed below. 

230.20 Substrate - The placement of fill material will alter substrate elevation or contours may 
cause changes in the water circulation, depth, current pattern, water fluctuation and water 
temperature. Additionally, smothering immobile forms or forcing mobile forms to migrate may 
adversely impact benthic organisms. 
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230.21 Suspended Particulates/Turbidity - The placement of fill material may increase the 
levels of suspended particulates, which may reduce light penetration and lower the rate of 
photosynthesis and primary productivity of an aquatic area. In addition, the biological and 
chemical contents of the suspended material may become biologically available to organisms or 
result in oxygen depletion. Due to the anticipated low volume of suspended sediments, these 
impacts are expected to be minimal. 

230.22 Water - The placement of fill material, which may change the chemistry and physical 
characteristics, may alter clarity, color, odor and taste; thereby affecting the water bodies' 
stability for aquatic organisms, human consumption, recreation and aesthetics. Clean borrow, 
excavated material from the surrounding area and clean stone will be used and are not expected 
to change the chemical and physical characteristics of the water. 

230.23 Current Patterns and Water Circulation - The placement of fill material may change the 
dimensions of a water body, resulting in alteration of suspended particle deposition; shoreline 
and substrate erosion; location, structure and dynamics of aquatic communities; rate and extent 
of water column components' mixing; and vfater stratification. Changes to current patterns and 
water circulation are expected to be minimal outside of the discharge zones. 

230.24 Normal Water Fluctuations - The placement of fill material may result in prolonged 
periods of inundation, exaggerated extremes of high and low water, or a static, non-fluctuating 
water level, all of which may modify salinity balance of aquatic animals and vegetation. The 
placement of fill will permanently de-water the areas within the discharge zone. Normal water 
fluctuations are expected to remain outside of the fill areas. 

Subpart D: Potential Impacts on the Biological Characteristics of the Aquatic Ecosystem 

Subpart D addresses the potential for impacts to the biological characteristics of the impacted 
wetlands. The separate portions of subpart D have each been addressed below. 

230.30 Threatened and Endangered Species - As discussed in Section IV.J.3 of this FEIS, there 
are no federally listed threatened or endangered species known to occur in the project area. 
Mitigation for potential impacts to state listed species is discussed in Section IV.J.3 of this FEIS. 

230.31 Fish, Crustaceans, Mollusks and Other Aquatic Organisms in the Food Web - The 
placement of fill material could release contaminants or suspended particles resulting in an 
adverse effect on the balance of populations of adults, juveniles, larvae or eggs, which may 
modify the overall productivity and nutrient export capability of the ecosystem. The use of clean 
borrow, natural excavated material from the surrounding area, and clean stone is expected to 
minimize this impact. 

230.32 Other Wildlife - The placement of fill material can change water levels, water flow and 
circulation, salinity, chemical content and substrate characteristics and elevation, which may 
result in the loss or change of breeding and nesting areas, escape cover, travel corridors, and 
preferred food sources for resident and transient species. Additionally, plant and animal species 
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diversity may decrease, disrupting the normal functions of the ecosystems and reducing overall 
biological productivity. Permanent impacts to wetland resources will be offset by compensatory 
mitigation. Encouraging the deposition of natural sediments in culvert bottoms, thereby creating 
benthic habitat will minimize impacts to aquatic resources. 

Subpart E: Potential impacts on Special Aquatic Sites 

Subpart E addresses the potential for impacts to special aquatic sites within the rights-of-way of 
the alternatives. These sites comprise wetlands and riffle and pool complexes as detailed below. 
No other special aquatic sites are found in the project area. 

230.41 Wetlands - The placement of fill material may damage or destroy habitat and adversely 
affect the biological productivity by smothering, draining, permanently flooding or altering 
substrate elevation or periodicity of water movement. Additionally, destruction or reduction in 
wetland vegetation, nutrient exchange, water quality, floodwater storage, buffering ability, and 
fish and wildlife habitat may occur. Permanent impacts to wetland resources will be offset by 
compensatory mitigation. 

230.45 Riffle and Pool Complexes - The placement of fill material can eliminate riffle and pool 
areas by displacement, hydrologic modification of complexes may reduce aeration/filtration 
capabilities and stream habitat diversity, alter stream hydrology, destroy habitats, create 
anaerobic conditions and increase floodwater velocities. Impacts to riffle and pool complexes 
will be minimized.by encouraging the deposition of natural sediments in culvert bottoms, thereby 
creating benthic habitat. 

Subpart F: Potential Effects on Human Use Characteristics 

Subpart F addresses the potential for impacts to the human use characteristics of the impacted 
wetlands. The separate portions of Subpart F have each been addressed below. 

230.50 Municipal and Private Water Supplies - The placement of fill or discharges can affect 
the quantity and quality of water supplies with respect to color, taste, odor, chemical content and 
suspended particulate concentration which reduces the fitness of the water for consumption. 
Water supplies are not expected to be impacted by the proposed discharges. 

230.51 Recreational and Commercial Fisheries - No commercial fisheries are found in the 
study area. The placement of fill material may cause chemical contamination, interfere with 
reproductive success, reduce populations and affect habitat for populations of consumable 
aquatic organisms. Recreational fisheries are not expected to be impacted outside of the 
discharge zones. 

230.52 Water-Related Recreation - The disposal of fill material may adversely modify turbidity, 
suspended particulates, temperature, dissolved oxygen, dissolved materials, toxic materials, 
pathogenic organisms, quality of habitat and the aesthetic qualities of sight, taste, odor and color. 
Other than recreational fishing, no water-related recreational activities occur within the study 
area; therefore, no impacts are anticipated outside of the discharge zone. 
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230.53 Aesthetics - The placement of fill material can affect the beauty of natural aquatic 
ecosystems by degrading water quality, creating distracting disposal sites, including 
inappropriate development, encouraging unplanned and incompatible human access and by 
destroying vital elements that contribute to the compositional harmony or unity, visual 
distinctiveness or diversity of an area. The project will create a visual intrusion and that may 
decrease the monetary and/or intrinsic values of the aquatic resources. 

230.54 Parks, National and Historic Monuments, National Seashores, Wilderness Areas, 
Research Sites and Similar Preserves - The placement of fill material into such areas may 
modify the aesthetic, educational, historical, recreational and/or scientific qualities, thereby 
reducing or eliminating their uses. None of these features are found within the project area, 
therefore, no impact will occur. 

4.        Wetland Mitigation 

a.        Introduction 

Following the steps outlined by.the NEPA and 404 guidelines any proposed impact must be 
mitigated by: avoidance, minimization, mitigation, and compensation. Avoidance of wetland 
and stream impacts is preferred. Minimization stresses the need to reduce impacts when impacts 
cannot be avoided. Minimization can be realized through the selection of various options; design 
features such as retaining walls, bridges and grading refinements; and construction techniques 
such as end-on-end construction. The use of various Best Management Practices and restoration 
of the affected areas can minimize temporary impacts from construction activities. Mitigation is 
achieved through in-kind measures such as: wetland creation, wetland enhancement, and wetland 
restoration, or out-of-kind measures such as: stream restoration, upland watershed enhancement 
or preservation. 

This information describes the efforts undertaken by the SHA to identify sites with the potential 
to be used for compensating for unavoidable wetland impacts associated with the MRECAS 
project. In addition, this information presents the results of the wetland mitigation site 
identification and selection study for the MRECAS project. Finally, this description provides 
information on the consensus reached with the U. S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) and the 
Maryland Department of the Environment on the selected mitigation approach. 

The technical approach used to identify sites with the greatest potential to provide opportunities 
for wetland creation consisted of the following: 

>  objectively identify the universe of potential forested wetland mitigation sites in the project 
area, the Bird River watershed and the Middle River watershed; 

> score and rank this list of potential mitigation sites and select a number of the highest ranked 
sites suitable for further investigation; and 
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> subject this second set of sites to a further prioritization effort to identify sites appropriate for 
regulatory agency consideration; and 

> review this set of sites with regulatory staff and obtain a consensus on the best sites for 
wetland compensatory mitigation. 

The remainder of this section provides more detail on the methodology used to identify the most 
promising potential mitigation sites and summary information on the proposed mitigation sites 
x»n which consensus was obtained. 

b.       Methodology 

The process of identifying the best site for wetland mitigation was an iterative approach using a 
variety of characteristics at each iteration. The first iteration used a geographic information 
system (ArcView) and readily available digital map information to identify all sites in the project 
area and the watersheds of the Bird River and Middle River. Characteristics used in this 
identification process consisted of: 

> land cover to identify non-forested areas; 

> soils information to identify areas underlain by soils with wetness limitations; 

> stream and National Wetland Inventory information to identify areas within 300 feet of a 
stream or NWI-mapped wetland; 

> FEMA floodplain mapping to identify areas within the mapped 500- year floodplain of a 
stream; and 

> Minimum areas greater than 5 acres in size. 

Non-forested sites greater than 5 acres underlain by soils with wetness limitation or adjacent to 
NWI-mapped wetlands, floodplains or streams were identified as potential mitigation sites. A 
total of 60 such properties were identified. 

These 60 sites were then ranked on the basis of another set of characteristics. This set of 
characteristics included: 

> site acreage; 

> watershed location; 

> existing landcover; 

> proportion of site underlain by soils with wetness limitations; 

> depth to groundwater based on the County soil survey; 

IV-59 



Middle River Employment Center Access Study 
Final Environmental Impact Statement/Final Section 4(f) Evaluation 
Section IV Environmental Consequences  

> presence of a surface water feature (e.g., stream, wetland or floodplain); and 

> surface slope. 

This ranking approach identified the 24 highest scoring sites for field evaluation and further 
consideration. In order to conduct field evaluations, SHA contacted the property owners of these 
sites for permission to access the sites. During this process, permission was denied for some 
properties and on other properties the owners informed SHA that development plans (or other 
competing plans) were underway. As a result, a total of 12 properties identified in this study 
were evaluated in the field for their feasibility as wetland mitigation sites. 

These 12 sites were then ranked on the basis of a third set of characteristics, which included: 

> surficial soil characteristics (e.g., evidence of groundwater); 

> site hydrology (i.e., evidence of flooding); 

> existing vegetative cover (e.g., farm field); 

> type of modifications required to establish hydrology (i.e., amount of earthwork); 

> expected benefits to accrue (e.g., connecting woodlands, etc.); and adjacent and future land- 
use in vicinity. 

In addition to the sites identified in the GIS site identification process, three additional sites were 
identified during the course of contacting property owners and reviewing existing information. 
Also, an older SHA mitigation study (citation) that focused on a portion of the Middle River 
watershed was reviewed for potential mitigation sites. 

Based on the field evaluation and ranking, the six (6) highest scoring sites were identified for 
presentation to the regulatory and resource agency team for consideration. 

The remainder of this report presents a summary of available information for each of these 
potential mitigation sites. SHA conducted a site visit at each of these properties with Mr. Paul 
Wettlaufer of the U. S. Army Corps of Engineers and Mr. Joe Hamilton of the Maryland 
Department of the Environment. Mr. George Beston and Mr. Bob Cooper of the Maryland 
Department of the Environment visited some but not all of the sites. During this field meeting, 
regulatory opinions on each of these sites were solicited. 

c.        Results 

Each site included in the field review with the Corps of Engineers and Maryland Department of 
the Environment is summarized with a narrative description of the existing conditions, a brief 
discussion of the proposed mitigation approach, and the consensus final site disposition. All 
sites were visited before the final consensus was reached.   In this respect, the regulatory and 
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SHA consensus decision that a site could be dropped from further consideration as a potential 
mitigation site for MRECAS project impacts indicates only that better mitigation opportunities 
exist on another potential mitigation site evaluated during the course of this study. 

Site Ml Graces Quarter DNR Site 
This site consists of three (3) parcels of mixed agricultural and forested land totaling 
approximately 53 acres. Each parcel is owned by the State of Maryland (DNR). The site is 
located on the southside of Graces Quarters Road just east of Ebenezer Road approximately 3 
miles from the MRECAS site (See Figure IV-3). 

This site drains to a tributary of Dundee Creek. Tidal waters come to within 100-ft of the 
agricultural fields separated by a narrow band of forest. During several site visits, groundwater 
was encountered in the top 36-inches of the soil surface and evidence of redoximorphic 
conditions was observed in the top 12-in along the edges of the farm field. Soils mapped for this 
area include Woodstown and Elkton. Existing vegetative cover is a mixed hayfield. 

The concept for this area is to excavate within the lower portion of the site relative to the 
seasonal high ground water table and place soils to enhance surface ponding. Topsoil salvaged 
from the wetland impact areas could be as a topdressing for biomass and seed source. These 
activities will result in the creation of a more significant forested wetland buffer to two tidal 
water features and a significant tidal oligohaline/mesohaline marsh. An archeological 
assessment of Site #11 is currently underway. 

Site #21 University of Maryland Foundation Site 
This site includes approximately 50 acres of two adjoining parcels owned by the University of 
Maryland Foundation. Site #21 is located off Bird River Beach Road approximately 1 mile from 
the MRECAS project (See Figure IV-4). The site drains to the Bird River downstream of the 
Windlass Run/Bird River confluence. The portion of the two parcels under consideration for 
mitigation consists of unreclaimed mined lands. The site is characterized by open water, 
unvegetated mud flats and clay pans and poorly vegetated slopes that are actively eroding, in 
addition to a variety of herbaceous and forested wetland and upland areas. 

The general concept is to re-grade portions of the site to create vegetated wetlands while 
stabilizing severely eroded upland slopes which drain to existing and proposed on-site wetlands. 
The areas for wetland creation are located in a broad flat basin located in the lowest portion of 
the site. The use of wetland topsoil salvaged from the impact areas is proposed as topdressing 
providing biomass and a seed source for the newly created wetlands. The creation of wetlands 
and stabilization of the eroded slopes will compliment and enhance the values of the existing 
onsite wetlands and wildlife habitat. Existing herbaceous wetlands provide an opportunity for 
enhancement through the establishment of diverse wetland habitats such as forested and 
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scrub/shrub wetlands. Relatively old and established mined out depressions, which appear much 
like vernal pools, will be preserved. Along with the adjacent upland drainage areas which 
provide surface water flow and terrestrial habitat. 

An archeological assessment of Site #21 indicates that Phase 1 archeological surveys of 
undisturbed portions of the site is recommended and would be completed if the site is selected. 

Site #25 Back River Neck Road 
Site #25 is a 128-acre parcel located between Back River Neck Road and Holly Neck Road (See 
Figure IV-5). The site consists of approximately 14 acres of cropfield surrounded by upland and 
wetland forest. Soils mapped on the site include Mattapex, Barclay and Othello silt loams. The 
Mattapex-Barclay-Othello Association is characterized by a silt loam surface layer with 
moderately slow permeable subsoil of silt loam or silty clay loam. This proved evident from 
several shallow soil borings conducted during preliminary site investigations. The slow 
permeable subsoil condition appeared to be exasperated in the cropfield by years of plowing and 
compaction. This compaction of the subsoil allows for the perching of surfacewater that drains 
to shallow depressions in the field. The perching of surfacewater is also evident through much 
of the parcel. During the early portions of the growing season water covers numerous areas 
throughout the parcel. The exact extent of jurisdictional wetlands on the parcel has yet to be 
completed. 

The mitigation concept for Site #25 is built upon the poor permeability of the subsoil. Through 
the creation of a mosaic of shallow depressions and hummocks, surfacewater can be trapped 
within the depressions developing numerous vernal or ephemeral pools. Hummocks would be 
planted with trees and shrubs with a gradient of wetter species of shrubs and emergents toward 
the center of the depressions. In addition to the creation of approximately 11.3 acres of such 
wetlands, the extensive forest located on this parcel further enhances the ecological value of the 
site. Through the preservation of these forested areas a more complete ecosystem approach 
could be developed for mitigation of proposed impacts from MRECAS. The Corps of Engineers, 
Federal Highway Administration and Maryland Department of the Environment have visited Site 
25 and have concurred that the site may have potential for the creation of wetlands but 
recommend further hydrologic investigation and analysis to determine the true amount of 
potential wetland creation. An archeological assessment of Site #25 is currently underway. 

d. Wetland Mitigation Summary 

Following the field review, the Corps of Engineers and Maryland Department of the 
Environment staff identified Site 6 Holly Neck Road Site and Site 21 University of Maryland 
Foundation Site as their preferred potential mitigation sites. However, the property owner of Site 
6 has plans for development of the parcel on which the potential mitigation site was identified 
and access to the site has been denied. 
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6 has plans for development of the parcel on which the potential mitigation site was identified 
and access to the site has been denied. 

IV-64 



Middle River Employment Center Access Study 
Final Environmental Impact Statement/Final Section 4(f) Evaluation 
Section IV Environmental Consequences 

c$c5x, 

^ 

Middle River Employment Center 
Access Study 

Final Environmental Impact 
Statement 

Wetland Mitigation Site #25 

FIGURE IV-5 January, 2001 

IV-65 



Middle River Employment Center Access Study 
Final Environmental Impact Statement/Final Section 4(f) Evaluation 
Section IV Environmental Consequences 

^(K, 

•.•••..• ^^ 

> •• 

^:Vi.>:- 

Cedar Beach' 
* • « ii»fl       . • % 

i^fcr^r 

i^^, 
Middle River Employment Center 

Access Study 

Final Environmental Impact 
Statement 

Wetland Mitigation Site #25 

FIGURE IV-5 January, 2001 

IV-65 



Middle River Employment Center Access Study ^Q § ' 
Final Environmental Impact Statement/Final Section 4(f) Evaluation 
Section W Environmental Consequences  

To meet the estimated 18.6 acres of wetland mitigation for this project, SHA proposes a two 
level approach that will allow SHA flexibility and the regulatory agencies surety should one of 
the preferred mitigation sites be found infeasible for the creation of wetlands. The main 
components of the package include non-tidal wetland creation, enhancement, restoration and 
preservation, in addition to afforestation and preservation of forested drainage areas contributing 
to the creation and enhancement sites. The proposed Level 1 includes the use of preferred Site # 
21 (U. of MD Foundation), and the western portion of Site #25 (Back River Neck Road) which 
potentially may provide 14.9 acres and 4.4 acres of mitigation credit, respectively. These two 
sites collectively exceed the 1:1 ratio for no net loss, as well as, exceed the estimated mitigation 
for the project. The proposed Level 2 includes alternative sites, Site # 11 (DNR) and the entire 
Site # 25. These sites could provide sufficient acreage should one or all of the Level 1 sites 
prove to be infeasible. See Table IV-15 for a summary of potential mitigation provided for 
Levels 1 and 2. 

K.       Vegetation and Wildlife 

1.        Terrestrial Ecology 

Impacts to terrestrial wildlife and associated habitat were assessed qualitatively based on the loss 
of natural vegetation areas. The no-build alternative would not cause any additional impacts to 
terrestrial wildlife or associated habitat, but based on the vegetative types, various wildlife 
species would be impacted by the roadway build alternatives. 

Whereas the No-build alternative is not expected to cause additional impacts to natural 
vegetation in the study area, the build alternatives will require the clearing and grubbing of 
existing vegetation and the conversion of land for transportation purposes. This will result in the 
loss of agricultural land, forested land, and old field. Some impacts to natural vegetation, crop 
fields and miscellaneous lawns are expected to result from each build alternative. The 
alignments avoid impacts to residential properties, primarily impacting wetlands, forests and 
farmlands instead. 

Expected impacts from each alternative are shown as impacted acres in Table IV-16. The table 
shows that Revised D-modified (the SHA Selected Alternative) impacts the greatest amount of 
wetlands and forest. However, this is partly due to the fact that this alignment was laid out as a 
central access road through both the northern and southern parts of the MREC, thereby limiting 
the extensiveness of additional secondary roads for access. Thus, any secondary impacts to 
wetlands and forests associated with secondary development roads would be avoided with the 
SHA Selected Alternative. * 
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Table IV-15: Proposed Mitigation 
Level 1 Preferred Mitigation Type of Mitigation 
Site Watershed Total 

Ac. 
Wetland 
Creation 

1:1 

Wetland 
Enhancement 

2:1 

Wetland 
Restoration 

1:1 

Wetland 
Preservation 

10:1 

Upland 
Preservation 

10:1 

Upland 
Watershed 

Afforestation 
5:1 

Total 
Mitigation 
Credit (ac.) 

21(UofMD) Bird River 50.0 7.2 0.3 1.6 1.2 3.6 1.0 14.9 

25 Back River Neck Road (westend) Back River 15.0 4.0 0.2 0.2 4.4 

Totar' •.,• .-.//".••;. • ••'•';- v'/^;:; •' .'.'-*. 
65.0 "I3U2"'. .;^:;Q,3-M,V v*W^- .i?.."%iT:*. ::s;; ;:3.8^\i\ *••:•;': 1.0; ^ •••=.:; • 19,3 

Lievel 2 Altjernativ* Mitigation •; 7- y ._.';•-" - ~:i • •      . ^- 
' .•:  ;. r ;•; 'Type of Mitigation ;                            -V'-Ti;"':'       h:^r;~- '. -^'A 

Site Watershed Total 
Ac. 

Wetland 
Creation 

1:1 

Wetland 
Enhancement 

2:1 

Wetland 
Restoration 

1:1 

Wetland 
Preservation 

10:1 

Upland 
Preservation 

10:1 

.   Upland 
Watershed 

Afforestation 
5:1 

Total 
Mitigation 
Credit (ac.) 

11 (DNR) Dundee Creek 4.0 3.0 3.0 

25 Back River Neck Road (Entire) Back River 128.0 11.3 2.5 8.5 22.3 

Te&i-^*"^^v-v^;.r.:'".":-:£:7^ — ^-••>.'"'"' •' •• "^ • .'.: W* •;/rH3\'-; ..";;;' "Mi. :.:, -.y-m^.^ . '^y^A-'A -AA-ssAAA v. m     • .</;v3S# •.;;;• 
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Conversely, Alternative Fi Modified impacts the fewest acres of forest, while Alternative I 
Modified impacts the least amount of wetlands, but more extensive secondary access roads are 
needed for these two alternatives and for Alternative D and Alternative E. When impacts 
associated with the secondary access roads are added to the values in Table IV-16 the total forest 
losses and total wetland losses come closer to those approximated for the SHA Selected 
Alternative (see Table IV-17). Section Q.5 of this document discusses the secondary access 
roads in more detail. 

Table IV-16: Direct Impacts to Vegetation expressed in Acres 
Vegetation Type Alternative - 

No 
Build 

Rev. D-Mod 
{SHA Selected 

Alt) 
D D-mod 

 ;''" 

" E 
. l   .   . . 

Fj-mod l-mod 

Upland Forest 0 52.7 44 1 50.3 48.1 31.8 49.2 
Palustrine Forested Wetland1 0 88 7.6 9.0 6.9 6.3 5.5 
;Mlitfiri&Scrub/Shrub Wetland1 0 0 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 
Palustrine Emergent Wetland 0 0.5 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.8 0.7 
Total-Wetlands1 0 9.3 8.5 9.9 7.8 7.3 6.7 
Total Forest1 0 53.1 51.5 59.5 55.0 38.3 54.9 

tTotal Agriculture Land 0 3.4 0.0 3.4 0.0 5.8 7.3 
Total Upland Meadow 0 5.1 7.1 7.1 7.2 13.4 7.4 
Total Landscaped & Turfed Areas 0 14.6 13.9 14.6 17.3 9.1 14.4 
TOTAL ALL VEGETATION 0 85.1 72.8 84.9 80.0 67.4 84.3 
The forested wetlands and the scrub/shrub wetlands are counted as contributing to the acreages of both Total Forest 
and Total Wetlands. 

Note: All wetland acreages are jurisdictional per MDE regulations. 

Table rV-17: Direct Impacts and Impacts from Secondary Access Roads on Wetlands and Forest (Acres) 
• Alternative Direct 

Wetland 
Loss 

Wetland Loss 
to Secondary 

Access* 

Total 
Wetland Loss 

^^Dij^ctjjg 
Forest Loss 

Forest Loss 
to Secondary 

Access* ^" 
Forest Loss 

No-Build 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Alt. Rev. D-Mod 
{SHA Selected 
Alternative) 

9.3 0.3 to 0.5 9.6 to 9.8 53.1 2.0 to 3.0 55.1 to 56.1 

AltD 8.5 1.0 to 1.4 9.5 to 9.9 51.5 1.0 to 1.5 52.5 to 53.0 
Alt D-mod 9.9 0.3 to 0.5 10.2 to 10.4 59.5 2.0 to 3.0 61.5 to 62.5 
AltE 7.8 2.3 to 3.4 10.1 to 11.2 55.0 3.4 to 5.2 58.4 to 60.2 
Alt Fi-mod 7.3 2.2 to 3.4 9.5 to 10.7 38.3 10.0 to 15.0 48.3 to 53.3 
Alt I-mod 6.7 6.4 to 9.6 13.1 to 16.3 54.9 6.4 to 9.6 61.3 to 64.5 
""Losses to access roads are shown as ranges due to uncertainty of width for the access roads. Road widths used for 
determining the ranges were 50 feet and 75 feet. 

The forested and agricultural lands within the study area are shown in Figure IV-6 with the 
alternatives overlain to indicate the areas subject to direct impacts. No attempt has been made to 
show wetlands because the scale of the map is too small. Consequently, wetland areas are 
included within the forest coverage of this graphic, while actual acreages discussed in this 
section were calculated separately using field survey measurements. 
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Choosing any of the build alternatives will cause the physical destruction of some habitats within 
the highway corridor and will cause the direct loss of some wildlife through migratory animal 
mortality. Furthermore, fragmentation and/or degradation of other habitats adjacent to the 
corridor could result from any of the build alternatives. Impacts to wildlife and/or wildlife 
habitat could come about in a number of ways. The breaking up of large, contiguous tracts of 
habitat into smaller blocks can have negative impacts on area-sensitive species such as neo- 
tropical migrant birds. The construction of the roadway might also act as a barrier to wildlife 
movement to and from these habitat fragments. Furthermore, degradation of habitats may occur 
due to the disturbance of resident species by light and noise along the road, contamination with 
pollutants, and/or the introduction of exotic species. 

Research indicates that while highway construction destroys habitats within the construction 
corridor and increases the possibility of migratory animal mortality, it has little effect on the 
distribution or density of non-migratory animals within adjacent habitats (Michael, 1975). 
Furthermore, the change of vegetation types within the right-of-way (such as forest to grasses) 
may attract new species (e.g. American robin and woodchuck) to replace species lost by the 
destruction of the previous habitat. Other species, such as the whitetail deer and black rat snake, 
can benefit from the newly created "ecotone," or edge between the new habitat type and the 
adjacent existing habitat (Leedy and Adams, 1982). Within the MRECAS that effect will be 
minimal due to the large amount of ecotones already existent there. 

Wildlife species found in the vicinity of existing highways are generally tolerant of man-induced 
noise, although noise levels may have a negative impact on breeding birds that depend on vocal 
communication for attracting mates. Minor additional air pollution is not expected to have an 
"adverse affect on wildlife, as it will be dispersed by wind. 

The associated loss of terrestrial wildlife caused by the alternatives may be mitigated by the 
enhancement of wildlife habitat through reforestation and wetland mitigation, including the use 
of vegetation that has high food value for wildlife or that will provide effective cover. 
Vegetation with high food value includes mast-producing trees as well as seed or berry- 
producing shrubs. 

Future impacts on forested areas due to development will be reduced or mitigated to some extent 
by the State and Local Forest Conservation Regulations that require some development activities 
to retain or replace a portion of existing forest cover. In 1991 the Maryland Forest Conservation 
Act (FCA) was enacted to reduce the number of forested acres cleared when land is changed 
from forests or agriculture to residential, commercial, or industrial development. The FCA 
applies to all activities requiring a permit for subdivision, grading, or sediment control that is 
larger than 40,000 square feet (3,716 square meters). The FCA provides guidelines, based on 
land use categories, for the amount of forestland retained or planted after completion of 
development projects. This allows development to occur in areas where it is appropriate, while 
protecting forests. 

At the same time, the Reforestation Law of 1988 was amended to apply to highway projects. 
Under the law, trees are to be planted in areas equal in size to areas cleared for construction. The 
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following are reforestation site requirements prescribed by the law. They are listed in order of 
priority: 
• reforestation to occur on-site or in the right-of-way or on an adjacent property 
• reforestation to occur on any public land within the county and within the subwatershed 
• reforestation to occur within the county or subwatershed 
• in lieu of reforestation, payment for forested area cleared can be paid into the Reforestation 

Law Fund 

2.        Aquatic Ecology 

Expectations are that additional pollutants carried into adjacent waters by surface run-off could 
result in some water quality degradation, thereby affecting aquatic biota. Highways increase the 
amount of impervious cover in a watershed thereby increasing runoff volume and peak discharge 
resulting in increased streambank erosion. This erosion adds to the suspended solid and other 
pollutant loads associated with highway runoff. Particulates and sediments in highway runoff 
can cause a number of problems including decreased flow capacity in drainageways, reduced 
storage volume of ponds, smothering of benthic organisms, decreased water clarity, and 
interference with the respiration of small fish. Also, toxic materials such as metals, 
hydrocarbons, pesticides, and PCB?s often attach to and are transported by suspended solids. 
This presents both acute and chronic threats to aquatic organisms (Barrett et al., 1993). 
Sediments from roadways which are deposited in waterways may be a reservoir for toxic metals 
and a primary source for the bioaccumulation of metals (Barrett et al., 1993; Yousef et al., 1990). 
Soluble pollutants can adversely affect algae and zooplankton and toxic effects can greatly 
reduce production in the aquatic system. 

A highway may also impact the "riparian zone," the terrestrial environment along the stream 
corridor. The riparian zone is directly linked to water quality and to aquatic habitat, and it 
provides important habitat for terrestrial wildlife as well. The greatest potential impact to 
riparian areas would be new construction parallel to a stream or an impoundment of a stream. 
Avoiding parallel construction would provide the greatest potential reduction of impacts to 
riparian habitat. Other minimization measures include: minimizing the clearing of riparian 
vegetation, protecting areas not intended to be cleared, re-vegetating the riparian area after 
clearing and grading, and managing the remaining riparian forest to retain habitat. 

However, as shown in Section IV-G, these effects are expected to be minimal within the study 
area, assuming appropriate measures are taken to protect water resources. Fish species should be 
protected by the Use-I in-stream prohibition periods (expanded for the presence of yellow perch), 
sediment and erosion control methods, and other Best Management Practices typically used for 
protection of stream resources. Use-I prohibitions require that no in-stream work is to be 
conducted during the period of February 15 through June 15, inclusive, during any year when 
spawning by yellow perch may occur near the project site. 

The construction phase of the roadway has the potential for causing various temporary and 
permanent impacts to the aquatic biota of the streams located in the study areas. Impacts to the 
streams and their biota may also result from highway structures, such as bridges, culverts, pipes, 
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piers, and abutments. Stream crossings using bridges, culverts and/or pipes have the potential to 
disrupt fish migrations, cause streambank erosion, and create unstable substrate which could lead 
to the loss of invertebrate biota and suitable fish habitat, especially of spawning sites. Low flow 
channels, provision of baffles, and the suppression of the culvert bottom to maintain a natural 
stream bottom are just a few measures that can be incorporated into the stream crossing design to 
prevent such problems. Animal passage may be facilitated through the use of bridges and the 
expansion of bridge crossings. Further investigations will occur when detailed hydrologic and 
hydraulic data become available. 

In order to protect anadromous fishes in study area streams (Windlass Run and Whitemarsh 
Run), no instream construction will be permitted between Feb 15 and June 15. Construction 
activity in wetlands and waterways will adhere to the time of year restrictions specified as part of 
the Section 404 permit and Section 401 Water Quality Certification. The Corps of Engineers and 
MDE will develop specific time of year restrictions during the permitting process, in consultation 
with the National Marine Fisheries Service, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and Maryland 
Department of Natural Resources. 

3.        Rare, Threatened, and Endangered Species 

There are no Federally-listed threatened or endangered species in the study area. Impacts 
relevant to the threatened and endangered species of concern for this project primarily involve 
the loss of a large portion of forest habitat that currently supports the State-listed rare, threatened, 
and endangered species, as well as the forest interior dwelling birds (FIDS) of concern to State 
environmental agency officials. When avoidance of large forest tracts such as this is not 
feasible, mitigation efforts for highway construction should focus on minimizing forest 
fragmentation by preserving the largest core area. In general terms this may be accomplished by: 
• utilizing existing non-forested areas within or adjacent to the forest, 
• routing transportation improvement near the edge of an existing forest instead of through the 

central portions, 
• minimizing the length of the highway right-of-way through or along a forest, thereby 

reducing the amount of new forest edge as well as reducing the amount of impacted area. 

The Maryland Department of Natural Resources-Forest, Wildlife and Heritage Service has 
provided written guidance for minimizing, as much as possible, the project's impacts on FIDS 
and other native forest plants and wildlife. The agency's guidelines are as follows: 
• Avoid placement of new roads or related construction in the forest interior. If forest loss or 

disturbance is absolutely unavoidable, restrict development to the perimeter of the forest (i.e. 
within 300 feet of the existing forest edge), and avoid road placement in areas of high quality 
FIDS habitat (e.g., old-growth forest). Maximize the amount of remaining contiguous 
forested habitat. 

• Do not remove or disturb forest habitat during May-August, the breeding season for most 
FIDS. This seasonal restriction may be expanded to February-August if certain early-nesting 
FIDS (e.g., Barred Owl) are present. 

• Maintain forest habitat as close as possible to the road, and maintain canopy closure where 
possible. 

• Maintain grass height of at least ten inches during the breeding season (May-August). 
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FIDS and FEDS habitat are also a concern of the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area Commission, 
which is concerned about the loss of any habitat in close proximity to the tidal waters of 
Maryland and the Chesapeake Bay. The Chesapeake Bay Critical Areas are defined as zones 
within 1000 feet of the tidal shoreline. As stated in the Affected Environment section of this 
report, none of the proposed alternatives extends into the Critical Area, but portions of the 
MRECAS area lie inside the Critical Area boundary, especially along the southeastern perimeter. 
Since no construction activities are planned for within the Critical Area boundary, the Critical 
"Area Law is not of regulatory concern to this study, but the construction of the roadway should 
consider: 
• that the MRECAS boundary adjoins the Critical Area boundary along the eastern edge of the 

study area, and 
• that both the Critical Area and the interior forest habitat area are extremely sensitive in terms 

of ecological importance, political interest, and social esthetics, and 
• that a large (450 acre) tract of long-standing, contiguous forest known to be used by forest 

interior dwelling birds (FIDS) will likely be lost to secondary development as a result of the 
highway being constructed. 

L.       Air Quality 

1. Objectives and Type of Analysis 

This analysis has been prepared in accordance with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
(US EPA), Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), and Maryland State Highway 
Administration (MD SHA) guidelines. Carbon monoxide (CO) impacts are analyzed as the 
accepted indicator of vehicle-generated air pollution. 

The EPA CAL3QHC dispersion model is used to predict carbon monoxide (CO) concentrations 
for air quality sensitive receptors for both the build year (2005) and design year (2020). The 
detailed analyses predict air quality impacts from carbon monoxide vehicular emissions for both 
the No-Build and build alternatives at each receptor location. Modeled 1-hour and 8-hour 
average CO concentrations are added to background CO concentrations for comparison to the 
State and National Ambient Air Quality Standards (S/NAAQS). 

2. Construction Impacts 

The construction phase of the proposed project has the potential to impact the local ambient air 
quality by generating fugitive dust through activities such as demolition and materials handling. 
The State Highway Administration has addressed this possibility by establishing "Standard 
Specifications for Construction and Materials" which specifies procedures to be followed by 
contractors involved in site work. 

The Maryland Air and Radiation Management Administration was consulted to determine the 
adequacy of the "Specifications" in terms of satisfying the requirements of the "Regulations 
Governing the Control of Air Pollution in the State of Maryland". The Maryland Air and 
Radiation Management Administration found the specifications to be consistent with the 
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requirements of these regulations. Therefore, during the construction period, all appropriate 
measures (Code of Maryland Regulations 10.18.06.03 D) would be incorporated to minimize the 
impact of the proposed transportation improvements on the air quality of the area. 

3. Receptor Site Locations 

Twenty-seven (27) air quality receptors were selected to represent air quality sensitive locations 
within the study area. In addition, three (3) signalized intersections were also analyzed. All 
twenty-seven receptors and the three signalized intersections were analyzed for the No-Build 
Alternative. Ten (10) receptors and two (2) signalized intersections were used for Alternatives 
D, D Modified, and E. Eight (8) receptors and two (2) signalized intersections were used for 
Alternative Fi Modified, and eleven (11) receptors and two (2) signalized intersections were used 
for Alternative I Modified. Receptor site locations are shown on Figures II-7 through 11-19 at the 
end of Section n and Figures 111-12 through El-14 in Section III-K of this document. 

Most of the receptor sites are residences. At these sites, the air quality receptor is located at the 
property line closest to the proposed alignment of MD 43. In places where no residence was 
nearby, the right-of-way of a proposed alternative was used. The analysis of signalized 
intersections involves placing a matrix of receptors at intervals on both sides of the roadway 
where queue length form. The results reported for the intersection is the highest CO 
concentration among the matrix of receptors. 

The locations of the receptors, and the build alternatives they are used to analyze, are described 
in Section III-K, where they are also listed in Table ni-29 and shown in Figures ni-12 through 
m-14. 

4. Results of Microscale Analysis 

A summary of the CO concentrations is shown in Tables IV-18 and rV-19. The values reported 
for AQ-1, AQ-11, and AQ-14 are the highest CO concentrations from the matrix of receptors 
around the intersection. The concentrations at all receptors for all alternatives are below the State 
and National Ambient Air Quality Standards for the one-hour and eight-hour analyses. The 
concentrations at all receptors for all alternatives are below the State and National Ambient Air 
Quality Standards (S/NAAQS) for the one-hour and eight-hour analysis. 

Relative comparison of the No-Build Alternative versus the build alternatives shows that there is 
an increase in CO concentrations at all receptor locations. The CO concentration at most 
receptors for the No-Build Alternative is only the background CO concentration. This occurs 
because no roadway is close enough to affect the CO concentrations at the receptor site. 
However, the build alternatives introduce traffic near these receptors, thereby increasing the CO 
concentrations. 
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Table IV-18: Carbon Monoxide (CO) concentration estimates from CAL3QH [C (ppm ) for the year 2005 

Receptor No-Build AltD Alt. D Mod. & 

Rev. t> Mod 

is^^tB^MoA,.-/^ 

«£••!• "4: ^i5?'.?';**"'•'y;/^ 

,                ,   ^   ; 1-HR 8-HR 1-HR /'• 8-HR^ 1-HR 8-HR I-HR 8-HR ^i?raK ;";8-flk^' s.:l^HR;-;. ''/S^HBLV 

AQ-1 ,„ 8.0 4.6 12.2 5.6 12.2 5.6 12.2 5.6 12.1 5.6 12.2 5.6 

AQ-2 2.8 1.7 - - - - - - 4.2 2.1 - - 

A<>3 2.7 1.7 - - - - - - 3.7 2.1 - - 

A(H 2.7 1.7 - - - - - - 3.9 2.1 - - 

AQ-5 2.7 1.7 3.8 2.1 3.8 2.0 3.8 2.1 - - 3.8 2.0 

A<H! 2.8 1.7 3.2 1.9 3.2 1.9 3.2 1.9 - - 3.2 1.9 

••   ,-AQ-7 -. 2.9 1.7 3.6 2.0 3.6 2.0 3.6 2.0 - - 3.6 2.0 

AQ* 3.2 1.8 3.4 1.9 3.4 1.9 3.4 1.9 - - 3.4 1.9 

AQ-9a 2.6 1.7 3.2 1.8 - - 3.2 1.8 - - 2.9 1.8 

AQ.9b 2.6 1.7 - 3.4 1.9 - - - - - - 

AQ-lOa 2.7 1.7 - - - - - - - 3.3 1.9 

AQ-lOb 2.6 1.7 - - - 3.0 1.8 - - 2.9 1.8 

AQ-U 4.5 2.4 - - - 9.0 4.5 - - 9.1 4.5 

AQ-12 2.7 1.7 - - - 3.2 1.9 - - 3.2 1.9 

,  AQrlSa 3.9 2.0 5.4 2.9 5.4 2.9 - - 5.4 2.9 - 

AQ-Ub 4.1 2.2 5.5 2.9 5.5 2.9 - - 5.5 2.9 - 

AQ-14 6.7 3.3 10.0 5.0 9.9 4.9 - - 9.7 4.9 - 

AQ-15 2.6 1.7 3.5 2.1 . - 3.7 2.1 - - 

AQ-16 2.6 1.7 3.3 1.9 - 4.0 2.1 - - 

AQ-17 2.7 1.7 3.2 1.9 - - - - - - 

AQ-18 2.6 1.7 . - 3.4 2.0 - - - - 

AQ-19 2.6 1.7 - - 3.1 1.9 - - - - 

AQ-20 2.6 1.7 - - 3.0 1.9 - - - - 

AQ-21 2.6 1.7 - - - 3.2 1.9 - - 

AQ-22 2.6 1.7 - - - - - 3.9 2.1 - 

.''''.A(^23 '•' 2.6 1.7 - - - - - 3.8 2.1 - 

AQ-24 2.7 1.7 - - - - 3.4 2.0 - 

AQ-25 2.6 1.7 - - - - - - 3.6 2.0 

..  AiQ-26 2.6 1.7 - - - - - - 3.1 1.9 

AQ-27 2.6 1.7 - - - - - - - 3.2 1.9 

NOTES: 
1 -hour average CO concentrations include a 2.6-ppm background concentration. Worst case (a.m. or p.m.) shown. 
8-hour average concentrations include a 1.7-ppm background concentration. 
The S/NAAQS for the 1-hour average is 35.0 ppm. 
The S/NAAQS for the 8-hour average is 9.0 ppm. 
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Size 

Table IV-19: Carbon Monoxide (CO) concentration estimates from CAL3QE [C (ppm) for the year 2020 

• Receptor No-Build AltD Alt. D Mod. & 

' Rev. D Mod 

AltE Alt F) Mod. ,    Alt I Mod. 

' ..^ 1-HR „ 8-HR I-HR 8-HR 1-HR 8-HR 1-HR 8-HR l-HR , 8-HR 1-HR 8-HR 

,; AQ-1 < 8.5 4.7 15.0 6.8 15.0 6.8 15.0 6.8 14.9 6.8 15.0 6.8 

'""AQ.2" 2.9 1.8 - - - - - - 4.7 2.4 - - 

,   AQ4 2.8 1.7 - - - - - - 4.1 2.1 - - 

SAQU «- 2.8 1.7 - - - - - - 4.3 2.2 - - 

"' '^AQ-S    '• 2.8 1.7 4.3 2.2 4.3 2.2 4.3 2.2 - 4.3 2.2 

•>  <AQ-6 2.8 1.7 3.6 2.0 3.6 2.0 3.6 2.0 - 3.6 2.0 

••> AQ-7 3.0 1.8 4.0 2.2 4.0 2.2 4.0 2.2 - 4.0 2.2 

<A<^ - 3.4 1.9 4.1 2.2 4.1 2.2 4.1 2.2 - 4.1 2.2 

'tAQ-9a 2.6 1.7 3.4 1.9 - - 3.5 1.9 - 3.3 1.8 

AQ-9b ; 2.7 1.7 - 3.6 1.9 - - - - - 

AQ-lOa 2.7 1.7 - - - - - - 6.0 2.4 

AQ-lOb 2.7 1.7 - - - 3.9 2.0 - 3.9 2.0 

A<W1 5.2 2.6 - - - 11.9 5.0 - 12.1 5.1 

AQ-12 2.7 1.7 - - - 4.1 2.1 - 4.2 2.0 

' AQ-lSa- 4.3 2.1 5.8 3.0 5.8 3.0 - - 5.8 3.0 - - 

AOl3b 4.3 2.3 5.9 3.0 5.9 3.0 - - 5.9 3.0 - - 

AQ-14  * 6.9 3.5 11.3 5.7 11.2 5.7 - - 11.2 5.7 - - 

AQ-IS 2.6 1.7 3.8 2.2 - - 4.0 2.2 - - 

, AQ-16 * 2.6 1.7 3.5 2.0 - - 4.4 2.2 - - 

AQ-17 2.7 1.7 3.4 2.0 - - - - - - 

/ AQ-lS 2.6 1.7 - - 3.8 2.1 - - - - 

AQ-W1 2.6 1.7 - - 3.3 2.0 - - - - 

AQ-20 2.6 1.7 - - 3.1 2.0 - - - - 

AQ-21 2.7 1.7 - - - 3.5 2.0 - - 

AQ-22 2.6 1.7 - - - - - 4.2 2.2 - - 

AO'23 2.7 1.7 - - - - - 4.2 2.2 - - 

, >Q-24 *'' 2.8 1.7 - - - - - 3.7 2.1 - - 

X  AQ-25., 2.6 1.7 - - - - - - 3.9 2.1 

>   AQ-26 2.6 1.7 - - - - - - - 3.5 1.9 

,AQ-27 , 2.6 1.7 - - - - - - - 4.0 2.0 

NOTES: 
1-hour average CO concentrations include a 2.6-ppm background concentration. Worst case (a.m. or p.m.) shown. 
8-hour average concentrations include a 1.7-ppm background concentration. 
The S/NAAQS for the 1-hour average is 35.0 ppm. 
The S/NAAQS for the 8-hour average is 9.0 ppm. 
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The signalized intersections in the build alternatives also result in an increase in CO 
concentrations. In the build alternatives two signals are present at the MD 43 / US 40 interchange 
(only one is present in the No-Build Alternative). A new signal is also added at MD 150 for 
Alternatives E and I Modified, where no signal is present in the No-Build Alternative. In 
Addition, all of the signalized intersections were modeled assuming the current roadway 
configuration on the existing roads (except for US 40 WB, where the existing median width can 
accommodate double left turning lanes). This assumption was made because no intersection 
configuration is finalized at this time. Using this assumption produces the worst case conditions 
for CO concentrations. These factors result in the increase in CO concentrations at these 
intersections. If the final design of the intersections allows more turning lanes and free flow 
movements, the length of the queues will decrease, and will result in lower CO concentrations. 

5. Conformity with Regional Air Quality Planning 

The MRECAS is located in Baltimore County, Maryland. This county is not a non-attainment 
area for carbon monoxide (CO) but is a severe non-attainment area for ozone (O3). Since the 
project is located in an ozone non-attainment area, conformity to the State Implementation Plans 
(SIP's) is determined through a regional air quality analysis performed on the Transportation 
Improvement Plan (TIP) and transportation plan. This project is included in the current 
approved federally required State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) and the current 
Constrained Long Range Plan (CLRP) and Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). The 
STIP project number is 03NEW1 12-01-97. 

6. Analysis Input 

a. Traffic Data 

The traffic data used for this air quality analysis included average daily traffic volumes (ADTs), 
hourly a.m. and p.m. peak hour volumes, percent daily distributions (diurnal traffic curves), and 
peak and off-peak vehicle speeds. Traffic data was provided by the MD SHA for the MRECAS 
project for the years 2005 and 2020. Vehicle speeds were assumed to be the posted speed limits. 
This data was compiled for each alternative and each year of study. 

Three signalized intersections were analyzed in the study area They are US 40 / MD 43 (No- 
Build and Build); MD 43 / MD 150 / Warfield A.N.G. (No-Build and Build); and MD 43 / MD 
150 (Build only). Signal timing at this intersections were assumed to be optimized based on 
current and future traffic. 

b. Vehicular Emissions 

Mobile source emission factors were obtained for use in the CO prediction models using the 
latest version of the (EPA) Mobile Source Emission Factors Model, MOBILESb, released 
September 14, 1996. The emission rates of individual vehicles are influenced by factors such as 
ambient air temperature, engine temperature, operating mode, average speed, and maintenance. 
The average emission rate for a fleet of vehicles operating on a highway is further influenced by 
the composition of the fleet, vehicle type, and vehicle age. 
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Vehicle CO emission rates increase with decreasing ambient temperatures. An ambient 
temperature of 20°F was used to determine peak hour impacts, while an average temperature of 
350F was selected to represent the composite hours that together make up the 8-hour average 
impact. Engine operating temperature is included in the emission rate calculation as that fraction 
of vehicles operating in the cold or hot start modes. Federal Test Procedure (FTP) percentages 
were assumed. The FTP assumes 20.6% of vehicles are non-catalytic cold start vehicles, 27.3% 
are catalytic hot start vehicles, and 20.6% are catalytic cold start vehicles. Vehicle maintenance 
is factored into the emissions rate calculation as the rate of compliance with the Maryland 
Vehicle Emissions Inspection Program (VEIP). The vehicle fleet mix and age also influence the 
average fleet emission rates. The vehicle mix was determined from the traffic data provided by 
the MD SHA, and average regional vehicle ages were assumed. 

The VEIP was modeled using two tests: The Idle Test (tailpipe test) is given for 1977 model year 
vehicles through 1983 model year vehicles, and for gasoline powered trucks weighing 10,001 
through 26,000 pounds. The IM 240 test (treadmill test) is given for 1984 model year and newer 
vehicles; gasoline powered trucks weighing up to 10,000 pounds (model year 1984 and newer); 
and vehicles powered by propane or natural gas. Vehicles not* included in the VEIP are new 
vehicles less than 24 months old; vehicles powered solely by diesel, motorcycles; vehicles 
weighing over 26,000 pounds; and 1976 model year and earlier vehicles. A biannual test was 
used, with a centralized inspection test only station. The start date used for the IM 240 test is 
January 1, 1998. The cutoff points used for the Idle Test are the default cutoff points in 
Mobile5b and are as follows: 220.0 ppm for hydrocarbons (HC); 1.20% for carbon monoxide 
(CO); and 999.0 (no units) for oxides of nitrogen (NOx). The cutoff points used for the IM240 
Test are 0.8 grams per mile (GPM) for HC; 15.0 GPM for CO; and 2.0 GPM for NOx. 

The Anti-Tampering Program (ATP) is part of the VEIP. The ATP checks for fuel inlet 
restrictor disablements, catalytic converter removals and the presence of gas caps. These checks 
are performed as part of both the Idle Test and the IM 240 Test. Reformulated gasoline was 
assumed in use in the area during the wintertime months. Fuel parameters used in MOBILESb 
are fuel volatility Class B and a volatility limit 7.2-psi RVP for both Phases 1 and 2. The default 
MobileSb market share of alcohol blends was used. 

c.        Meteorological Factors 

For direct comparison to the S/NAAQS, CO concentrations were estimated for worst-case one- 
hour and eight-hour periods. The meteorological conditions that would result in the maximum 
one-hour concentrations are (1) conditions of very light wind speeds (1.0 m/sec) and (2) very 
stable atmospheric conditions (Stability F). The wind direction that results in the maximum 
receptor concentration is dependent upon roadway/receptor geometry. In general, for receptors 
near free flow links, wind angles nearly parallel to the roadway yield the highest CO 
concentrations. The highest CO concentration for receptors near signalized intersections can 
result from wind directions nearly parallel to the roadway, to wind directions nearly 
perpendicular to the roadway depending on the interaction of moving and idling vehicles. 
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The worst case 1-hour average analyses conducted for this study were performed using the 
highest one-hour traffic volumes, Stability Class F, and a 1.0 m/sec. wind speed. Both a.m. and 
p.m. peaks were analyzed. The maximum one-hour CO impact was obtained for each air quality 
sensitive receptor by adding the background concentration to the one-hour CO receptor-specific 
concentration. 

To estimate the maximum eight-hour average CO concentration, daily traffic distributions 
(diurnal curves) were used to breakdown the ADT's into hourly traffic volumes. Hourly time 
segments were analyzed to determine the receptor-specific CO concentrations. The worst 
consecutive eight hours were averaged and added to the background CO concentration to obtain 
the 8-hour average CO concentration. 

d.        CAL3QHC Analysis 

The mathematical model used to estimate future air quality concentrations was the current 
version of the EPA's CAL3QHC dispersion model, released in June 1993. The CAL3QHC 
dispersion model is a microcomputer-based modeling methodology developed to predict the 
level of CO or other inert pollutant concentrations from motor vehicles traveling near roadway 
intersections. The CAL3QHC model is a consolidation of the CALINES line source dispersion 
model and an algorithm that internally estimates the length of the queues formed by idling 
vehicles at signalized intersections. Based on the assumption that vehicles at an intersection are 
either in motion or in an idling state, the program is designed to predict air pollution 
concentrations by combining the emissions from both moving and idling vehicles. By including 
emissions from idling vehicles, CAL3QHC represents a more reliable tool then CALINE3 alone 
for predicting CO concentrations near signalized intersections where idling vehicles interact with 
moving vehicles in complex configurations. Predictions of free flow traffic volumes using either 
CALINE3 or CAL3QHC would yield equivalent results. 

The CAL3QHC program requires the roadways to be broken down into segments known as 
links. Links can be either free flow links (for vehicles moving at a constant velocity) or queue 
links (for idling vehicles). Each of these can be one of four types based on the roadway 
geometry (at-grade, fill, bridge, or depressed). All free flow and queue links used in this study 
are at-grade links. The required inputs for each link are the end points, traffic volume" 
(vehicles/hour), and the emission factor (g/veh* mile for free flow links or g/veh*hour for queue 
links). Additional inputs for queue links only are the average cycle length (seconds), average red 
time length (seconds), clearance time lost (seconds) saturation flow rate (vehicles/hour), signal 
type (pre-timed actuated, or semi-actuated), and arrival rate (worst, below average, average, 
above average, or best profession). The saturation flow was assumed to be 1,600 vehicles/hour 
with all signals assumed to be pre-timed, with an average arrival rate, and a clearance lost time 
of 2.0 seconds. 

A free flow link is defined as a straight segment of roadway having a constant width, height, 
traffic volume, traffic speed, and vehicle emission factor. A change in any of these factors 
requires a new link to be coded. The width of a free flow link is equal to the roadway width plus 
10 feet on each side of the roadway to account for the dispersion of the plume generated by the 
wake of moving vehicles. In cases where the median width is less than or equal to 20 feet, the 
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width of free-flow links was taken as the curb to curb width of the roadway plus 20 feet. The 
traffic volume used on these links was the combined traffic volume in both directions traveling 
along the free flow link. 

A queue link is defined as a straight segment of roadway with a constant width and emission 
source strength, on which vehicles are idling during the average red time length. The width of a 
queue link is the roadway width. 

CAL3QHC also requires the input of meteorological factors. These factors are averaging time 
(minutes), surface roughness coefficient (cm), settling velocity (cm/s), deposition velocity 
(cm/s), wind speed (m/s), and mixing height (m). The values used for these factors were held 
constant throughout the analysis and are presented in Table IV-20. 

Table IV-20: Meteorological factors and values during CAL3QHC analysis 

VARIABLE '    VALUE   >'      •' 

Averaging Time 60 minutes 

Surface Roughness Coefficient 108 cm (Suburban Area) 

Settling Velocity 0 0 cm/second 

Deposition Velocity 0 0 cm/second 

Mixing Height 1,000 meters 

Scale Factor 0 3048 meters/foot 

Source Height 0.0 feet 

CAL3QHC calculates the CO concentration at each receptor for a given wind direction. The 
wind direction was varied through a full 360 degrees in five-degree increments in this study. 
The results for all wind directions for each receptor are placed in a matrix, and CAL3QHC 
determines the wind direction that caused the worst CO concentration at each receptor. 

e.        Background Levels 

In order to calculate the total concentration of CO that occurs at a particular receptor site during 
worst cast meteorological conditions; the background levels are considered in addition to the 
levels directly attributable to the facility under consideration. 

The background levels, as shown in Table IV-21, were derived from the application of rollback 
methodology to on-site monitoring conducted by the Maryland Air and Radiation Management 
Administration at their Rockpike Site in Montgomery County during the period of 1996. 

IV-80 



Middle River Employment Center Access Study 
Final Environmental Impact Statement/Final Section 4(f) Evaluation 
Section IV Environmental Consequences  

\3cd 

Table IV-21: Background Carbon Monoxide Projected 
for Years 2005 and 2020. 

..(:••,.   •,:,.,,;;-;;;. ••*•: Backgrtifliiti CO, PPM* 
----Year*-^ 1-Hour 8-hour 

;,.;,r-':2oos^fv: 2.6 1.7 
^v.\-,.2020^« 2.6 1.7 

Source: Maryland Air Quality Data Report, 1996, MDE 
* Parts Per Million 

M.      Noise Quality 

Introduction 

As stated in Section ni-K, fourteen (14) Noise Sensitive Areas, comprised of fifty-seven (57) 
individual noise sensitive receptors, were selected to represent the overall noise environment for 
areas affected by the alternatives under consideration. Locations of the noise receptors are 
shown on Figures 11-7 to 11-19, which can be found at the end of Section n of this document. A 
summary of anticipated impacts and recommended mitigation measures is presented in this 
section. In addition, a detailed Noise Quality Technical Analysis Report has been prepared and 
is available at the Maryland State Highway Administration, 707 North Calvert Street, Baltimore, 
Maryland 21202. 

2.        Future Noise Impacts 

All impact analyses were performed in conformance with Title 23 of the Code of Federal 
Regulations, Part 772 (23 CFR 772) and the Maryland State Highway Administration's (SHA) 
Sound Barrier Policy (May, 1998). Each noise receptor was analyzed to determine potential 
impacts from each of the alternatives. Impacts were assessed based upon the following criteria: 
• Projected 2020 Design Year Noise Levels (DYNL) equal or exceed 66 dBA 
• Projected 2020 DYNL exceed existing noise levels by more than lOdBA and exceed 57 dBA. 

Prediction modeling was performed to assess projected 2020 DYNL and to assess noise 
abatement alternatives. All prediction modeling was performed using FHWA's Traffic Noise 
Model Version 1.0 (TNM). Features of TNM include: 
• Expanded vehicle types for buses and motorcycles 
• Enhanced vehicle emission level database (in 1/3 octave bands) 
• New vehicle source heights 
• New algorithms that properly deal with the complex effects of sound propagation and 

attenuation. 

Design hour noise levels were projected based upon environmental traffic data developed by 
SHA's Travel Forecasting Division. Build alternatives were modeled with an average cruising 
speed of 50 MPH. Other roadway speeds were based on observed speeds. The results of the 
prediction modeling are shown in Table IV-22. 
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Table IV-22: Predicted Design Year Noise Levels 
Noise Sensitive Area Receptor 

-No. 
Receptor Location   ' Existing Noise 

Level 
2020 

No-Build 
DMod Rev. 

DMod 
D 'E IMod FjMod 

1 White        Marsh        Estates 
(Buttonwood                    Lane 
Development) 

1 12142 Buttonwood Lane 54 54 * — —       58 
2 12150 Buttonwood Lane 54 54 »           62 
3 12158 Buttonwood Lane 54 54* — — —     *;'66P? 
4 12151 Buttonwood Lane 54 54 >           57 
5 12155 Buttonwood Lane 54 54 i           58 

2 White Marsh Estates 6 10124 Bird River Road 47 47 1 —         59 
7 Garage N/A N/A N/A — N/A N/A N/A N/A 
8 Commercial N/A N/A N/A   N/A N/A N/A N/A 

3 White Marsh Estates (S. Bird 
River Road) 

9 Commercial N/A N/A N/A   N/A N/A N/A N/A 
10 Bird River Road 62 63       — 70 
11 Bird River Road 51 52           69 
12 10115 Bird River Road 51 51           63 
13 10108 Bird River Road 51 51 *         59 
14 Bird River Road 49 49 58 49 58 58 58 6a 
15 10142 Bird River Road 58 60 63 58 63 63 63 63 
16 10140 Bird River Road 58 59 61 58 61 60 60 69 
17 10135 Bird River Road 62 61 — 62 — — — . 69 

4 White Marsh Estates (N. Bird 
River Road) 

18A 5700 Hilltop Road 47 47 l — 64         
18 5708 Hilltop Road 47 47 1 66- ,63-v '66 '66 66   
19 5716 Hilltop Road 47 47' .65^ -i 62- • 65 65 65   
20 5715 Hilltop Road 47 47' 72'' 68 * 72 72 72  '   
21 5719 Hilltop Road 47 47' 69" .65 69 .69 69   
22 10228 Bird River Road 65 58 67 .66 67 66- 66"   
23 10226 Bird River Road 65 65 69 "   -_J 

69 68 68   
24 10229 Bird River Road 63 62 67 66' 67 66 ,66   
25 10225 Bird River Road 63 62 '   68 68 68" 67 .   68   .   
26 10212 Bird River Road 61 ' 67 '   68    r "  70' 68 68 68   
27 10208 Bird River Road 61 66 *   68 70   ' 68 "68* '   68   

5 Holly Hill Memorial Gardens 28 Holly Hill Memorial Gardens 55 55 ' 62 61 63 61 61 52 
29 Holly Hill Memorial Gardens 52 52 1 56 54 ^STS; ^67^ 59 — 
30 Holly Hill Memorial Gardens 52 52 '         62 

6 Bevans Lane Properties 31 10102 Bevans Lane 49 49 i 60 mmm 58 58 59   
32 10100 Bevans Lane 49 491 65 ___J fe6(S 59 ^$MM   
33 10204 Bevans Lane 48 48 ' 55 53 52 51 53   
34 10124 Bevans Lane 48 48 » 55 52 52 52 52 — 
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Noise Sensitive Area Receptor 
.No."   - 

Receptor Location Existing Noise 
Level 

2020 
No-Build 

DMod Rev, 
DMod 

D; E I Mod FtMod 

7 Stoecker Lane Properties 35 Abandoned Buildings N/A N/A N/A — N/A N/A N/A N/A 
8 White Marsh Farms 36 1000 Meadow Glen Road 52 52 l — — — — — 56 

37 1001 Rohe Farm Lane 52 52 l — — — — — 56 
38 991 Rohe Farm Lane 52 52 l — — — — — 59 

9 Bengies Road Properties 39 3016 Bengies Road 49 49' 58 — 58 — 57 
10 New Bengies Road 40 143 Bengies Road 49 491 — — — 53 58 — 

41 129 Bengies Road 49 491 — — — 56 58 — 

42 133 Bengies Road 49 491 — — — 58 54 — 
43 125 Bengies Road 49 49' — — — — 58 — 

11 Chase 44 Christian Missionary Alliance 
Fellowship Church 

65 63 — — 65 65 — 

45 7 Bowleys Quarters Road 63 61 — — — 62 62 — 

46 11530 Eastern Ave. Extended 54 54l — — — 62 62 — 

47 11528 Eastern Ave. Extended 60 58 — — — 62 62 — 

48 11522 Eastern Ave. Extended 65 ^«7i;--Vv. — — — :;'?£'.• "Sii" — 

49 Chase Elementary School 62 ^J:6?:;^ — — — 65 65 — 

12 Williams Estates 50 141 Rodeo Circle 51 51 ' — — — 55 53 — 

51 135 Rodeo Circle 51 51 ' — — — 56 54 — 
52 127 Rodeo Circle 51 SI1 — — — 58 54 — 
53 123 Rodeo Circle 51 51 * — — — 57 56 — 

13 Earls Road Properties 54 130 Earls Road 50 50 ' — — — — 52 — 
55 Earls Road 50 50 1 — — — — 50 — 
56 Earls Road 48 48 1 — — — — 49 — 

14 GSA Depot 57 GSA Depot 56 57 60 — 60 — — 60 
Recep tors that are isolated from the e lasting road way system. No build noise levels are estimated from monitored levels. 

2 Property to be acquired. 

Noise levels which exceed SHA impact criteria. 

9? 
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3.        Impact Assessment 

The Maryland State Highway Administration (SHA) Sound Barrier Policy, dated May 11, 1998, 
states that mitigation shall be considered for receptors that will experience future noise levels 
equal to or exceeding 66 dBA, or exceeding existing noise levels by 10 dBA or more, resulting 
from the construction of new highways or through lane additions to existing highways. Table 
IV-22 (above) shows those receptors being impacted by each of the alternatives and the Noise 
Sensitive Area where each receptor is located. The following is a summary of potential traffic 
noise impacts at each Noise Sensitive Area: 

NSA 1 (White Marsh Estates-Buttonwood Lane Development) 
NSA 1 will be affected by Alternative Fi Modified only. Receptors 1,2, and 3 were selected to 
represent the first row of homes adjacent to Alternative Fi Modified. Receptors 4 and 5 
represent the second row. No-Build noise levels were estimated to be 54 dBA, given the isolated 
nature of this development. Alternative Fi Modified noise levels were projected to be 58 dBA 
and 62 dBA at Receptors 1 and 2. Receptors 4 and 5 will experience noise levels of 51 and 58, 
respectively. All of these noise levels are below the SHA criterion. Only Receptor 3 will 
experience noise levels equal to or exceeding the SHA criteria. The design year Alternative Fi 
Modified noise levels at Receptor 3, will be 66 dBA. 

NSA 2 (White Marsh Estates) 
Only Alternative Fi-Modified affects NSA 2. The No-Build noise level was estimated to be 47 
dBA and the noise level from Alternative Fi-Modified was projected to be 59 dBA, which is 
more than 10 dBA higher than existing levels. 

NSA 3 (White Marsh Estates- South Bird River Road) 
Receptors 10 through 17 represent NSA 3. Alternative Fi Modified affects the acoustic 
environment of Receptors 10 through 17, while Alternatives D, D Modified, Revised D 
Modified, E, and I Modified affect Receptors 14,15, and 16. 

No-Build Alternative 
None of the receptors will experience noise levels exceeding SHA impact criteria. 
The locations for Receptors 10, 15, 16, and 17 were in the front yards of 
residences adjacent to Bird River Road, which dominate traffic design year No- 
Build noise levels. Receptor locations 11, 12, 13, and 14 are either isolated or in 
the rear yard of residences. 

Alternatives D, D Modified, Revised D Modified (SHA's Selected Alternative) , 
E, and I Modified 
Receptors 14, 15, and 16 are acoustically affected by these alternatives, which 
cross Bird River Road on the overpass. None of these receptors will experience 
noise levels exceeding SHA impact criteria. 

Alternative Fx-Modified 
Receptors 10, 11, 16, and 17 will experience noise levels exceeding the 66 dBA 
criteria, while noise levels at Receptors 12 and 14 will exceed existing levels by 
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more than 10 dBA. Noise levels at Receptors 13 and 15 will not exceed SHA 
criteria, and are not impacted. 

NSA 4 (White Marsh Estates - North Bird River Road) 
Receptors 18-25 represent Noise Sensitive Area 4 and are influenced by Alternatives D, D 
Modified, Revised D-Modified, E, and I Modified. 

No- Build Alternative 
Only Receptors 26 and 27 will experience noise levels exceeding SHA criteria in 
the No- Build condition. Receptors 18 through 21 are isolated and Receptors 22 
through 27 are heavily influenced by traffic noise from Bird River Road. 

Alternatives D, D Modified, Revised D-Modified, E, and I Modified 
Each receptor will experience noise levels exceeding SHA criteria. Receptors 22 
through 27 are heavily influenced by traffic noise from Bird River Road. 

NSA 5 (Holly Hill Memorial Gardens) 
Three (3) sites were selected as representative of this cemetery. Receptors 28 and 29 represent 
areas of the cemetery most influenced by Alternatives D, D Modified, Revised D-Modified, E, 
and I Modified. The area near Receptor 29 is influenced by Alternative Fi-Modified. 

No-Build Alternative 
None of these receptors will experience noise levels exceeding SHA criteria will 
not be impacted by the No-Build Alternative. 

Alternatives D, D Modified, Revised D-Modified, E, and I Modified 
Receptor 28 will experience noise levels between 61 dBA and 63 dBA depending 
on the alternative selected. None of these predicted noise levels exceed SHA 
impact criteria. Receptor 29 will be influenced differently depending on the 
alternative selected. Alternatives D and E will result in noise levels exceeding 
impact criteria, while Alternatives D Modified, Revised. D-Modified and I 
Modified are farther from Receptor 29 and will not exceed the noise impact 
criteria. 

Alternative Fi Modified 
A 62 dBA predicted noise level will occur at Receptor 29. This exceeds existing 
noise levels by 10 dBA, resulting in an impact. 

NSA 6 (Bevans Lane Properties) 
Receptors 31 through 34 represent NSA 6 and are affected acoustically by Alternatives D, D 
Modified, Revised D-Modified, E, and I Modified. Receptors 33 and 34 are 1000' from the 
closest alternative (Alternative D Modified, Revised D-Modified) and will not experience noise 
levels exceeding SHA criteria. Receptors 31 and 32 will not experience noise levels equal to or 
exceeding 66 dBA resulting from any alternative, but will experience noise levels equal to or 
greater than 10 dBA higher than existing levels, as a result of Alternatives D Modified, Revised 
D-Modified and I Modified. Alternatives D and E will impact Receptor 32 only. m I 
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NSA 7 (Stoecker Lane Properties) 
Upon field evaluation, it was found that the buildings comprising NSA 7 were abandoned and 
overgrown with vegetation. Therefore, NSA 7 was not evaluated. 

NSA 8 (White Marsh Farms) 
The individual residences in this relatively new development are represented by Receptors 36, 
37, and 38. Based upon SHA impact criteria, none of the receptors will experience noise levels 
"that equal or exceed either SHA criterion. 

NSA 9 (Bengies Road Properties) 
This single family residence and associated out buildings are isolated and surrounded by 
woodland. This residence will not experience noise levels exceeding SHA impact criteria. 

NSA 10 (New Bengies Road) 
Receptors 40 through 43 represent this NSA and will not experience noise levels exceeding SHA 
criteria. 

NSA 11 (Chase) 
NSA 11 is represented by Receptors 44 through 48. They are acoustically influenced by 
Alternatives E and I Modified. Only Receptor 48 will experience noise levels equal to or 
exceeding SHA criteria. Receptor 48 is the only receptor located closely to both the proposed 
alternatives and Eastern Avenue Extended. It is therefore influenced by both alternatives. 
Receptor 49 (Chase Elementary School) will also exceed 66 dBA for the No-Build Alternative. 

'NSA 12 (Williams Estates) 
This large mobile home park is represented by Receptors 50 through 53 which are the four 
receptors closest to Alternatives E and I Modified. None of these receptors will exceed SHA 
criteria in the 2020 design year. 

NSA 13 (Earls Road Properties) 
NSA 13 is represented by Receptors 54 through 56 and is acoustically influenced by Alternative 
I Modified. Given their relative distance from Alternative I Modified (900'- 1300'), these 
receptors will not exceed SHA criteria in the design year. 

NSA 14 (GSA Depot) 
This commercial/industrial area is acoustically influenced by Alternatives D, D Modified, 
Revised D-Modified, and Fi Modified and will not exceed SHA criteria in the design year. The 
"traffic option with no eastbound movements from US 40" yields noise levels 1 - 4 dBA lower 
than the "traffic option with eastbound movements at US 40". Impacts from both traffic options 
however, generally remain the same for individual Noise Sensitive Areas. Therefore, barrier 
evaluation and analysis was performed based upon worst case noise levels (the option with 
eastern movements at US 40). Barrier insertion loss remains the same regardless of either traffic 
option. 
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4. Feasibility and Reasonability of Noise Control 

According to the SHA Sound Barrier Policy, decisions concerning the provision of sound 
barriers will be made after evaluation of the feasibility and reasonableness of barriers. Sound 
barrier feasibility is defined as the engineering and acoustical ability to provide effective noise 
reduction. The determination of the feasibility of a noise barrier is dependent upon the 
relationship of the highway to the adjacent community. The elevations of the highway and 
adjacent development must be such that a barrier of reasonable height can be constructed to 
provide a desirable noise reduction of 7 to 10 (minimum 3) dBA. Other factors, such as 
available right-of-way, constructability and safety are also considered in determining noise 
barrier feasibility. To that end, the policy establishes feasibility and reasonability criteria as 
guidelines to determine if noise barriers should be constructed. The elements of SHA's sound 
barrier feasibility criteria include the following: 

Feasibility Criteria 
• Noise levels can be reduced by more than 7 dBA at impacted receptors. 
• Placement of barrier cannot restrict vehicular or pedestrian access. 
• Barrier cannot cause any safety or maintenance problems. 
• Barrier can be constructed given topography, drainage, utilities, etc. 
• There should not be non-highway noise sources that would reduce barrier effectiveness. 
• Barrier should not have substantial impact upon a Section 4(f) resource. 

Reasonableness Criteria 
• The majority of impacted receptors should receive 7 dBA or greater noise reduction. 
• At least 75 percent of the impacted residents approve of the proposed noise abatement. 
• A3 dBA or greater change in design year noise levels over design year no-build noise levels 

is expected to result from the proposed action, OR the cumulative effect of highway 
improvements on the design year noise levels at receptors that existed when prior 
improvements were made is equal or greater than 3 dBA. 

• Build noise levels are greater than or equal to 72 dBA and there is an increase in noise levels, 
provided that other reasonable and feasible criteria are met. 

• The barrier cannot have substantial negative visual impact. 
• The cost of noise abatement is equal to or less than $50,000 per residence benefited. 

(However, barriers with a cost of $50,000 to $100,000 will be considered reasonable if the 
combined cost of mitigation per residence on the entire project does not exceed $50,000). 

• There are special circumstances (e.g. historical or cultural significance). 

According to SHA policy, only barriers that are determined to be feasible and reasonable will be 
approved. 

5. Barrier Evaluations and Recommendations 

Table IV-23 identifies the noise sensitive areas where noise barriers were evaluated. Noise 
barrier preliminary cost is based upon a figure of $16.54 per square foot. Following the table is a 
brief description of the banier evaluations. 
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Table rV-23: Noise Barrier Evaluation Locations 
Alternative 

Revised D-Mod 
Alternative Alternative 

D-Mod 
Alternative Alternative 

F.-Mod 
Alternative 

I-Mod 
NSA4 NSA4 NSA4 NSA4 NSA1 NSA4 
NSA6 NSA5 NSA5 NSA2 

NSA6 NSA6 NSA6 NSA3 NSA6 
NSA11 NSA5 NSA11 

a. Alternative Revised D-Modified 

Topographic and right of way constraints preclude the construction of earth berms adjacent to the 
proposed highway as an effective solution for traffic noise mitigation. Therefore, three sound 
barrier systems were evaluated at these locations to determine their feasibility and 
reasonableness. 

Barrier 1 (South of the Proposed Highway) 
NSA 4 (White Marsh Estates - North Bird River Road) 
Receptors 26 and 27 
Receptors 26 and 27 are in close proximity to Bird River Road and are influenced acoustically by 
Bird River Road traffic. The residence immediately to the north of Receptor 26, on the west side 
of Bird River Road, will be acquired. Design year noise levels will equal or exceed the 66 dBA 
criterion at each receptor. A sound barrier 1630' long, located at the top of the fill slope and 
crossing Bird River Road on the elevated structure, was evaluated using the "Barrier Analysis" 
module of TNM. Ten different barrier profiles were evaluated ranging in height from 10' to 28'. 
Receptors 14-17, within NSA 3, were added to the evaluation to determine if this barrier could 
also benefit them. 

Regardless of barrier height, insertion loss was limited at all receptors due to the high degree of 
acoustic influence from Bird River Road. A 28' high barrier provides insertion losses of 1 to 2 
dBA at impacted residences (Receptors 26 and 27). Non-impacted residences (Receptors 14-17) 
will experience insertion losses ranging from 1 to 4 dBA, depending on their distance from Bird 
River Road. Only Receptors 26 and 14 attain insertion losses greater than 1 dBA. 

The preliminary cost of Barrier 1 is $755,810. Based on SHA's minimum noise reduction 
criteria, there are no benefited receptors as a result of this barrier. Barrier 1 is not consistent with 
SHA's sound barrier criteria for cost per benefited residence of $50,000 or less. In addition, 
access driveways preclude extending the barrier south on Bird River Road that would increase 
insertion loss. Therefore, this barrier is considered neither feasible, per SHA's sound barrier 
criteria. 

Barrier 2 (North side of the Proposed Highway) 
NSA 4 (White Marsh Estates - North Bird River Road) 
Receptors 18-25 
Receptor 23, as identified in the original report, will require acquisition due to the shift in the 
horizontal alignment, and was eliminated from this evaluation. Receptors 18 through 25 can be 
categorized into two classifications, those affected by Bird River Road traffic noise and those 
that are isolated and not affected by Bird River Road traffic noise. Receptors 18-21 are adjacent 

IV-88 



Middle River Employment Center Access Study ^j6 0 
Final Environmental Impact Statement/Final Section 4(f) Evaluation 
Section IV Environmental Consequences 

to Hilltop Road and are relatively isolated. Receptors 22-25 are immediately adjacent to Bird 
River Road and are influenced by its traffic noise. 

A sound barrier 2480' long, at the top of the fill slope and crossing Bird River Road on the 
elevated structure, was evaluated using TNM's "Barrier Analysis" module. Nine (9) different 
barrier profiles were evaluated. Eight (8) profiles were of constant height ranging from 10' to 
24' and the ninth profile was a barrier of variable height to optimize cost effectiveness. 

A sound barrier 2480' long, ranging in height from 6'to 16', will provide a 9 to 11 dBA insertion 
loss at the first row of impacted residences adjacent to Hilltop Road. Noise levels at the second 
row of residences on Hilltop Road will be reduced by 7 to 8 dBA. Insertion loss at Receptors 22- 
25 is limited to 4 to 5 dBA, due to their proximity to Bird River Road. The estimated cost of 
Barrier 2 is $539,450. 

All nine (9) impacted residences will receive a minimum of 3 dBA insertion loss. In addition, it 
is anticipated that two (2) non-impacted residences will receive a minimum of 5 dBA insertion 
loss. The resultant cost per benefited residence is less than the $50,000 criterion ($49,041). 
Therefore, Barrier 2 is considered feasible and reasonable, per SHA's sound barrier criteria. 

Barrier 3 (North of the Proposed Highway) 
NSA 6 (Bevans Lane Properties) 
Receptor 31 
Of the two originally impacted receptors at NSA 6, only Receptor 31 was evaluated for this 
study. The proposed alignment shift would require the acquisition of Receptor 32. A sound 
barrier 1130' long and 14'-30' high, at Receptor 31, will provide an insertion loss consistent with 
the 7 to 10 dBA SHA goal for sound barriers. The preliminary cost of Barrier 3 is $388,440. 
Since only one (1) residence would be benefited, this barrier is not consistent with the SHA cost 
per benefited residence criterion. Barrier 3 is not considered feasible or reasonable, per SHA's 
sound barrier criteria. 

b.        Alternative D 

Barrier 1 (South Side of Alternative) 
NSA 4 (White Marsh Estates - North Bird River Road) 
Receptors 26 and 27 
Receptors 26 and 27 are in close proximity to Bird River Road and are influenced acoustically by 
traffic noise from Bird River Road. No-build noise levels will exceed the 66 dBA SHA criteria. 
A barrier located at the top of the fill slope for the alternative was analyzed. This barrier was 

. 1714' long and 16' high and crosses Bird River Road on the elevated structure. Insertion loss 
from this barrier was limited to 1 dBA due to the high degree of acoustic influence from Bird 
River Road. Without Bird River Road, this barrier could reduce MREC noise levels 7 dBA. The 
barrier evaluated had an estimated cost of $453,500. 

This barrier does not achieve the SHA cost per benefiting receptor criteria of $50,000 or less. In 
addition, access driveways on Bird River Road preclude extending the barrier south on Bird 

IV-89 



Middle River Employment Center Access Study                                                                 . ^T^-N 
Final Environmental Impact Statement/Final Section 4(f) Evaluation                                          / 
Section IV Environmental Consequences  

River Road to increase insertion loss at these receptors. Therefore this barrier is not considered 
feasible or reasonable and is not recommended for construction. 

Barrier 2 (North Side of Alternative) 
NSA 4 (White Marsh Estates - North Bird River Road) 
Receptors 18-25 
Receptors 18 through 25 can be separated into two categories. Receptors 18-21 are adjacent to 
either side of Hilltop Road and are relatively isolated from Bird River Road traffic. Receptors 
22-25 are in close proximity to Bird River Road and are substantially affected by Bird River 
Road traffic noise. No-build noise levels at these locations range from 58 dBA in the rear yard 
of the receptor 22 to 65 dBA in the front yards. A barrier at the top of the fill slope for the 
alternative was analyzed. This barrier was 6'-20' high and 2093' long and crosses Bird River 
Road on an elevated structure. An 11-13 dBA insertion loss can be attained at the first row of 
homes on Hilltop Road (Receptors 20 and 21). A 5-7 dBA insertion loss is anticipated at the 
second row of homes (Receptors 18 and 19). Receptors 22-26 would receive effective abatement 
if not for traffic noise contributions from Bird River Road. However, insertion loss at these 
receptors is limited to 1-4 dBA, due to Bird River Road. The estimated cost of this barrier is 
$567,800. 

All ten (10) impacted receptors receive a minimum 3 dBA insertion loss. Three (3) of the 
receptors achieve at least a 7 dBA insertion loss. The resultant cost per benefiting receptor is 
less than $50,000 ($47,317) therefore this barrier is recommended for consideration in final 
design if Alternative D is selected. 

Barrier 3 (South Side of Alternative) 
NSA 5 (Holly Hill Memorial Gardens) 
Receptor 29 
A barrier 1797' long, ranging from 10'-22' high was evaluated and provided an insertion loss of 
10 dBA within this area of the cemetery. The estimated cost of this barrier is $473,700. 

It is recommended that this barrier be considered in final design if Alternative D is selected. A 7 
dBA insertion loss can be achieved with a resultant cost per benefiting receptor less than $50,000 
($47,370). 

Barrier 4 (North Side of Alternative) 
NSA 6 (Bevans Lane Properties) 
Receptors 31 and 32 
A barrier 2034' long and 16' high will provide a 4 and 5 dBA insertion loss at Receptors 31 and 
32, respectively. This barrier is estimated to cost $538,200. 

This barrier is not consistent with the SHA criteria for cost per benefiting receptor of $50,000 or 
less. Therefore, it is considered not reasonable and not recommended for construction. 
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c.        Alternative D Modified 

Barrier 1 (South Side of Alternative) 
NSA 4 (White Marsh Estates - North Bird River Road) 
Receptors 26 and 27 
Receptors 26 and 27 are in close proximity to Bird River Road and are influenced acoustically by 
traffic noise from Bird River Road. No-build noise levels wall exceed the 66 dBA SHA criteria. 
A barrier located at the top of the fill slope for the alternative was analyzed. This barrier was 
1714' long and 16' high and crosses Bird River Road on the elevated structure. Insertion loss 
from this barrier was limited to 1 dBA due to the high degree of acoustic influence from Bird 
River Road. Without Bird River Road, this barrier could reduce MREC noise levels 7 dBA. The 
barrier evaluated had an estimated cost of $453,500. 

This barrier is not consistent with the SHA criteria for cost per benefiting receptor of $50,000 or 
less. In addition, access driveways on Bird River Road preclude extending the barrier south on 
Bird River Road to increase insertion loss at these receptors. Therefore this barrier is considered 
neither feasible nor reasonable and is not recommended for construction. 

Barrier 2 (North Side of Alternative) 
NSA 4 (White Marsh Estates - North Bird River Road) 
Receptors 18-25 
Receptors 18 through 25 can be categorized into two categories. Receptors 18-21 are adjacent to 
either side of Hilltop Road and are relatively isolated from Bird River Road traffic. Receptors 
22-25 are in close proximity to Bird River Road and are substantially affected by Bird River 
Road traffic noise. No-build noise levels at these locations range from 58 dBA in the rear yard 
of the receptor 22 to 65 dBA in the front yards. A barrier at the top of the fill slope for the 
alternative was analyzed. This barrier was 6'-20' high and 2093' long and crosses Bird River 
Road on an elevated structure. An 11-13 dBA insertion loss can be attained at the first row of 
homes on Hilltop Road (Receptors 20 and 21). A 5-7 dBA insertion loss is anticipated at the 
second row of homes (Receptors 18 and 19). Receptors 22-26 would receive effective abatement 
if not for traffic noise contributions from Bird River Road. However, insertion loss at these 
receptors is limited to 1-4 dBA, due to Bird River Road. The estimated cost of this barrier is 
$567,800. 

All ten (10) impacted receptors receive a minimum 3 dBA insertion loss. Three (3) of the 
receptors achieve at least a 7 dBA insertion loss. The resultant cost per benefiting receptor is 
less than $50,000 ($47,317) therefore this barrier is recommended for consideration in final 
design for SHA Selected Revised Alternative D Modified. 

Barrier 3 (North Side of Alternative) 
NSA 6 (Bevans Lane Properties) 
Receptors 31 and 32 
Traffic noise from alternative D Modified/Revised D-Modified has the most severe impact on 
receptors 31 and 32. A barrier 1150' long and 14'-20' high will yield an insertion loss of 8 dBA. 
This barrier is estimated to cost $427,800. This barrier is not consistent with the SHA criteria for 
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cost per benefiting receptor of $50,000 or less. It is not considered reasonable and not 
recommended for construction. 

d.        Alternative I Modified 

Barrier 1 (South Side of Alternative) 
NSA 4 (White Marsh Estates - North Bird River Road) 
Receptors 26 and 27 
Receptors 26 and 27 are in close proximity to Bird River Road and are influenced acoustically by 
traffic noise from Bird River Road. No-build noise levels will exceed the 66 dBA SHA criteria. 
A barrier located at the top of the fill slope for the alternative was analyzed. This barrier was 
1714' long and 16' high and crosses Bird River Road on the elevated structure. Insertion loss 
from this barrier was limited to 1 dBA due to the high degree of acoustic influence from Bird 
River Road. Without Bird River Road, this barrier could reduce MREC noise levels 7 dBA. The 
barrier evaluated had an estimated cost of $453,500. 

This barrier is not consistent with the SHA criteria for cost per benefiting receptor of $50,000 or 
less. In addition, access driveways on Bird River Road preclude extending the barrier south on 
Bird River Road to increase insertion loss at these receptors. Therefore this barrier is considered 
neither feasible nor reasonable and is not recommended for construction. 

Barrier 2 (North Side of Alternative) 
NSA 4 (White Marsh Estates - North Bird River Road) 
Receptors 18-25 
Receptors 18 through 25 can be categorized into two categories. Receptors 18-21 are adjacent to 
either side of Hilltop Road and are relatively isolated from Bird River Road traffic. Receptors 
22-25 are in close proximity to Bird River Road and are substantially affected by Bird River 
Road traffic noise. No-build noise levels at these locations range from 58 dBA in the rear yard 
of the receptor 22 to 65 dBA in the front yards. A barrier at the top of fill slope for the 
alternatives was analyzed. This barrier was 6'-20' high and 2093' long and crosses Bird River 
Road on an elevated structure. An 11-13 dBA insertion loss can be attained at the first row of 
homes on Hilltop Road (Receptors 20 and 21). A 5-7 dBA insertion loss is anticipated at the 
second row of homes (Receptors 18 and 19). Receptors 22-26 would receive effective abatement 
if not for traffic noise contributions from Bird River Road. However, insertion loss at these 
receptors is limited to 1-4 dBA, due to Bird River Road. The estimated cost of this barrier is 
$567,800. 

All ten (10) impacted receptors receive a minimum 3 dBA insertion loss. Three (3) of the 
receptors achieve at least a 7 dBA insertion loss. The resultant cost per benefiting receptor is 
less than $50,000 ($47,317) therefore this barrier is recommended for consideration in final 
design if Alternative I Modified is selected. 
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Barrier 3 (North Side of Alternative) 
NSA 6 (Bevans Lane Properties) 
Receptors 31 and 32 
A barrier 1932' long and 16' high will provide an insertion loss of 5 dBA at Receptors 31 and 
32. The estimated cost of this barrier is $511,200. 

This barrier is not consistent with SHA's cost per benefiting receptor criteria. It is therefore not 
reasonable and not recommended for construction. 

Barrier 4 (South Side of Alternative) 
NSA 11 (Chase) 
Receptor 48 
A sound barrier for Receptors 46 through 48 was analyzed for these first row homes. Receptor 
46 is isolated and greater than 700' from Eastern Avenue Extended. Receptor 48, on the other 
hand, is immediately adjacent to and is highly affected by traffic noise from Eastern Avenue 
Extended. The No-Build projection for Receptor 48 is 71 dBA. The barrier evaluated is 1205' 
long and 16' high and provides a 7 dBA insertion loss at Receptor 46. This same insertion is 
expected at Receptor 48, if not for traffic noise from Eastern Avenue Extended. As a result, the 
barrier insertion loss at Receptor 48 is limited to 1 dBA. The barrier cost is estimated at 
$318,900. 

This barrier is not consistent with SHA's cost per benefiting receptor criteria. It is therefore not 
reasonable and not recommended for construction. 

e.        Alternative E 

Barrier 1 (South Side of Alternative) 
NSA 4 (White Marsh Estates - North Bird River Road) 
Receptors 26 and 27 
Receptors 26 and 27 are in close proximity to Bird River Road and are influenced acoustically by 
traffic noise from Bird River Road. No-build noise levels will exceed the 66 dBA SHA criteria. 
A barrier located at the top of the fill slope for the alternative was analyzed. This barrier was 
1714' long and 16' high and crosses Bird River Road on the elevated structure. Insertion loss 
from this barrier was limited to 1 dBA due to the high degree of acoustic influence from Bird 
River Road. Without Bird River Road, this barrier could reduce MREC noise levels 7 dBA. The 
barrier evaluated had an estimated cost of $453,500. 

This barrier is not consistent with SHA's cost per benefiting receptor criteria. In addition, access 
driveways on Bird River Road preclude extending the barrier south on Bird River Road 
necessary to increase insertion loss at these receptors. Therefore, this barrier is neither feasible 
nor reasonable and not recommended for construction. 
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Barrier 2 (North Side of Alternative) 
NSA 4 (White Marsh Estates - North Bird River Road) 
Receptors 18-25 
Receptors 18 through 25 can be categorized into two categories. Receptors 18-21 are adjacent to 
either side of Hilltop Road and are relatively isolated from Bird River Road traffic. Receptors 
22-25 are in close proximity to Bird River Road and are substantially affected by Bird River 
Road traffic noise. No-build noise levels at these locations range from 58 dBA in the rear yard 
of the receptor 22 to 65 dBA in the front yards. A barrier at the top of fill slope for the 
"alternatives was analyzed. This barrier was 6'-20' high and 2093' long and crosses Bird River 
Road on an elevated structure. An 11-13 dBA insertion loss can be attained at the first row of 
homes on Hilltop Road (Receptors 20 and 21). A 5-7 dBA insertion loss is anticipated at the 
second row of homes (Receptors 18 and 19). Receptors 22-26 would receive effective abatement 
if not for traffic noise contributions from Bird River Road. However, insertion loss at these 
receptors is limited to 1-4 dBA, due to Bird River Road. The estimated cost of this barrier is 
$567,800. 

All ten (10) impacted receptors receive a minimum 3 dBA insertion loss. Three (3) of the 
receptors achieve at least a 7 dBA insertion loss. The resultant cost per benefiting receptor is 
less than $50,000 ($47,317) therefore this barrier is recommended for consideration in final 
design if Alternative E is selected. 

Barrier 3 (South Side of Alternative) 
NSA 5 (Holly Hill Memorial Gardens) 
Barrier on South Side of Alternative 
Receptor 29 
A barrier 1797' long, ranging from 10'-22' high was evaluated and provided an insertion loss of 
10 dBA within this area of the cemetery. The estimated cost of this barrier is $473,700. 

Since more than 7 dBA insertion loss can be achieved and the cost per benefiting receptor is less 
than $50,000 ($47,370), it is recommended that this barrier be considered in final design if 
Alternative E is selected. 

Barrier 4 (North Side of Alternative) 
NSA 6 (Bevans Lane Properties) 
Receptors 31 and 32 
A barrier 2034' long and 16' high will provide a 4 and 5 dBA insertion loss at Receptors 31 and 
32, respectively. This barrier is estimated to cost $538,200. 

This barrier is not consistent with the SHA criteria for cost per benefiting receptor. Therefore, it 
is considered not reasonable and not recommended for construction. 

Barrier 5 (South Side of Alternative) 
NSA 11 (Chase) 
Receptor 48 
A sound barrier for Receptors 46 through 48 was analyzed for these first row homes. Receptor 
46 is isolated and greater than 700' from Eastern Boulevard. Receptor 48, on the other hand, is 
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immediately adjacent to and is highly affected by traffic noise from Eastern Boulevard. The No- 
Build projection for receptor 48 is 71 dBA. The barrier evaluated is 1205' long and 16' high and 
provides a 7 dBA insertion loss at Receptor 46. This same insertion is expected at Receptor 48, 
if not for traffic noise from Eastern Boulevard. As a result, the barrier insertion loss at Receptor 
48 is limited to 1 dBA. The barrier cost is estimated at $318,900. 

This barrier is not consistent with the SHA criteria for cost per benefiting receptor. Therefore, it 
is considered not reasonable and not recommended for construction. 

f.        Alternative Fi Modified 

Barrier 1 (South Side of Alternative) 
NSA 1,2,3 (White Marsh Estates, Buttonwood Lane Development, and S. Bird River Rd.) 
Receptors 3.6.10.11,12 
A barrier atop the Alternative Fi- Modified cut slope was analyzed. This barrier is segmented by 
Bird River Road structure resulting in a gap in the noise barrier. The barrier has a total length of 
3435'and ranges from 14'-16'high. 

Receptor 3 will receive a 12 dBA barrier insertion loss. Insertion losses vary between 9 dBA and 
5 dBA respectively at receptors 1 and 2. Second row insertion losses range between 2 and 6 
decibels. A 7 dBA insertion loss can be achieved at NSA 2. Receptor locations 11 and 12 are 
located in the backyards of residences adjacent to Bird River Road. They are less influenced by 
Bird River Road traffic noise and attain 10 and 8 dBA insertion losses. The location of receptor 
10 is in the front yard of the residence and there is a high degree of acoustic influence from Bird 
River Road. No-build noise levels for Receptor 10 are projected to be 63 dBA. This close 
proximity, as well as the barrier gap to allow Bird River Road to cross the alignment, limit the 
insertion loss for Receptor 10 to 5 dBA.  The estimated barrier cost is $855,000. 

This barrier is recommended for consideration during final design. Nine of the ten impacted 
receptors will receive an insertion loss equal to or greater than 7 dBA with a cost per benefiting 
receptor value less than $50,000 ($42,700), 

Barrier 2 (North Side of Alternative) 
NSA 3 and 5 (White Marsh Estates and Holly Hill Memorial Gardens) 
Receptors 14.16.17 and 30 
A barrier atop the Alternative Fi-Modified cut slope was analyzed for noise sensitive areas 3 and 
5. This barrier is segmented by Bird River Road structure resulting in a gap in the noise barrier. 
This barrier has a total length of 2895' and ranges from 16' to 24' high. 7 dBA insertion losses 
are expected at Receptors 14, 16 and 17. The insertion loss at Receptors 16 and 17 is limited by 
its proximity to Bird River Road and the necessary gap in the barrier. 

The barrier provided an 8 dBA insertion loss for the area of the cemetery surrounding Receptor 
30. The estimated barrier cost is $951,800. 

This barrier is not consistent with the SHA cost per benefiting receptor criteria. It is therefore 
not considered reasonable and is not recommended for construction. 
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Tables IV-24, IV-25, IV-26, IV-27, rV-28 and IV-29 summarize noise barrier cost per 
benefitting receptor for each alternative. In addition, Table IV-29 summarizes the cost averaging 
calculations for Alternative Fi Modified. SHA Policy permits cost averaging of individual noise 
barriers of less than $100,000 per benefitting receptor, per alternative. Preliminary construction 
costs for recommended barriers are summarized in Table IV-30. 

Feasibility and reasonableness worksheets were completed for each noise sensitive area. These 
worksheets will be finalized during and prior to the completion of final project engineering. It is 
the Maryland Department of Transportation, State Highway Administration's policy that 
decisions on where to provide sound barriers will be made after evaluation of the feasibility and 
reasonableness of barriers. It is the SHA's policy to make final decisions on the construction of 
Type I (new highways or improvement of existing highways) sound barriers during the final 
design phase of project development, after final horizontal and vertical alignments are 
determined and detailed engineering analysis of the feasibility and reasonability of noise 
abatement can be made. Barriers that meet the SHA criteria, as accepted by FHWA, will be 
constructed. 

It should also be noted that SHA will also consider non-sound barrier options for areas which 
meet the eligibility date criterion for consideration of a barrier, but do not meet all of the 
remaining criteria for a barrier. These options could include the installation of landscape 
screening or privacy fencing for areas which meet the eligibility date criterion, but do not meet 
all of the remaining criteria for a barrier. 

In summary, the following sound barrier is recommended for consideration during final design 
based upon consistency with the SHA sound barrier feasibility and reasonableness criteria: 

Revised D Modified (SHA's Selected Alternative) 
•   Barrier 2-NSA 4 
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Table IV-24: Noise Barrier Cost Per Benefiting Receptor Calculations for Revised D Modified (SHA 's Selected Alternative) 
Noise Sensitive Area       .' Total^umbitr 

Of Receptors 
'•"-~y. Impacted 

Number of 
Impacted    - 
Receptors 

Receiving at least 
3 dBA Insertion 

Loss    ... 

Additional 
Non-Impacted 

Receptors 
Receiving at least 
5 dBA Insertion 

Loss 

v   Total No. of;   • 
:    Benefiting r: 

Receptors 

.Preliminary 
\ t Noise Barrier 
:^ -Jr'-'CoSt'.'/^ 

<%*Cost per 
Benefiting    =: 

Receptor 

Barrier I  (Barrier on u South 
Side of Alternative) NSA 4 

2 0 0 O1 $755,810   

Barrier 2  (Barrier on  North 
Side of Alternative) NSA 4  , 

9 9 2 11 $539,450 $49,041 

Barrier 3   (Barrier  on   North 
Side of Alternative) NSA 6 

1 1 0 1 $388,440 $388,440 

1 Barrier insertion loss limited due to acoustic influence from Bird River Road. 

Table IV-25: Noise Barrier Cost Per Benefiting Receptor Calculations for Alternative D 
Noise Sensitive Area 

V 

Total Number 
of Receptors 
, Impacted 

Number of 
Impacted 
Receptors 

Receiving at least 
3 dBA Insertion 

Loss 

•    Additional 
Non-Impacted 

Receptors 
Receiving at least 
5 dBA Insertion 

Loss 

^^fotalWfcoiffl 
^^en^itii^liy 
^'^';Receptdrs|ti •!;. 

'• £3 Pi^lTOiiiary-^f. 
;R;ptyisi£:6ayneri^i 
|||g|y;d^tv^33-: 

-'    Cost per    , 
Benefiting 
Receptor 

Barrier  1   (Barrier  on  South 
Side of Alternative) NSA 4 

3 0 0 O1 $453,500 

Barrier 2  (Barrier on  North 
Side of Alternative) NSA 4 

10 10 2 12 $567,800 $47,317 

Barriers                 NSA 5 1 0 0 10' $473,700 $47,370 
Barrier 4                 NSA 6 2 2 0 2 $538,200 $269,100 

The Holly Hill Memorial Gardens received an equivalent 10 residences per benefiting receptor. 
2 Barrier insertion loss limited due to acoustic influence from Bird River Road. 

Gu 
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Table IV-26; Noise Barrier Cost Per Benefiting Receptor Calculations for Alternative D Modified 
Noise Sensitive Area 

s 

Total Number of 
' Receptors ^ " 

Impacted ~~., 

<, Number of? 
'< ' Impacted^- 

Receptors 
Receiving at least 
3 dBA Insertion 

Loss 

Additional     . 
Non-Impacted  "' 

'Receptors- ^ *- 
Receiving at least 
5 dBA Insertion * 

Loss 

Total No. of _ 
-  Benefiting ^ 

- Receptors    -'" 

•    Preliminary   - 
- Noise Barrier' 

Cost 

"     Cost per r 

Benefiting   i 
/ Receptor 

Barrier  1   (Barrier, on  South 
Side of Alternative) NSA 4 

3 0 0 O1 $453,500   

Barrier 2  (Barrier on  North 
Side of Alternative) NSA 4 

10 10 2 12 $567,800 $47,317 

Barriers                 NSA6 . 2 1 0 2 $427,800 $213,900 

Table rV-27: Noise Barrier Cost Per Benefiting Receptor Calculations for Alternative I Modified 
Noise-Sensitive Area1 Total Number 

'   of Receptors 
"    Impacted 

- 

Number of ' 
Impacted 
Receptors 

Receiving at least 
3 dBA Insertion 

Loss 

Additional 
Non-Impacted 

Receptors 
Receiving at least 
5 dBA Insertion 

Loss   - 

Total No. of 
Benefiting 
Receptors 

- Preliminary    - 
* Noise Barrier 
V      Cost 

•,  Cost per 
Benefiting 
Receptor 

Barrier  1   (Barrier on  South 
Side of Alternative) NSA 4 

3 0 0 O1 $453,500   

Barrier 2  (Barrier on  North 
Side of Alternative) NSA 4 . 

10 10 2 12 $567,800 $47,317 

Barrier 3                  NSA 6 2 2 0 2 $511,200 $255,600 
Barrier 4                NSA 11 1 0 2 2 $318,900 $159,450 

Barrier insertion loss limited due to acoustic influence from Bird River Road. 

0 
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Table IV-28: Noise Barrier Cost Per Benefiting Receptor Calculations for Alternative £ 
Noise Sensitive Area Total Number 

of Receptors 
Impacted 

Number of 
Impacted 
Receptors 

Receiving at least 
3 dBA Insertion 

Loss 

Additional 
Non-Impacted ; 

Receptors ; 
Receiving at least 
5 dBA Insertion 

Loss 

Total No. of 
Benefiting ' 

:A Receptob- t' 

Preliminary 
Noise Barrier - 

'%•: Cost ;,:•• Ei ~; 

'    Cost per , 
Benefiting 
JReceptor     ' 

Barrier  1   (Barrier on  South 
Side of Alternative) NSA 4 

3 0 0 O1 $453,500   

Barrier. 2  (Barrier on North 
Side of Alternative) NSA 4 

10 10 2 12 $567,800 $47,317 

Barriers                 NSA 5 1 0 0 10 1 $473,700 $47,370 
Barrier 4                 NSA 6 2 2 0 2 $538,200 $269,100 
BaririerS                NSA 11 1 0 2 2 $318,900 $159,450 

The Holly Hill Memorial Gardens received an equival 
2 Barrier insertion loss limited due to acoustic influence 

ent 10 residences per benefiting receptor, 
from Bird River Road. 

Table IV-29: Noise Barrier Cost Per Benefiting Receptor Calculations for Alternative Fi Modified 
Noise Sensitive Area.- Total Number 

of Receptors' 
", \ Impacted - 

Number of 
' Impacted 

Receptors 
Receiving at least 
3 dBA Insertion 

Loss 

Additional   ~ 
Non-Impacted 

Receptors 
Receiving at least 
5 dBA Insertion 

Loss 

Total No. of   ,. 
Benefiting 
Receptors 

Preliminary 
Noise Barrier ' 

Cost 

s 

, ,r Cost per 
Benefiting 
.Receptor 

Barrier   1   (Barrier  on   South 
Side of Alternative)     - 
NSA 1,2, and 3 

10 10 10 20 $855,600 $42,780 

Barrier 2  (Barrier on North 
Side of Alternative) 
NSA 3 and 5 

6 4 0 13' $951,800 $73,215 

A                                   »-t Cost Averaging Calculation 33 $1,807,400 $54,770 
1 The Holly Hill Memorial Gardens received an equivalenx 10 residences per benefiting receptor. 

Go 
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VSA? 

Table IV-30: Barrier Costs and Recommendations 
Barrier Cost per Benefiting 

Receptor 
Recommended for 

Consideration 
Preliminary Cost of 

Recommended Barriers 

Yes No 

Revised D Modified    - > , 
(SHA's Selected Alternative) V                         '    'r 

1    ;   J 
s. ••   »                         s    . 

1(NSA4) 1 V 
2(NSA4) $49041 V $539,450 
3(NSA6) $388,440 V 

TOTAL $539,450 
Alternative D                  **- s 

1(NSA4) _!' V 
2(NSA4) $47,317 V $567,800 
3 (NSA 5) $47,370 V $473,700 
4(NSA6) $269,100 V 

TOTAL $1,041,500 
Altemiire^ti'Mtfdified ^ , ., 
1(NSA4) _i V 
2 (NSA 4) $47,317 V $567,800 
3 (NSA 6) $213,900 V 

TOTAL $567,800 
Alternative I Modified ^ s                                            t            , I 

£ 

1 (NSA 4)     J  V 
2 (NSA 4) $47,317 V $567,800 
3 (NSA 6) $255,600 V 
4 (NSA 11) $159,450 V 

TOTAL $567,800 
Alternative E    , *-,    »•        i .  .    ' •     * i ^ . , -   -. , 
1(NSA4) _i V 
2 (NSA 4) $47,317 V $567,800 
3 (NSA 5) $47,370 V $473,700 
4 (NSA 6) $269,100 v • 
5 (NSA 11) $159,450 V 

TOTAL $1,041,500 
AlteirhativeEi'MtiiSified A. >• f                   "       ' 

1 (NSA 1,2 and 3) $42,780 V $855,600 
2 (NSA 3 and 5) $95,180 V 

TOTAL $855,600 
1 ' • I I f 

Insertion loss at receptors at NSA 4 was limited by the acoustic influence of Bird River Road. Therefore, NSA 4 
contained no benefiting receptors based on SHA criteria. 
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6.        Construction Impacts 

Short-term impacts will occur within the project limits during the construction of any of the 
Middle River Access Study Alternatives. The majority of construction noise is generated by the 
associated equipment. These include vibratory rollers, front loaders, backhoes, tractors, scrapers 
and graders, pavers, trucks, jackhammers and compressors. Table IV-31 provides approximate 
construction noise levels at a distance of 50 feet. In general, sensitive land use located near 
construction zones (approximately 100 feet) may experience noise levels in the 78 dBA to 83 
dBA range. 

Several mitigation procedures can be followed to assist in minimizing the temporary impacts of 
construction noise. Adjustments to the equipment, the provision of temporary noise barriers, 
varying the construction activity areas to redistribute noise events, public involvement and 
financial incentives to contractors are alternatives to decrease temporary noise impacts. These 
mitigation measures will be considered during final design to minimize public exposure to short- 
term noise impacts. 

N.       Municipal and Industrial Waste Sites 

Section DI-M describes SHA's investigation into potential municipal and industrial waste sites 
within the study area and presents detailed results of that research. The investigation, which 
included a site reconnaissance and regulatory database search, identified 54 sites with potential 
environmental concerns. 

The greatest concern is raised by the presence of businesses and facilities that either currently or 
historically generate or store hazardous chemicals or fuels, or show evidence of severe 
unregulated dumping. Seven sites were identified during the ISA. Unregulated dumping of 
drums and potentially hazardous materials represents the greatest potential for subsurface 
contamination and notable environmental liability in the study area. Large dumps were noted at 
sites 28 and 31. Site 42 is a large MARC Rail assembly plant. Site 50 was reported in SHA files 
as consisting of an unregulated dump of over up to 200 acres, although, this estimate appears to 
be large. Underground storage tanks (USTs) were identified during the government database and 
site reconnaissance activities at one site, the Holly Hills Cemetery. Three additional sites were 
identified in the database as being small quantity handlers of hazardous materials. 
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Ota/ 

Table IV-31 : Approximate Construction Equipment Noise Ranges 

Noise level ranges at 50 ft, dBA 

60             70             80             90             100            110 

0) 
£ 

Ui 
c 

! 
£ 

E 

| 

a' 
3   * 

4* 

c 

'I 
a. 

Compactors (rollers) 

Front Loaders 

Backhoes 

Tractors 

Scrapers, graders 

Pavers 

Trucks 

— 

— 

c 

c 
19 

1: s 

Concrete mixers 

Concrete pumps 

Cranes, movable 

Cranes, derrick 

— 

— 

! 

Pumps 

Generators 

Compressors 

• - 

1 i S. i 
E   3 
-  or 

LU 

Pneumatic wrenches 

Jackhammers and rock drills 

Impact pile drivers, peaks 

|<   , Vibrator 

Saws 

- 

I 1 
Source Envi ronmental Impact Assessment, Larry W. Canter, University of Oklahoma 
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3^3- 
Table IV-32 presents a comparison of the number of sites for each severity ranking category 
identified along the six alternative Alignments. 

Tnhle TV-32: Comnarison of MRECAS Alignment Impact Rankings 
Rank and Score Rev. D-Mod. 

;(SHASel. 
":-.*v/Alt)      ^ 

Modified 
Is 

Modified 
* 

.  E * „ Modified 
Total 

.•   Number <' 
-of Sites** 

• High. ••••:;:'.'•%-.••"-*•:•'/•. 4 4 3 3 4 1 7 

Listed •'"" 2 2 2 2 2 2 4 

Medium/High 1 1 4 2 1 3 7 
Medium ^;.v'^' 6 6 5 5 4 4 12 

.'Low-"?   ,         ''•v 10 10 10 12 8 13 24 

fJottl   '? v/f/Each, 
'Alternative' •''1.''-!'v ::rv. 

23 23 24 24 19 23 N/Ap 

Hazard Score 45.15 45.15 44.44 41.78 35.19 27.69 N/Ap 

Hazard Rank       / 5 5 4 3 2 1 N/Ap 
••Due to alignment overlap and sharing of duplicate sites, totals are not derived from adding values in each row. 

Totals represent the number of hazardous sites throughout the study area. 

The Hazard Score presented in Table IV-32 was derived by first weighting the hazards. Each 
increasingly severe hazard category was assigned a weight that was double the next lowest value 
(High=16, Listed=8, Medium/High^, Medium=2 and Low=l). The weighted site values were 
then summed for each separate alignment and multiplied by the normalized ratio of the total 
number of sites in an alignment, divided by the total number of sites within the study area (54). 
For example, the hazard score for I-Modified is: 

[(16x3 High) +(8x2 Listed) +(4x4 Medium/High) + (2x5 Medium) + (1x10 Low)] x(24/54) = 44.44 

Once the Hazard Score was derived, the alignments were ranked by most risk (5) to least risk (1). 
Alignment D Modified presents the most apparent risk, while Alignment Fl Modified is 
apparently the least. 

The ISA process identified 54 sites in the vicinity of the proposed MRECAS project. The sites 
range in environmental concern from small residential areas with potential septic drain fields to 
large industrial sites such as the MARC rail assembly facility. Of the sites identified, 14 are 
ranked in the high and medium/high severity category. The presence of a high or medium/high 
impact site in the proximity of the Alignments does not mean that land acquisition or 
construction activities are jeopardized; however, MSHA should consider further investigation to 
fully assess the impact, if any, on the project. Further data collection and assessment of these 
sites may lead to one of several outcomes: 
• a site may be reclassified to a lower classification 
• the contamination, if found, may be determined to be most appropriately dealt with as part of 

the construction phase of the project 
• the severity of the contamination may warrant remediation in advance of construction. 

The following is a list of references used and the agencies contacted during the ISA: 
• Code of Maryland Regulations (COMAR), Title 26, Department of the Environment, Part 1, 

Vol. XXIII. 
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• Cleaves, et. al. 1968, Geologic Map of Maryland: Maryland Geological Survey. 
• Environmental Data Resources.    1998.   Corridor Study Report - White Marsh Inquiry 

317082.1s 
• United States Geologic Survey Middle River Topographic Quadrangle, PR 1985. 

0. Energy 

A comparison of the energy usage requirements for the operation, maintenance and construction 
of the alternatives was completed for the DEIS. This comparison found that the long term 
energy requirements of the No-Build and the multi-modal alternatives will be similar. Although 
the energy requirements for construction are not applicable of the No-Build Alternative, this 
savings will be off-set by the increased energy consumption due to projected traffic congestion in 
the design year. The multi-modal alternatives will require a relatively low amount of energy for 
construction but some long term savings will be realized through the reduction of traffic 
congestion. 

It has been determined that each of the Build alternatives will have similar energy requirements. 
Each alternative will require the expenditure of energy for the manufacture of construction 
materials, the transportation of the materials to the site, and the construction of the roadway. 
Maintenance energy requirements for the dualize alternatives will be similar to those of the No- 
Build and multi-modal alternatives. Operational energy expenditures for the build alternatives 
will be lower than those for the other alternatives because the traffic congestion will be reduced 
and safety will be greatly improved reducing the need for emergency services. 

The No-Build Alternative will require the least amount of expended energy over the design life 
of this project. The multi-modal alternative will require slightly more energy than the No-Build 
for the construction of the additional intersection improvements. The Build Alternatives will 
require the greatest amount of energy. 

P.        Construction Impacts 

Construction activities for any of the proposed Build alternatives will have temporary impacts to 
resources, residences, and travelers within the immediate vicinity of the project. These impacts 
will include traffic detours, potential air and fugitive dust emissions, increased noise levels, 
natural resources, and visual quality. 

1. Traffic Detours 

Detours and road closures during construction will create temporary inconveniences for 
residents, business owners and travelers. Maintenance and protection of traffic plans will be 
developed during final design to mitigate access impacts and to minimize delays throughput the 
project. These plans will include appropriate signs, pavement markings, and media 
announcements. Access to all businesses and residences will be maintained through construction 
scheduling. 
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2. Air Emissions 

The operation of heavy equipment would have minor, temporary impacts on air quality during 
construction of the alternatives. The primary source of impact would be windblown soil and dust 
in active construction zones, and secondarily from increased levels of exhaust pollutants. 

Measures will be taken to reduce fugitive dust and other emissions generated during construction 
by wetting disturbed soils, staging soil-disturbing activities, and prompt revegetation of disturbed 
"areas. Emissions from construction equipment will be controlled by the contractors in 
accordance with state and federal regulations. 

3. Construction Noise Impacts 

Temporary noise impacts will occur in the study area during the construction of any of the build 
alternatives. Sources of this noise would include earth moving equipment, vibratory rollers, 
pavers, trucks, jackhammers, and compressors. In most cases, the effects of increased noise 
levels associated with construction equipment are limited to within 300 feet of the source. These 
effects would typically be limited to weekday, daylight hours in accordance with local 
ordinances. 

Several mitigation procedures can be followed to assist in minimizing the temporary impacts of 
construction noise. Adjustments to the equipment, the provision of temporary noise 
communication with the public, and monetary incentives to the contractor could be considered to 
lessen the temporary noise impacts. These mitigation measures will be examined during final 
design to minimize public impacts and annoyances during construction. 

Construction noise impacts are discussed fully in Section IV-M. 

4. Natural Resources 

Temporary construction-related impacts to soils, surface waters^ and wetlands are anticipated to 
occur as the result of this project. Temporary and permanent impacts to these resources have 
been addressed throughout Chapter IV. 

Temporary impacts to soils include increased erosion potential from areas cleared of vegetation 
for construction activities. Standard sediment and erosion control measures will be implemented 
in accordance with state and local regulations to minimize adverse impacts. 

Temporary construction-related impacts to wetlands include increased sedimentation, instream 
and in-wetland work for the construction of abutments and other structures, and temporary 
construction crossings. The use of surface mats, clean rock fills, and other measures to be 
determined at final design will be used to minimize temporary impacts to wetlands. Original 
grades will be restored as needed in temporary wetland impact areas and native vegetation will 
be re-established. 
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Temporary impacts to surface water resources are also anticipated from construction-related 
activities. Temporary impacts would result from temporary stream crossings, dikes and coffer 
dams, temporary channel relocations, and suspended solids from increased erosion and 
sedimentation. Runoff from disturbed areas may contain high sediment loads, which can reduce 
both the diversity and numbers of organisms in the aquatic environment. Physical impacts such 
as temporary stream crossings and coffer dams, disrupt the stream substrate and could affect fish 
migrations through these areas. This will eliminate benthic macroinvertebrate populations in this 
portion of the stream during the construction period, and for a short period after construction 
"until migration and drift allow for the re-colonization of the area. Changes to the channel widths 
resulting from coffer dam construction may generate excessive scouring of the substrate and 
generate sediment impacts immediately downstream of the construction area. 

5.        Visual Quality 

Construction activity and some of the materials stored for the project may be displeasing to 
residents in the immediate vicinity of the project. This visual impact will be temporary and 
should pose no substantial problem in the long-term. 

Q.       Secondary and Cumulative Effects 

1.        Definition and Purpose 

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requires that any project having the potential to 
impact the environment to the extent that an Environmental Impact Statement is needed must 
address secondary and cumulative effects in addition to direct impacts. The proposed highway 
project meets this criterion. Accordingly, a study was undertaken to determine the nature, extent, 
and consequences of those effects. This report describes the methodology used for performing 
the pertinent analyses and presents the study findings. The secondary and cumulative effects 
analyses (SCEA) contained in this report take into consideration all six retained alternatives, 
although ultimately only one will be chosen for actual construction. 

The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations for implementing NEPA broadly 
define "secondary impacts" as those that are "caused by an action and are later in time or farther 
removed in distance but are still reasonably foreseeable" (40 CFR 1508.8). The CEQ provides 
further clarification in a guidance document entitled Considering Cumulative Effects, where it is 
stated that secondary or indirect effects might include: "growth inducing effects related to 
induced changes in the pattern of land use, population density or growth rate, and related effects 
on air and water and other natural systems, including ecosystems. Secondary impacts analysis, 
then, entails forecasting intended and unintended future effects which might result from an initial 
action and from any subsequent development brought about directly by the initial action. 

Similarly, the CEQ regulations broadly define "cumulative impact" as "the impact on the 
environment which results from the incremental impact of the action when added to past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency or person 
undertakes such actions" (40 CFR 1508.7). The purpose of cumulative impact analysis is to 
assure  that  agency  decisions  consider the  full   range  of environmental   consequences. 
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Consequently, cumulative impacts can be substantially greater than and quite different from 
outcomes that might be expected when the same actions are considered singly. Cumulative 
impact analysis entails determining what actions have and will affect the SCEA boundary and 
then assessing the additive and interactive impacts of those actions along with their more 
singular effects. 

2.        Methodology, Time Frame, and Boundaries 

a. For Secondary Effects Analysis 

The data used for the secondary effects analysis include land use, employment, population, 
income, and tax revenue projections provided by Baltimore County and verified by an appointed 
Land Use Analysis Committee (see Appendix C). Furthermore, the concepts and placements of 
developable "land bays" and commercial connector roads within the Middle River Employment 
Center (MREC), as proposed in those projections, were primary considerations for determining 
secondary impacts. A land bay as used in this context can be defined as a contiguous, 
developable portion of a land parcel or cluster of parcels adjacent to or surrounded by other lands 
that are not developable because of environmental or zoning constraints or other existing land 
xoses. Environmental constraints for this analysis included twenty-five foot buffers around 
wetlands and seventy-five foot buffers around streams as measured from the top of each stream 
bank. 

The time frame used for the secondary effects analysis was the present time (1999) to the year 
2020. The 2020 ending date was selected in part because it is the "design year" for the project, 
i.e. the year the project is to be completed plus 15 years. Another consideration was that 
projections for beyond 2020 are not readily available for some of the environmental resources. 

The geographic boundaries selected for the secondary effects analysis are identical to the 
boundaries of the MREC. The rationale behind this decision is that the secondary effects 
sections would be looking only at short-term, indirect effects of the highway project, and those 
effects primarily involve the planned development within the employment center. 

b. For Cumulative Effects Analysis 

The cumulative effects analysis considers the road project's direct and secondary impacts upon 
the environment in aggregate with the effects of other known development activities that have 
gone on, are going on, or are expected to occur in the reasonably foreseeable future within the 
same area. The socioeconomic cumulative effects analysis required the gathering of information 
about past, current, and proposed development and demographics within the study area, followed 
by a qualitative assessment based on that data. Only existing, readily available data were used. 
Trend analysis were then conducted to trace socioeconomic patterns. 

The time frame for the cumulative effects analysis spans the years 1963 to 2020. The rationale 
for selecting 1963 as the initial year was that 1-95 was opened in Baltimore County that year. 
The ending date for the analysis, 2020, was selected in part because it is the "design year" for the 
project, i.e. the year the project is to be completed plus 15 years. Another consideration was that 
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projections for beyond 2020 are not readily available for some of the resources. It was also 
determined that for any criterion that lacked sufficient data from within the specified time frame, 
a substitute time period was to be used which closely approximated the specified chronology. 

Whereas the secondary effects analysis considers only impacts to resources within the 
employment center area, the cumulative effects analysis was used in a larger geographic context. 
Furthermore, the socioeconomic parameters require different geographic contexts than those 
pertaining to the natural environment, because socioeconomic data are traditionally compiled 
according to human-created boundaries, whereas data that describe long-term impacts to the 
natural environment are organized according to naturally occurring boundaries. At the same 
time, it was felt that in order to discuss socioeconomic and natural environment cumulative 
effects, the socioeconomic study boundary should approximate the natural boundaries as closely 
as possible. The geographic boundary used for the natural environment cumulative effects 
analysis encompasses the contiguous areas of three major Baltimore County watersheds: Middle 
River, Bird River, and Gunpowder River. The socioeconomic cumulative effects analyses utilize 
data from the twenty-four Baltimore County census tracts that, together, comprise the same 
general area as those three watersheds, although their peripheral boundaries are somewhat 
different (see Figure IV-7, the SCEA map). The census tracts are 4113.02, 4113.03, 4113.04, 
4113.05, 4114.02, 4114.04, 4114.05, 4403, 4406, 4407, 4503, 4506, 4507, 4508.01, 4508.02, 
4509,4514,4515,4516,4517.01,4517.02,4518.01, 4518.02, and 4919. Both of these areas are 
approximately 8.6 square miles in size. 

3.        Secondary Effects Analysis - Social and Economic Environment 

The purpose of the proposed highway project is to promote economic development within the 
MREC. The Land Use Analysis Committee has forecasted that the project alternatives will 
result in the following land use changes that would enhance the economy of the MREC: 

•   Direct access will have been provided from the MREC to 1-95 in a fashion that will 
effectively limit interaction with adjacent residential communities. 

• Because of this direct access, the A.V. Williams and adjacent compatible parcels will have 
the opportunity to perform as a primary business park, rather than being perceived as merely 
the "back-end" of the White Marsh-Rossville business communities. 

Because the existing development west of the A.V. Williams parcel is primarily residential in 
character, the Land Use Analysis Committee suggested an alignment alternative which 
locates MD 43 as far west as possible, with the new roadway creating a buffer to these 
residential communities. This would also allow for large "land bays" to be located to the east 
of the new roadway, which would maximize the development potential of the site. Existing 
Bengies Road-North and Earls Road could then be utilized as a secondary means of 
ingress/egress to the site for truck traffic or cars entering from the Bengies/Chase areas. 
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• With the extension of MD 43, a commercial/service parcel could be carved out at the US 
40/MD 43 interchange, which would provide land for users that could include service hotels, 
a convenience shopping center which may include commercial services, a grocery store, and 
automotive services, similar to that which is seen at the White Marsh Center. This retail area 
would also support the residential areas, as there has been no new neighborhood retail centers 
developed along Eastern Boulevard over the past twenty-five years. There are wetlands in 
the northwest quadrant of this interchange which will limit development. 

With an extension of MD 43 the following specific economic development activity could take 
place on the A.V. Williams and adjacent compatible parcels. The White Marsh Business 
Community provides an excellent example of the potential for this site. Uses and land values for 
fully-developed, finished sites in this area include: 

• Warehouse Distribution Centers - similar to the Time Warner facility, which is a 600,000 
square foot building. Land values for this type of project will be in the $140,000 per acre 
range. 

• Office/Flex/R&D - Similar to the McLean Ridge Development, a five (5) building 250,000 
square foot office park which is home to Metris, Travelers Insurance and others. Land values 
in this park are in the $200,000 per acre range. 

• Service Retail - Similar to White Marsh Retail, a Giant grocery anchored center; the Hampton 
Inn Hotel facility and Exxon Service Station. Land values from these users are in the $300- 
400,000 per acre range. 

• Manufacturing - Because the White Marsh's development plan did not encourage this use, new 
manufacturing businesses have typically located in the Harford County area for growth. 
Employers such as Clorox, Alcore and others are operating in sites that have typically been 
priced in the $95,000 per acre range. 

• Residential - It is assumed that the sites west of the MD 43 extension alternatives will be 
designated for residential use. Land value for this activity will be dependent on the single 
family or townhouse density and yield which would be available. 

Assuming 500 acres of land bays could be assembled on the east side of the MD 43 extension 
into this development envelope, and operating within the following Development Profile: 

Distribution Warehouse 
Office/Flex/R&D 
Manufacturing 
Retail Service 
Total 

65% 
15% 
10% 
10% 

100% 

325 acres @ 80% efficiency 260 net useable 
75 acres @ 80% efficiency 60 net useable 
50 acres @ 80% efficiency 40 net useable 
50 acres @ 80% efficiency 40 net useable 

500 acres 400 net useable 
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Finished land/lot values are expected to be as follows: 

Distribution Warehouse        260 acres @ $ 140,000 per acre = $36,400,000 
Office/Flex/R&D                   60 acres @ $200,000 per acre = $ 12,000,000 
Manufacturing                      40 acres®  $95,000 per acre = $3,800,000 
Retail Service                        40 acres @ $300,000 per acre = $12.000.000 
Gross Land Value: $64,200,000 
(Residential Values are to be determined later.) 

Potential Square Footage of Buildings and Employment to be located in each of these land bays 
could be as follows: 

Distribution/Warehouse: 260 acres at 50% coverage = 5,662,800 square feet 
 @1.25 Employees per 1,000 sq. ft. = 7,079 employees 
Office/Flex/R&D: 60 acres at 25% coverage = 653,400 square feet 

@ 5 Employees per 1,000 sq. ft. = 3,267 employees 
Manufacturing: 40 acres at 35% coverage = 609,840 square feet 

@ 4 Employees per 1,000 sq. ft. = 2.439 employees 
Retail Service: 40 acres at 20% coverage = 348,480 square feet • w   •""•' — . _   —  . 0- —      — 7 — -   —JI   

@ 3 Employees per 1,000 sq. ft. = 1,045 employees 
Projected Total Square Footage = 7,274,520 
Projected Total Employees = 13,830 

It is projected that only with the extension of MD 43 and corresponding direct access to 1-95 will 
a substantial increase in land value occur along Eastern Boulevard. For property owners and 
large employers such as the State of Maryland with Martin State Airport, Vertical Launch 
Systems and Lockheed Martin at the Chesapeake Industrial Park, and the G.S.A. depot facility 
on Eastern Boulevard, an extension of MD 43 will have an enormous benefit in that their 
industrial site values could increase. Increases of no less than 25%, and in some cases 40%, will 
occur in the industrial property values along Eastern Boulevard once this access is provided. 

Residential and recreational land values would be expected to change in several ways. The 
direct access will improve the possibility of the high quality waterfront development 
contemplated for Middle River. Furthermore, within the existing residential neighborhoods 
along Bird River, Wampler Road, and Vincent Road, through-traffic could be substantially 
reduced or eliminated once the MD 43 extension is in place. 

The extension of MD 43 will have a substantial impact on employment opportunities for the 
residents of the Middle River area. The build-out time frame for the distribution, manufacturing 
and retail, as well as the job creation will be substantial, and can occur within a ten-year period. 

In addition to the proposed highway project and the secondary development that will occur as a 
result of that project, other public and private development projects are either underway or 
planned for construction in the near future. Private development projects have been itemized in 
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Section II of this document. Public development projects include sewer and water upgrades 
being provided for current and projected residential development and for support of the 
commercial/industrial development desired for the MREC by State and local governments. 
These public utility projects are described below. 

The Vincent Farms sewer force main and the Windlass Run Pumping Station will be completed 
by the year 2000. Located in the area between Bird River Road, Vincent Road, and Ebenezer 
Road, this new sewer system would adequately serve the developable properties within the 
MREC north of the power line. Other sewer force mains and pumping stations currently exist on 
MD 150, to the south and southeast of the MREC, and they will adequately serve the remainder 
of the MREC. The Land Use Analysis Committee determined that these new facilities, together 
with existing sewer facilities, are capable of supporting a full build-out of the MREC. 

In regards to public water supply, a new water line will be constructed within the proposed 
Campbell Boulevard right-of-way when Campbell Road is constructed by Baltimore County. 
This new system is programmed for construction in the year 2000 and will consist of 20" and 
16" water mains extending from Philadelphia Road to Bird River Road. Currently existing 
public water is located along Leland Road (36" water line) and Ebenezer Road (16" water line). 
The developable area within the MREC would tie into the existing systems. The Land Use 
Analysis Committee determined that the existing and planned water system is adequate to 
support any development within the MREC. 

In addition to the above projects, Baltimore County estimates that with improved access and new 
infrastructure approximately 600 acres of commercial and industrial land could be developed 
over a thirty year period, representing a potential of 6.1 million to 7.3 million square feet of 
commercial and industrial space. On the other hand, if improved access is not provided to the 
MREC, the County projects that only 87 of these acres would be developed, and that this limited 
development would provide only one fourth of the revenues that a new highway would generate. 

In the same report Baltimore County provided employment growth projections for the MREC 
that were developed by the Baltimore County Office of Planning, using the assumption that a 
four-lane roadway would be built. Their growth predictions compared to their predictions of 
population trends within the same area are summarized in Table IV-33. 

Table IV-33: Projected Employment and Population Changes 
Within the MREC, Based on a Highway Build Scenario 

X- 1995 iStao % Change 
Population 16,273 16,021 -1.5 
Households 6,236 6,524 4.6 
Labor Force 8,681 8,561 -1.4 
Employment 12 186 23,528 93.1 

Source; Baltimore County Office of Planning, Round 5 A projections 
from: MREC Purpose and Need Statement, Baltimore County, 1997 

These projections show that employment is likely to increase substantially within the MREC as a 
result of the improved highway access. Yet the number of households within the same area is 
expected to increase only slightly, while its population and labor force are expected to remain 
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near the current level. Consequently, the need for employees from outside the MREC to 
commute to jobs within the employment center will be substantially greater in the future than it 
is today. 

4.        Cumulative Effects Analysis - Social and Economic Environment 

a.        Population 

The population of Baltimore County was 621,077 in 1970. By 1980, the population had 
increased to 655,615. The 1990 population was 692,134 and the 1995 estimated population was 
713,600. The vast majority of the County's population is concentrated in the areas closest to 
Baltimore City. 

The pace of growth in the SCEA boundary was somewhat slower than that of the County as a 
whole. An evaluation of the population statistics available from the US Census Bureau and 
County reports revealed a trend in the growth of the population in census tracts served by major 
transportation facilities. Historic data compiled from census files indicate that the population of 
the SCEA tracts increased steadily between 1960 and 1990. Table IV-34 summarizes the 
historic population data collected from census files. 

Table IV-34: Pomilation of the MREC SCEA 
1960 :. -.-vmrrv, •• ti:^£^mb'W:f:*i-'-: .::r,^:r:i990r^v;;;';vi.: 

55,604 62,146 85,798 103,321 
Source: US Census, 1960,1970,1980 and 1990. 

Population projections are not available on a census tract basis, therefore population trends in the 
SCEA cannot be presented. Table IV-35 provides population projections for Baltimore County 
as a whole. As shown, the Maryland Office of Planning (MOP) expects the population to 
increase at a steady rate over the next 20 years. 

Table IV-35: Population Projections - Baltimore County 
2000 :"2005 2010; ^msK 2020 

732,700  |  742,000  I  755,000  I  768,400  |  781,500 
Source: Maryland Office of Planning, March, 1998 

b. Land Use 

Table IV-36 shows the results of trend analyses performed on agricultural and forest land within 
the cumulative effects area, utilizing Maryland Office of Planning (MOP) land use maps for 
Baltimore County. The areas are necessarily approximate because of the large scale of the maps 
(one inch is equal to one mile). Still, it is readily apparent that, unlike many areas in close 
proximity to Baltimore City, the forests and agricultural lands in this area have remained largely 
intact since 1973. That year was the first year for which MOP has land use maps available. 
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Table IV-36: Trend Analyses of Land Areas Used for Forest and Agriculture, 1973 to 1997. 
. m^:':mf':^^mM          v   - Agricultural Lands 

Year 1973 1985 1990 1997 1973 1985 1990 1997 
Square Miles  " 19.50 18.43 18.08 16.93 6.05 5.95 5.70 4.93 
Acres            - - 12480 11792 11568 10832 3872 3808 3648 3152 
Area Remaining 100.00% 94.49% 92.69% 86.79% 100.00% 98.35% 94.21% 81.40% 
Source: Maryland Office of Planning Land Use maps for each of the specified years. 

In regards to other types of future land use, Baltimore County has established an aggressive 
county-wide growth management program, which is embodied within its Baltimore County 
Master Plan 1979-1990. The plan, adopted by the County Council in 1979, created an urban 
service boundary, the Urban Rural Demarcation Line (URDL), which defines the limit of public 
water and sewer service and the limit of the major transportation system. The MREC is located 
within the URDL, which means that development requiring water and sewer extensions could 
occur, and the County's major transportation system could be extended to the area. As has been 
stated previously in this document, the County has targeted the MREC for future employment 
growth, and the stated means for achieving that end are the development of prime industrial 
properties and the public infrastructure. But in the portion of the cumulative effects study 
boundary which lies to the north and northeast of the MREC, future development will be limited 
by Baltimore County zoning and by regulations pertinent to the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area. 

In the assessment of cumulative effects it is necessary to identify all reasonably foreseeable 
projects that will likely occur within the SCEA boundary. Reasonably foreseeable actions are 
noted in County Master Plans or planning documents, State, Federal and local agency plans for 
future projects, and known private actions. Impacts can be evaluated based on the proximity of 
the action or project to a resource. The following projects have been identified from County and 
State records. 

The Maryland Department of Transportation has proposed only two improvement projects within 
the SCEA boundary. The State Highway Administration plans to widen 1-695 (the Baltimore 
Beltway) from US 40 to MD 702, part of which is within the SCEA boundary. 

The projects listed in the County's Capital Improvement Program include replacement of the 
Earl's Road Bridge (ongoing as of January 1999). 

Additional actions outside of the MREC will occur to the west of the MREC and will occur 
regardless of whether the proposed highway is built or not. Active and proposed private 
development projects are detailed in Table IV-37. The properties on which that development is 
expected to occur are shown as generalized shapes on Figure IV-8. That development, together 
with the extensive secondary development planned for within the MREC and for the wider 
SCEA boundary will undoubtedly cause stress for certain of the natural resources, but the effects 
on the social environment will most likely be positive, especially in terms of improved access, 
improved infrastructure, and an improved outlook for economic stability in the region. 
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Table IV-37: Known Active and Proposed Private Development Projects within the Cumulative Effect! s area. 
Tax 
Map 

_ Census 
Tract 

Parcel Proj. No. Project Name Status 
11/24/98 

Development 
Type 

No. of 
Units 

Acres 

71 411402 1319 
761 
317 
451 
589 
552 
321 

XI-695-1 Oak Crest Village, Phase 1 plan 
approved   by 
HOH 

Multi-Family 505 48.9 

71 411402 509 
1319 

321 
371 

XI-695-2 Oak Crest Village, Phase 2 plan 
approved   by 
HOH 

Institutional 
Multi-Family 

1012 39.1 

72 411405 177 XI-794-1 Brewer Property (Virgie) concept  plan 
for review 

Single Family 
Detached 

51 24.9 

72 411304 858 
195 
196 

XI-724-1 Glenside Farms plan 
approved   by 
HOH 

Single  Family 
Detached 

191 85.4 

81 440800 289 
628 
629 

XIV-342-1 Cedar Lane Farms 
(PUD-R1) 

plan 
approved   by 
HOH 

Single Family: 
Attached 
Detached 

189 
36 

58.9 

82 440600 773 XI-349-11 Avenue at White Marsh 
(White   Marsh   Business 
Community, Sections C31, 
D10,D11) 

plat recorded Commercial 18 38.2 

82 440600 440 XI-338-1 Spring House Station 
(formerly      Shirleybrook 
Village) 

plat recorded Single Family 
Detached 

60 22.7 

82 440600 465 XIV-359-1 Fiedler Property plat recorded Single  Family 
Detached 

73 27.3 

82 440600 322 XIV-374-1 Dom Property at White 
Marsh 

concept  plan 
for review 

Single Family 
Detached 

50 24.5 

82 440600 343 XIV-369-1 Boumi Temple plat recorded Institutional 2 33.6 
82 440600 296 

297 
501 

XIV-365-1 White      Marsh      Road 
Property 

plan 
approved   by 
HOH 

Single  Family 
Detached 

40.2 105 

Source: Baltimore County Office of Planning 

c.        Historic Sites 

As discussed in Section III-B there are direct impacts to cultural resources associated with all six 
of the Build Alternatives. Alternatives Revised D Modified (SHA Selected Alternative), D, D 
Modified and Fl Modified impact the Middle River Depot. Alternatives D, E, Fl Modified and I 
Modified impact archeological sites. 

The cultural resources environment was also investigated in terms of cumulative effects from the 
expected development. Specifically this involved locating previously identified sites and 
structures of historic importance to the region within the SCEA boundary. Forty-eight properties 
within the SCEA study boundary (socioeconomic) were identified using Maryland Historical 
Trust (MHT) quad maps available at SHA.  Those sites are listed on subsequent pages below. 
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The number at the beginning of each description corresponds to a numbered marker on the MHT 
map of historical properties. Using the same reference number, sites can be generally located on 
Figure IV-8 and can be seen in relation to generalized shapes of planned and proposed private 
development within the SCEA study boundary as described in the previous discussion. 

As shown on Figure IV-8, none of the historical properties are located on parcels that are 
planned for private development. 

Historical Properties in the SCEA study area, outside of the MRECAS boundary (See Fieure 
IV-8 above): 

#131 LORELEY SCHOOL (1861) 11530 Old Philadelphia Road.. 

#254 CAMP CHAPEL (1872) 5006 Joppa Road. 

#255 SEDDON HOUSE (Early 1700's) 4705 Joppa Road. 

#257 OLD GERST TAVERN (ca. 1814)10848 Old Philadelphia Road. 

#263 BAUERNHURST (1909) 2316 Bauemschmidt Drive (former 731-B Martin Drive). 

#356 WAGENFEUHR HOUSE (Early 1800s) 9025 Cowenton Avenue. 

#357 ASBURY METHODIST CHURCH (1913) 11501 Old Philadelphia Road. 

#358 LORELEY SCHOOL (1861) 11646 Philadelphia Road. 

#367 PAUL HARROD COMPANY 

#512  LITTLE SHARP STREET METHODIST EPISCOPAL CHURCH (1902) 1814 Eastern 
Avenue. 

#513   BOWLEYS YACHT BASIN a.k.a. BOWLEYS QUARTERS MANSION (Before 1911) 
Between Chesapeake and Bay Avenues at terminus of Bowleys Quarters Road. 

#597   GUNPOWDER IRON WORKS (1759-1866). Site stretching from MD7 bridge along 
south bank of Big Gunpowder Falls to a point just upstream of 195 bridge and power line. 

#598   GUNPOWDER IRON WORKS FURNACE RUIN (1846) 11818 Philadelphia Road. 

#599   GUNPOWDER IRON WORKS-DAM ABUTMENTS (1835).    Both banks of Big 
Gunpowder Falls just upstream of #600 and the 1-95 bridge. 

#600    SITE OF ROBERT HOWARD'S  GRISTMILL (ca.   1800).     South bank of Big 
Gunpowder Falls, 30 feet upstream of power line. 
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#866   ST. JOHNS EVANGELICAL LUTHERAN CHURCH. Harford Road. 

#907   BALTIMORE EMBROIDERY FACTORY (1915) 9621 Belair Road. 

#1109 BISHOP'S INN (ca. 1813) 9114 Belair Road. 

#1159 EVANS FUNERAL HOME (former HISS CHAPEL PARSONAGE) 8802 Harford 
Road. 

# 1846 SCOTT-ANDREW HOUSE (1725-1744) 701 Luthard Road. 

#1847 MACE-LUTHARDT HOUSE (ca. 1880) 820 Luthard Road. 

#2142 MOORES ORCHARD (1852) 5225 JoppaRoad. 

#2143 SITE OF WALDMANS SEVEN MILE HOUSE (ca. 1876) 8441 Belair Road. 

#2308 DIETZ HOUSE AND NURSERY (ca. 1915) 9641 Belair Road. 

#2430 REGESTER BUNGALOW, 8772 Philadelphia Road. 
#2431 BANKS REVIVAL HOUSE, 8774 Philadelphia Road. 

#2432 ROSSVILLE INN, 8776-8778 Philadelphia Road. 

#2433 MOHR HOUSE, 9100 Philadelphia Road 

#2434 WALBECK HOUSE, 9136 Philadelphia Road 

#2435 SCHAMEL HOUSE, 9222 Philadelphia Road. 

#2436 HOFFMEISTER-BARROW HOUSE, 9304 Philadelphia Avenue 

#2440 DUDNANSKI BUNGALOW (ca. 1915) 10000 Philadelphia Road. 

#2441 HOLTZNER HOUSE (ca. 1899) 10004 Philadelphia Road. 

#2477 BUCK'S SCHOOL HOUSE (1859) 9734 Philadelphia Road. 

#2437 EAST HOUSE (ca. 1915) 9505 Philadelphia Road. 

#2438 DE PHILADELPHIA INN (ca. 1915)9515 Philadelphia Road. 

#2439 NEISER HOUSE (ca. 1915)9719 Philadelphia Road. 

#2442 DODGE DEALERSHIP (ca. 1920) 10800 Philadelphia Road. 
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#2443 HOFFMAN HOUSE, 10816 Philadelphia Road. 

#2446 SURGY HOUSE, 10822 Philadelphia Road. 

#2447 WILLIAMS HOUSE (Before 1877) 11026 Philadelphia Road. 

#2619 ST. JOSEPH'S CATHOLIC CHURCH: PARISH HALL (1925) 8416 Belair Road. 

#2620 ST. JOSEPHS CATHOLIC CHURCH: OLD PAROCHIAL SCHOOL (1869 ) 8418 
Belair Road. 

#2622 PERRY HALL CENTER (ca. 1920) 9325 Belair Road. 

#2623 DE GRUCHY WHEELWRIGHT SHOP (1911) 9533 Belair Road. 

#2624 GERMANTOWN BUILDING ASSOCIATION (ca. 1920) 9537 Belair Road. 

#2625 ST. MICHAEL'S LUTHERAN CHURCH (1925) 9534 Belair Road. 

#2626 TANNER HOUSE (1921) 9627 Belair Road. 

5.        Secondary Effects Analysis - Natural Environment 

Assuming maximum development of the employment center site, approximately 600 acres of 
land bays could be assembled. The land parcels where secondary development could occur are 
primarily forested with some smaller areas in agricultural use. Approximately 440 acres of 
forest (40% to 45% of the total forest in the MREC) and 100 acres of farmland (nearly 100% of 
the total farmland in the MREC) could be lost. If current regulations are stringently enforced, 
wetland loss will be minimal (certainly less than 10% of the 450 to 500 acres of wetlands in the 
MREC), with regulatory permitting through MDE, ACOE and Baltimore County. The only 
wetlands that are typically filled for development are water dependent activities, which may 
include roadway crossings, as authorized by permits. 

Secondary impacts to water quality and wetlands caused by the MREC development will be 
substantially limited by Baltimore County's Regulations for the Protection of Water Quality, 
Streams, Wetlands, and Floodplains. No wetlands fill for buildings or stormwater management 
(SWM) facilities are permitted under these regulations. 

Furthermore, the properties to be developed in the MREC do not enjoy the grandfathering rights 
which could lead to permit application to fill wetlands for lot development as is the case in 
portions of the Middle River and Back River SAMP (Special Area Management Plan) areas. 
SAMP areas are wetlands that have been identified in the past in a special management plan as 
being either of moderate to high-value and therefore in need of enhanced protection from 
development, or of lesser value and therefore more acceptable for limited development. The 
SAMP is intended to reduce the problems associated with traditional case-by-case review of 
projects, and where it has been utilized SAMP has streamlined the review process, making it 
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more efficient for business interests and more effective for environmental interests. But a SAMP 
was never written or conceived for the wetlands within the MREC. 

Moreover, no disturbance of wetlands, wetland buffers, stream buffers, or protected forest for 
road utilities and SWM can occur unless an alternatives analysis clearly demonstrates that 
impacts could not be avoided, have been minimized as much as possible, and can be adequately 
mitigated. Finally, stream and wetland buffers (called Forest Buffers) are required on plats along 
with protective covenants in Baltimore County Land Records. These Forest Buffers and 
associated protective covenants ride with the deed of the property in perpetuity. 

Secondary impacts to forest habitat caused by MREC development would also be limited by 
Baltimore County's Forest Conservation Regulations. These regulations require a forest stand 
delineation to distinguish forest stands of higher ecological quality in order to direct proposed 
development activities away from those areas wherever possible. Additionally, a forest 
conservation worksheet (FCW) is required to determine any reforestation or afforestation 
requirements. The FCW is prorated to require less reforestation if forest disturbance is less than 
the break-even point on a forested property, and more reforestation for clearing beyond the 
reforestation threshold. The objective of the Forest Conservation Regulations is not just to 
protect and enhance forest cover in general, but to preserve large, existing forest corridors in 
perpetual protective easements similar to the easements required for stream and wetlands buffers. 

In addition to the secondary impacts caused by development in the MREC, impacts will also 
occur as a result of constructing access roads from MD 43 to the proposed development sites. 
Figure IV-9 shows the possible location of these access roads. Ultimately the developer will 
design and determine service road locations. The access road locations shown on Figure IV-9 
were provided by Baltimore County and are conceptual in nature. More accurate assessments 
will be made for alternative alignments that minimize impacts to forests and wetlands during 
subsequent project planning stages. 

Revised D-Modified (SHA Selected Alternative) and D-Modified directly cross and access five 
of the six development "pods" and would require about 1,700 additional feet of roadway to 
access the sixth. Alternatives D, E, and I-Modified directly access less land and require 
additional connecting roads than does Revised D-Modified (SHA Selected Alternative). 
Alternative Fi-Modified offers the least direct access to the target development parcels. Due to 
its alignment substantially west of the major employment development areas, it crosses only two 
pods (67 acres) directly. In order to provide access to the other development pods, an estimated 
10,800 linear feet of additional connecting roadway would need to be constructed, involving four 
additional wetland crossings. Table IV-38 provides estimates of the length of access roads 
needed to connect the development parcels to each build alternative. Table IV-39 summarizes 
the secondary effects to wetlands and forests associated with access roads needed with each build 
alternative. 

The loss of forestland will directly affect forest wildlife, including FIDS. (See Section K.3. Rare, 
Threatened, and Endangered Species above for details on these impacts.) 

IV-120 



Key Development Parcels with Relation to    ^A 

Alternative MD43 Alignments 

r 
Chesapeake Park 

""• Acres) 

\* 

% 

Middle River Employment Center 
Access Study 

Final Environmental Impact 
Statement 

Key Development Parcels With 
Alternative Alignments 

FIGURE IV-9                         January, 2001 

^\** D Mod connecting road 
'^\* D connecting road 1 
Vv* D connecting road 2 
V*^* E connecting road 1 
%»%»* E connecting road 2 
^V* ^^ 'v'oc' connecting road 1. 
<^\** F1 Mod connecting road 2 

. .I Mod connecting road 

1000..    2000     3000  Feet 

Adv 
OP 

Source for wetland delineations and roadway-'blignments: Century Engineering 



Middle River Employment Center Access Study 
Final Environmental Impact Statement/Final Section 4(f) Evaluation 
Section IV Environmental Consequences   

oV 
/ 

Table IV-38: Accessibility of Key Development Parcels Under Alternative Alignments of MD 43 Extended 
Podl Pod 2 Pod 3 Pod 4 Pod 5 Pod 6 Total 

Total Developable Non-wetland Acres 224 210 54 55 12 64 619 
Revised Alternative D-Modified (SHA 
Selected Alternative) ^ 

Acres Directly Accessed1 224 210 0 55 12 64 565 
Feet of Additional Connecting Road 
Required to Access Pod2 0 0 1700 0 0 0 1700 

No. of Additional Wetland Crossings to 
Access Pod3 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 

Alternative D                     y        "    . " .   ~, - *   f    x'-fi * 

Acres Directly Accessed1 0 210 0 55 12 0 277 
Feet of Additional Connecting Road 
Required to Access Pod2 1700 0 2200 0 0 included 

in Pod 1 3900 

No. of Additional Wetland Crossings to 
Access Pod3 1 o 1 0 0 0 2 

Alternitivi DModified                   - * ,  \              , 
Acres Directly Accessed1 224 210 0 55 12 64 565 
Feet of Additional Connecting Road 
Required to Access Pod2 0 0 1700 0 0 0 1700 

No. of Additional Wetland Crossings to 
Access Pod3 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 

Alternative E   " " V 
** . ,    *   . , 

Acres Directly Accessed1 0 210 54 0 0 0 264 
Feet of Additional Connecting Road 
Required to Access Pod2 1700 0 0 3600 included 

in Pod 4 
included 
in Pod 1 5300 

No. of Additional Wetland Crossings to 
Access Pod3 1 0 0 1 1 included 

in Podl 3 

Alternative V^ Modified , 
Acres Directly Accessed 1 0 0 0 55 12 0 -67 

; Feet of Additional Connecting Road 
' Required to Access Pod2 9000 included 

in Podl 1800 0 0 included 
in Pod 1 10800 

No. of Additional Wetland Crossings to 
Access Pod3 \ . 1 1 • 0     ' 0 'l   , 4 

Alternative I Modified < 
Acres Directly Accessed1 224 210 0 0 0 64 498 
Feet of Additional Connecting Road 
Required to Access Pod2 0 0 6000 included 

in Pod 3 
included 
in Pod 3 0 6000 

No. of Additional Wetland Crossings to 
Access Pod3 0 0 0 1 1 0 2 

Number of acres in each development pod directly crossed by respective alignment 
2Rough Estimate of the number of additional feet of connecting roadway that would be necessary to connect 
the respective alignment to pods which the alignment does not cross. 

3Rough estimate of the number of wetland crossings necessitated by the additional "connecting" roadways. 
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Table IV-39: Potential Impacts to Wetlands and Forests from Access Roads 
Alternative Possible Wetland Loss 

;      '•.:' (Acres)'.'-^:,'y-. 
Possible Forest Loss 

-'•'"••-. ',"(Acres)'.'•'•'•., 
Revised D Modified 

''.;.   (SHA Selected 
Alternative) 

0.3 to 0.5 2.0 to 3.0 

D 1.0 to 1.4 1.0 to 1.5 
D Modified 0.3 to 0.5 2.0 to 3.0 

" .    .    -E 2.3 to 3.4 3.4 to 5.2 
Fj Modified 2.2 to 3.4 10.0 to 15.0 
IModified 6.4 to 9.6 6.4 to 9.6 

6.        Cumulative Effects Analysis - Natural Environment 

a.        Groundwater 

The area within the SCEA contains three different aquifer systems: the Patuxent Aquifer, the 
Patapsco Aquifer, and the Piedmont Aquifer. The Patuxent Aquifer underlies the entire study 
area. This aquifer is unconfmed within the area directly underlain by the Patuxent Formation, 
but becomes confined where the Patapsco Formation overlies the Patuxent Formation. The 
Patapsco Aquifer is unconfmed in the study area and extends southeastward from Bird River 
Road to beyond the edge of the study area. The Piedmont Aquifer is located in isolated areas 
underlain by Piedmont formations in the northwest portion of the study area. The Piedmont 
Aquifer is unconfmed and generally moves through the fractured zones of the upper surface of 
consolidated rock beneath the ground surface. 

The unconfmed aquifer is recharged by infiltration from precipitation, thereby making it 
susceptible to contamination from surface activities. Substances on the surface can become 
dissolved or mixed into the water as it filters down into the shallow aquifer, resulting in localized 
aquifer contamination. Consequently, construction activities and subsequent usage in recharge 
areas present the potential for contamination of the unconfmed aquifer. Furthermore, water 
levels in wells screened in the unconfmed aquifer located near construction areas may also be 
lowered by construction activities. 

However, unconfmed aquifer contamination in the Coastal Plain region does not usually extend 
far from the source of contamination. Natural attenuation of aquifer contamination is usually 
very effective in this area in limiting contamination to near the source, meaning that a shallow 
well would have to be located very near the construction area to be affected by either water table 
lowering or aquifer contamination. Therefore, impacts to the unconfined aquifer by construction 
development would most likely be minimal and localized. 

Reduction of aquifer recharge areas and increased potential for shallow aquifer contamination 
would be the greatest impacts to the hydrogeology of the SCEA boundary from road construction 
activities and other anticipated development. Increased impervious surface reduces the amount 
of recharge area when new pavement covers formerly pervious surfaces in an aquifer's recharge 
zone. This reduction of infiltration surface area has the three-fold effect of altering surface 
drainage patterns, lowering the local groundwater table, and reducing the base levels and base 
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flows of local streams. The highly intermittent base flows, coupled with higher temperature run- 
off from sun-warmed pavements, also negatively impact the quality of stream waters and 
ultimately effect aquatic life. Streams may be dry or dryer in periods of low precipitation and 
prone to more flooding in periods of high precipitation. Sheet flow of precipitation may increase 
in velocity due to increased impervious surface, causing greater run-off. However, the proper 
MDE-approved storm water and sediment/erosion control measures will be completed as part of 
this project. 

Potential impacts to aquifer system recharge and stream flow characteristics can be mitigated to 
varying degrees by utilizing storm water management techniques that encourage infiltration and 
minimize alterations of surface flow drainage patterns. Avoiding spillage of fuels or other 
contaminating substances and the careful and prudent use of vegetation, applications of fertilizer, 
herbicides and insecticides can minimize potential impacts to groundwater quality. Shallow 
water supply wells located within 1000 feet of proposed construction areas could be replaced 
with deep wells to avoid the possibility of water supply contamination. Except for some older, 
dug or shallow wells that may still be in use, the unconfined aquifer is not used for potable water 
supplies in this area. Most of the potable water supplies used by local residents and businesses 
are from deep wells screened in the confined aquifer or from public water supplies. Future 
commercial development in the area will use public water. 

It is expected that current Baltimore County and MDE regulatory programs pertaining to 
groundwater withdrawals and discharges, and other regulatory programs (e.g., MD Forest 
Conservation Act, Non-tidal Wetlands Act, etc.) will effectively protect groundwater resources 
within the SCEA boundary. 

b.        Surface Water 

Water quality of surface waters is regulated by the Maryland Department of the Environment 
(MDE) pursuant to the COMAR 26.08.02 (Water Quality), revised February 7, 1995 (ACM, 
Environment Article, Section 9-13 through 9-316, 9-319, 9-320, and 9-325). The purpose of 
these regulations is to protect surface water quality through the adoption and implementation of 
water quality standards. The surface water quality standards consist of designated uses of state 
waters, and criteria to protect the designated uses. One regional initiative to protect surface 
waters and control non-point source (NPS) pollution is the Stormwater Management Program 
(implemented in 1984), which requires that stormwater from urban land be treated using best 
management practices. Baltimore County has been delegated authority over this program. The 
Federal Program in place to regulate NPS pollution is the National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) Permits for Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems 
(implemented in 1990). This federal program mandates that local jurisdictions with populations 
greater than 100,000 are required to inventory, monitor and assess their stormwater programs. 

The SCEA boundary includes three major subwatersheds: Bird River, Gunpowder River and 
Middle River. Stresses to surface water quality in the SCEA boundary have varied during the 
study time frame. Prior to the implementation of improved sewage disposal systems in the 
1970's and 1980's as a result of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act of 1972, the major 
stress on water quality in the study area was discharge of poorly or untreated sewage.  Current 
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and anticipated future stresses on surface water quality are stormwater runoff from urbanized 
areas and sedimentation/siltation from soil erosion/disturbance due to commercial and residential 
development. 

Maryland Save Our Streams has been monitoring water quality in Baltimore County since 1990 
utilizing its Project Heartbeat sampling protocols, which are based on USEPA's Rapid 
Bioassessment Protocol 11 for benthic macroinvertebrates (Platkin, et. al. 1989). The monitoring 
program is a cooperative effort in conjunction with Baltimore County Department of 
Environmental Protection and Resource Management (DEPRM). Entitled 100 Points of Stream 
Monitoring, the program is one facet of the Baltimore County Citizens for Stream Restoration 
Campaign and is a countywide effort to provide reliable stream data for effectively managing 
watershed resources. One hundred County stream sites are monitored every summer, with a 
subset of 30 to 45 of these sites also sampled in the spring and fall. (Maryland Save Our Streams, 
1997) 

Maryland Save Our Streams sample sites within the SCEA include: (1) Honeygo Run at Pulaski 
Highway; (2) Whitemarsh Run at US 1; (3) Whitemarsh Run at Ebenezer Rd; (4) Whitemarsh 
Run at Mercantile Rd; (5) Whitemarsh Run at Pulaski Highway; and (6) Windlass Run at Bird 
River Rd. All of these stations are within the Bird River watershed. Approximately 57% of the 
stream stations indicate a poor condition. Approximately 29% of the stations indicate a fair/poor 
condition, with 14% of the stations indicating a fair condition. The trend in water quality for 
Honeygo Run shows a decrease from fair to poor, while the Whitemarsh Run stations show 
inconclusive results. 

The Maryland Water Quality Inventory, 1993-1995, evaluation concentrates on water quality 
conditions during the 2-year period and was developed by analysis of data generated through 
various monitoring programs (Maryland DNR, 1996). For Segment 02-13-08-03 (Gunpowder- 
Bird River) there are no routine water quality monitoring stations, however, based on 
information collected in the Targeted Watershed project here, water quality is Poor. High 
nutrient levels and suspended sediment loads are related to construction activities and runoff 
from agricultural and urban areas. Bioassessment of one site on Whitemarsh Run showed some 
improvement over conditions observed in 1993. Citizen data collected from six Project 
Heartbeat stations in Baltimore County generally showed moderate to severe impacts on the 
benthic community. 

The USEPA Index of Watershed Indicators is a data resource available on the Internet site "Surf 
Your Watershed." The index provides a general picture of watershed health. For the 
Gunpowder-Patapsco watershed the overall rating indicates "Less Serious Water Quality 
Problems", with high vulnerability to stressors, such as pollutant loadings. Candidate indicators 
used to determine the rating include: risk of groundwater nitrate contamination; soil 
permeability; nitrogen export; atmospheric deposition; soil; agricultural/urban riparian habitat; 
and forest riparian habitat. Indicators receiving a rating of "more serious" include: risk of 
groundwater nitrate contamination; nitrogen export; and atmospheric deposition. Soil 
permeability received a "less serious" rating. Agricultural/urban riparian habitat and forest 
riparian habitat received a "better" rating.  The following is a description of the indicators: 
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Forest Riparian Habitat 

Percentage of land within one kilometer of major streams which is covered by forest. Land 
cover was estimated by the United States Geological Survey (USGS) Earth Resources 
Observation Systems (EROS) Data Center using one kilometer Advanced Very High Resolution 
Radiometer (AVHRR) satellite imagery. 

i Riparian zones have the capacity to buffer rivers and other waters from non- point source runoff 
from agricultural, urban, or other areas. Healthy riparian zones can absorb sediments, chemical 
nutrients, and other substances contained in non-point source runoff. 

Agricultural/Urban Riparian Habitat 

Percentage of land within one kilometer of major streams which is classified as agriculture or 
urban. Land classification was estimated by the United States Geological Survey (USGS) Earth 
Resources Observation Systems (EROS) Data Center using one kilometer Advanced Very High 
Resolution Radiometer (AVHRR) satellite imagery. 

Atmospheric Deposition Estimates for Total Nitrogen 

This information comes from the National Atmospheric Deposition Program/ National Trends 
Network and depicts nitrogen (N03 and NH4) deposition estimates. Nitrogen, along with 
phosphorous, is one of the primary nutrients that can cause algal blooms and other problems in 
surface and ground waters. Atmospheric deposition is often one of the major sources of nitrogen. 
For instance, it has been identified as a primary source in the Chesapeake Bay. This data layer 
estimates total atmospheric nitrogen deposition using the National Atmospheric Deposition 
Program/National Trends Network (NADP/NTN). Total Nitrogen was selected as the first of the 
atmospheric layers to be included in IWI because it is considered a reliable value given the 
methods used by NADP/NTN and it is such an important potential pollutant of surface waters. 
Total Nitrogen in this layer is the sum of the ammonia and nitrate values in NADP/NTN for 
1996. 

Watershed Nitrogen Export 

"Nitrogen export" refers to the total amount of nutrients exported from the watershed that is 
produced solely within the watershed. Total nitrogen includes the organic and inorganic forms 
of nitrogen that serve as nutrients for both desirable and undesirable aquatic plant growth. Local 
TN export refers to the annual quantity of total nitrogen that comes from pollution sources in a 
watershed and leaves the watershed in the river or stream that connects the watershed to other 
watersheds downstream. This indicator is an expression of the disparity between the sources of 
nitrogen (usually fertilizers, animal wastes, atmospheric deposition, and wastewater discharges) 
and the consumptive uses of nitrogen such as the growth of crops and natural processes that 
return nitrogen to the atmosphere. Watershed nitrogen exports are influenced by soils and by 
other natural watershed characteristics. Just as the sources of nitrogen in watersheds vary, so do 
the impacts of exported nitrogen. The impacts vary with such factors as water-column mixing, 
sunlight, temperature, and the availability of other nutrients. High levels of nitrogen are not 
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always a cause of concern in the watersheds that export them, but these exports are known to 
influence the condition of coastal estuaries and lakes, and their reduction is the focus of several 
coastal management plans. 

Soil Permeability 

The contamination of ground water resources by nitrates and pesticides has the potential to 
impact drinking water quality and other surface waters. The contamination of ground water 
resources by nitrates and pesticides has the potential to impact drinking water quality and other 
surface waters. For example, over 56% of community water systems and 64% of the rural 
domestic wells tested in an EPA survey (1988-1990) contained nitrates (USEPA 579/9-91-020). 
Ground water contamination can also lead to the contamination of surface waters where ground 
water feeds rivers, lakes, wetlands and other waters. 

Groundwater contamination by pollutants such as pesticides and nutrients found in surface 
releases is affected by the properties of the overlying soil. Soil permeability is one of the 
controlling factors for the rate at which a contaminant travels through soils. Soils with higher 
permeability facilitate the transport of pollutants into ground water. Thus, high permeability is an 
indicator of increased risk of ground water contamination Identifying permeability as an 
indicator of potential ground water contamination has been used in a number of screening level 
tools such as the DRASTIC (Depth, Recharge, Aquifer, Soil, Topography, Conductivity) 
System. 

Risk of Ground Water Nitrate Contamination 

This indicator presents patterns of vulnerability to nitrate contamination at large regional or 
national scales. Knowing where and what type of risks to groundwater exist can alert managers 
to the need for protection of water supplies. 

The rating for the Gunpowder-Patapsco watershed implies that forest riparian buffers along 
tributaries in the watershed are generally good. Riparian zones function to buffer rivers and 
waters from NPS pollution. Since NPS pollution will increase as a result of development, 
riparian buffers will be important. 

Water quality in the Bird River Watershed has been impacted by high sediment loads, high 
stormwater flows, and excessive stream channel erosion and habitat degradation. These impacts 
are the result of both extensive sand and gravel mining and changing land use due to 
urbanization. Impacts from the rapid urbanization could further degrade this watershed's water 
resources unless the development of a comprehensive watershed management plan was not 
initiated by the County. 

In the last five years, extensive efforts have been undertaken to assess and begin to address the 
areas of pollution contributing to the water quality problems in this watershed. Baltimore 
County's Bird River Watershed Water Quality Management Program was initiated with the goal 
of using a comprehensive watershed framework to make decisions about water quality 
restoration in a rapidly urbanizing area. 
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The Whitemarsh Run tributary has been selected for the intensive evaluation as a result of the 
comprehensive restoration efforts planned for the sub-basin. The analysis will evaluate an 
integrated management plan for sediment load reductions, and fish and habitat improvement 
projects. These include detention basin retrofits, wetlands and floodplain creations, and stream 
channel stabilization using bioengineering techniques. 

Readily available data on water quality trends in the SCEA boundary and time frame were 
limited to a relatively short (i.e., less than a decade) time span and limited monitoring stations 
within the Bird River watershed. There was some improvement at one site on Whitemarsh Run, 
over conditions in 1993. 

The increased amount of impervious surface associated with development will affect the 
hydrogeology of the SCEA. Increased impervious surface reduces the amount of recharge area 
when new pavement covers formerly pervious surfaces in an aquifer's recharge zone. This 
reduction of infiltration surface area has the three-fold effect of altering surface drainage 
patterns, lowering the local groundwater table, and reducing the base levels and base flows of 
local streams. The highly intermittent base flows, coupled with higher temperature run-off from 
sun-warmed pavements, also negatively impact the quality of stream waters and ultimately effect 
aquatic life. Streams may be dry or dryer in periods of low precipitation and prone to more 
flooding in periods of high precipitation. 

The construction of the highway will provide access to the planned Middle River Employment 
Center. The development will increase non-point source pollutant loadings to Windlass Run. 
NPS pollution continues to be a problem which will likely worsen as the watershed becomes 
more populated. 

c.        Floodplains 

The Baltimore County Department of Environmental Protection and Resource Management 
(DEPRM) regulates development in floodplains in Baltimore County. The regulatory authority 
is a County Floodplain Ordinance enacted in the 1960's and amended in 1990 to include the 100- 
year floodplain. Under this ordinance, development is discouraged in the regulatory (i.e. 100- 
year) floodplain. If development encroaches upon the regulatory floodplain, appropriate 
hydraulic studies must show that the elevation of the regulatory floodplain of the post- 
development condition does not exceed that of the pre-development condition along the adjacent 
properties. If there is a documented flooding problem on properties downstream of the proposed 
development, certain development restrictions may apply. 

Past stresses to floodplains in the SCEA boundary have entailed filling and building construction 
for residential and commercial development and infrastructure construction (i.e. roads, bridges, 
sewers, etc.). Most of these stresses were apparent prior to the enacting of the Countywide 
floodplain ordinance. Since that time, development in and impacts to, floodplains have been 
rigorously controlled in Baltimore County. Generally, filling and/or construction within the 100- 
year floodplain is prohibited and, if permitted, certain conditions as noted above must be met, 
including implementation of floodplain mitigation measures, if warranted. 
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Streams within the SCEA Boundary include Whitemarsh Run, Windlass Run, Darkhead Creek, 
Saltpeter Creek, and Honeygo Run. The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), the 
Corps of Engineers, DEPRM, and the Baltimore County Department of Public Works have 
studied these streams over the years since enactment of floodplain ordinances. These studies 
have accurately established regulated floodplains within the SCEA. Cumulative effects on 
floodplains resulting from future development are, therefore, expected to be negligible. An 
assessment of future impacts to floodplains was not made as floodplain impacts are very project 
specific. The rationale for the assessment that future secondary and cumulative impacts effects 
to floodplains will be negligible is based on the current County regulations which generally 
prohibits development in the regulated floodplain. 

d.        Wetlands 

Wetlands in the SCEA boundary are primarily palustrine, forested wetlands associated with the 
various tidal and non-tidal waterways that traverse the two sub-watersheds. These waterways 
include Whitemarsh Run, Windlass Run, Darkhead Creek, Saltpeter Creek, and Honeygo Run. 
Palustrine emergent and palustrine shrub-scrub are also represented in these stream corridors. 

Stresses to wetlands in the SCEA boundary have varied over time according to changes in land 
use and/or regulatory programs. Quantitative wetland trends data for the SCEA area were not 
readily available. Expectations were that mapped data could be used to assess wetland trends 
within the SCEA boundary; that is, wetland areas for different time periods could be measured 
(by planimeter or CADD digitizing) and compared to show trends. This method was not 
appropriate as a consistent database was not available. 

The amount of wetlands at risk outside the Employment Center are those associated with 
development identified above on Table IV-37. Only five of the known, active and proposed 
development projects contain wetlands that would be at risk. The following list describes those 
wetlands: 

A.       Wetlands on Parcels with Development Plans 

Parcel A PEM5J 
PFOIA 
PSSIA 
POWfH 

250,000 sq. ft 
2000 linear ft 
400 linear ft 
10,000 sq. ft 

Parcel B POWfH 
PEM5E 
PFOIA 

10,000 sq. ft 
20,000 sq. ft 
600 linear ft 

Parcel C POWF1 20,000 sq. ft 

Parcel D PFOiA 1,000 linear ft 

Parcel E POWZh 40,000 sq. ft 

IV-129 



sV? 
Middle River Employment Center Access Study 
Final Environmental Impact Statement/Final Section 4(f) Evaluation 
Section IV Environmental Consequences   

A recent report by the National Wetlands Inventory "Status and Trends of Wetlands in the 
Conterminous United States 1985-1995" (USFWS, 1997) indicates wetland losses nationwide 
have slowed to a rate 60 percent below that experienced during the 1970's and 1980's. This 
reduction in wetland conversion can be directly attributed to implementation of federal, state, 
and local regulatory programs, increased public awareness and support for conservation, and 
wetland creation and restoration programs. 

Regulatory programs will continue to reduce the conversion of wetland areas in Maryland and 
the study area. An increased emphasis on wetland mitigation will strive to offset wetland 
disturbances caused by major development actions. The recent Maryland Wetlands Initiative 
will attempt to contribute to the wetlands base through restoration of some 60,000 acres (24,282 
hectares) of wetlands which have been lost since the 1940's. This effort will focus on an 
increased commitment toward wetland creation and restoration for state actions, use of 
enforcement action funds for wetland creation, and development of a wetlands conservation plan 
to aid private sector wetland initiatives. 

e.        Wildlife Habitat 

Forest habitats of the SCEA boundary are primarily present as contiguous forest within the 
employment center, forested corridors alongside streams and larger rivers within the study area, 
and as fragmented patches interspersed with highway, commercial, and residential development. 
Scrub/shrub, herbaceous/grassland, and active and fallow agricultural field habitats are also 
present within the SCEA boundary. 

Stresses to terrestrial habitat include development, forest fragmentation, changing agricultural 
practices, pesticide applications, and natural plant succession. The population in Baltimore 
County is expected to grow by 9.5% by 2020 (MOP). Between 1973 and 1990, trend analysis 
using MOP land use maps shows there was a 7% loss in forested lands and an 18% loss in 
agricultural lands in the SCEA. 

The proposed highway would displace from 38 to 60 acres of forest, the degree of loss being 
dependent on the alternative chosen. It is also likely that forest habitats in the SCEA will 
continue to be developed and highly fragmented, as is indicated by the private development 
projects already underway. Natural succession will continue to offset some of these losses, as 
will afforestation or reforestation mitigation requirements of approved Forest Conservation Plans 
pursuant to the Forest Conservation Act (See Section IIIJ.l). 

Proposed secondary development will occur once the highway is built. The Employment Center 
will occur on areas of currently forested land, with a projection of 440 acres of forest to be 
consumed, which will cause forest habitat fragmentation. However, because of current 
regulations that protect forests, some of the forested area will remain undeveloped. 

In addition to habitat loss, expected stresses to wildlife species include increased noise pollution 
resulting from development, increased human disturbance during breeding and nesting seasons, 
and increased application of pesticides. 
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f.        Rare, Threatened, and Endangered Species 

Consultation with the Maryland Department of Natural Resources, Wildlife and Heritage 
Division (MDNR-WHD) has revealed that their Natural Heritage database has both historical 
and recent records for State-listed Endangered/Threatened (E/T) and/or Rare species of plants or 
animals known to have occurred within the immediate vicinity of the SCEA boundary ( see 
Comments and Coordination Section). These are listed in Table IV-40 along with their State 
Status. 

Table rV-40: Threatened and endangered species known to occur within the SCEA boundary: 
'•-'••i ••>Scientific.Naine  ^•i;. '••':. •^•vGoaimon Name' State Siaifetis^!^^ 
Haliaeetusleucocephalus Bald Eagle Endangered (Federally Threatened) 
Sterna antillarum Least Tern Threatened 
Lycopodiellainundata     ": Bog Clubmoss Rare 
Polemonium vanbruntiae Jacob's-ladder Threatened 
Asdepias rubrd Red Milkweed Endangered 
Pycnanthemum 
virginianum                    1 

Virginia Mountain-mint Rare 

Betulapopulifolia           f Gray Birch Uncertain* 
Scirpus smithti Smith's Clubrush Endangered Extirpated* 
Arundinaria gigantea Giant Cane Threatened 

Potamogeton perfoliatus Clasping-leaved Pondweed Rare 
Bidens coronata Tickseed Sunflower Rare 
Iris prismatica Slender Blue Flag Endangered 

Botauruslentiginosus :'•••#.{ American Bittern In Need of Conservation 

Circus cyaneus Northern Harrier Rare 
Laterallus jamaicensls Black Rail In Need of Conservation 
Eriocaulonparkeri Parker's Pipewort Threatened 

Potamogeton spirillus Spiral Pondweed Highly Rare 
Matteutiastruthiopteris    * Ostrich Fern Rare 
Pileafontana Coolwort Rare* 
Bromus nottowayanus Nottoway's Brome Endangered Extirpated 
Sporobolus tisper Long-leaved Rushgrass Highly Rare 

Arnica acaulis Leopard' s-bane Endangered 
Gentianavillosa Striped Gentian Endangered 
Ixobtydtusadlis Least Bittern In Need of Conservation 

Carexyestiia Velvety Sedge Endangered 
Solidago hispida Hairy Goldenrod Endangered Extirpated* 
Desmodium strictum Stiff Tick-trefoil Endangered 

Sanguisorba canadensis ; Canada Bumet Threatened 
Monotropsis odorata Sweet Pinesap Endangered 
•Species currently proposed for rank changes 

Endangered/Threatened species are regulated by the Federal Government pursuant to the 
Endangered Species Act of 1973 (P.L. 93-205, 87 Stat. 884), and the State of Maryland pursuant 
to the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (ACM, Natural Resources Article, Section 10-210). The 
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Maryland Non-game and Endangered Species Conservation Act of 1975 (ACM Natural 
Resources Article, Section 10-2A01 et seq.) further protects E/T species. This act mandates the 
investigation, management, and protection of both non-game wildlife and E/T species of wildlife 
and plants through the MDNR-WHD, Heritage and Biological Conservation Program. Certain 
State permitting programs, such as the wetlands and hazardous waste discharge permit programs, 
require review of public development permit applications by MDNR-WHD before public 
development is permitted. On private lands that are within State designated Critical Areas, the 
County government regulates development with regards to rare species, and requests MDNR- 
WHD to review the private development permit applications. For private development permit 
applications that are outside the State Critical Areas, there is no enforcement policy currently in 
place. 

Data were only readily available to assess the cumulative effects on Forest Interior Dwelling 
Bird Species (FEDS) and other breeding bird species. No data were readily available for 
mammals, herptiles or other types of wildlife. FIDS habitat is conservatively defined as: 1) 
contiguous upland forest of 50 acres or more; 2) riparian forest greater than 300 feet in width that 
border a stream for at least 600 feet; 3) riparian forest at least 150 feet wide and connected to one 
of the above; or 4) forest patches 10 acres or larger and within 300 feet of the first two definition 
(MDNR 1998). The primary reasons for the general decline in breeding populations of FIDS are 
from: forest habitat loss and fragmentation, and wintering habitat loss due to development; (2) 
loss of food sources (mainly insects) due to pesticide use (especially to control gypsy moths); 3) 
human disturbance; and/or 4) Brown-headed Cowbird parasitism. Data from the 1966-1996 
BBS period indicates a general positive trend for Maryland for the Woodland Breeding Species 
Group (Sauer et al, 1997 and Robbins, 1996), while at the same time the following woodland 
breeding species are showing a negative trend within the SCEA: 

Wood Thrush •   Red-eyed Vireo 
Yellow-throated Vireo •   Prothonotary Warbler 
Black &White Warbler •   Downy Woodpecker 
Scarlet Tanager •   Ruby-throated Hummingbird 
Great Crested Flycatcher •   Yellow-billed Cuckoo 
Eastern Wood-pewee •    Whip-poor-will 
Carolina Chickadee •   Broad-winged Hawk 
Kentucky Warbler 

According to the USGS-PWRC Internet web page entitled BBS Summary of Trends Data (Sauer 
et al, 1997 and Robbins, 1996) the primary reasons for the general decline in breeding 
populations of FIDS are from: 
• forest habitat loss and fragmentation, and wintering habitat loss sue to development 
• loss of food resources (mainly insects) due to pesticide use 
• human disturbance; and 
• Brown-headed Cowbird parasitism. 

Other breeding populations of birds in decline include the grassland species. The Grassland 
Breeding Species Group is listed as having a substantial negative trend estimate throughout the 
entire 1966-1996 BBS period (Sauer et al, 1997). The primary reasons for the decline of these 
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species include the loss of grassland or wetland habitat due to development, changing 
agricultural practices, loss of food resources due to pesticide use, human disturbance and 
cowbird parasitism. 

Implementation of the highway project is expected to result in cumulative impacts to wildlife due 
to proposed development. The development of the Employment Center will displace up to 440 
acres of forest habitat. Implementation of the highway project will also contribute to forest 
habitat fragmentation, which affects wildlife species that depend on forest interior habitats. The 
cumulative effects of the highway coupled with other connector roads and development projects 
will likely be that certain species of concern, such as FIDS, would become rarer. 

Over time, forest interior habitat has been substantially reduced, fragmented or altered as has 
agricultural/grassland habitat. This has resulted in a declining trend in FIDS and grassland and 
scrub/shrub species within the SCEA. The cumulative effects of the highway coupled with other 
highway and development projects will likely be that certain species of concern, such as FIDS, 
would become even more rare, and especially vulnerable to extirpation. Their numbers will 
decline, as their habitats continue to be developed, and as new highway construction and 
development continue to result in forest fragmentation. 

7.        Summary of Secondary and Cumulative Effects 

Table IV-41 provides a summary of the expected secondary and cumulative effects associated 
with the MRECAS project. 

R.       Relationship Between Local Short-Term Uses of Man's Environment and the 
Maintenance and Enhancement of Long-Term Productivity 

The long-term benefits of the extension of MD 43 to the Middle River Employment Center 
would occur at the expense of short-term construction impacts in the immediate vicinity of the 
project area. These short-term effects would include localized noise and air pollution, and minor 
traffic delays. With proper controls, they would not have a lasting effect on the environment. 

I 
1 
1 The local short-term impacts by the construction of the build alternatives are consistent with the 

maintenance and enhancement of long-term productivity for the local area, state, and the region. 
The Middle River Employment Center Access Study is consistent with the Baltimore County B 
Master Plan 1979-1990, adopted by the County Council in November, 1979 and the Eastern • 
Baltimore County Revitalization Strategy. The transportation improvements addressed in this 
document have been considered and proposed in accordance with these plans. 
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Table IV-41: Comparison Summary of Potential Secondary and Cumulative Effects 

^'"//Resource vSfe Potential Secondary Effects Potential Cu mulative Eli(e&s%^^#^ 
: Residential i'XV-xSJ&S Sites west of the MD 43 extension alternatives will be designated 

for residential use. There are over 500 acres available. County 
estimates 1185 new residential units. 

Nine developments are planned, totaling 2207 units and 437 acres. 

Commercial and S^WS 
Institutional "Iv^/rf-:, 

''Land lIseM^S^iCS® 

Sites are generally east and south of MD 43 extension alternatives. 
There are approximately 647 acres available. County expects 
65% warehouse, 15% office, 10% manufacturing and 10% retail. 

One commercial development is planned, to include 18 units on 
38.2 acres. One institutional development planned, to include two 
units on 33.6 acres. 

'•FaiTOland^l^w^wl;! There are no agriculturally zoned parcels in the MERC, however, 
several small active farmland will be converted. 

Trend analysis indicates a potential 18% loss of farmlands within 
the SCEA boundary. 

vFlo^plams*l&lSjSl-;: Some development will occur adjacent to floodplains. 
Development restrictions within floodplains will minimize 
impacts. 

Some development will likely occur adjacent to floodplains. 
Development restrictions within floodplains will minimize 
impacts. 

There are over 400 acres of forests in the MREC. Most would be 
lost to development. 

Trend analysis indicates a potential 7% loss of forested lands 
within the SCEA boundary. State regulations and conservation 
activities are striving to preserve remaining resources 

: Cul^atR«Wpiir^Si|^ Martin State Airport/Federal Depot Historic District will be 
affected. 

Known historic sites not located on parcels planned for 
development. Archeological sites may be affected by 
infrastructure extensions. 

• ^Vater ^oiirces'*£Si;f 

.•••••.:• •;..:-:•;-*.<; ?y*T.-i-i-'.--''..i#r(«« 

MREC borders Windlass Run. Also includes several un-named 
tributaries. Stream buffers will minimize impacts. Water and 
sewer service will be provided. 

Anticipated future stresses on surface water quality will be 
stormwater runoff from urbanized areas and 
sedimentation/siltation from soil erosion/disturbance due to 
residential and commercial development. Current Baltimore 
County and MDE regulations are expected to protect groundwater 
resources. 

Potential impact to isolated pockets within MREC. Alternatives 
that are removed from the MREC will require conversion of 
additional wetlands. Buffers will minimize impacts to wetlands 
adjacent to streams. 

Regulatory programs will continue to reduce the conversion of 
wetland areas. An increased emphasis on wetland mitigation will 
strive to offset wetland disturbances caused by development 
actions. 

:WildlifcHabttaiMf|| MREC located on currently forested land, with a projection of 
over 400 acres of forest to be converted, which will cause forest 
habitat fragmentation. 

Habitat loss is projected to continue. Expected stresses to wildlife 
species include increased noise pollution, increased disturbance 
during breeding and nesting seasons, and increased application of 
fertilizers. 

Rare, Threatened and 
Endangered Species 

Loss of contiguous forest in MREC may effect species that 
depend on forest interior habitats. 

Certain species of concern, such as FIDS, may become even more 
rare, and especially vulnerable to extirpation. 
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S.        Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources 

The construction of the build alternatives involve the irreversible and irretrievable commitment 
of various natural, human, and fiscal resources. The project would require the commitment of 
land to new highway construction, which is considered an irreversible commitment during the 
time period that the land is used for the highway facility. If a greater need for the land be 
proven, or the highway proven no longer to be necessary, it is possible to re-convert the property 
to another use. It is not anticipated, however, that either of these two situations will occur. 

Fossil fuels, labor, and construction materials will be .used in considerable quantities for the build 
alternatives. In addition, labor and natural resources used in the quarrying, manufacturing, 
mixing, and transporting of construction materials. The materials used in the highway 
construction process are irretrievable, however, they are not in short supply and their use should 
not have an adverse effect on the continued availability of these resources. 

Selection of a build alternative would require an irretrievable commitment of local, state and 
federal funds for right-of-way acquisition, materials, and construction. Funds for annual 
maintenance would also be required. 

The commitment of these resources is established on the premise that the local and regional 
residents, commuters, and business communities will benefit from the proposed highway 
improvements. Benefits that are anticipated to outweigh the loss of these resources would 
include economic development, increased jobs, increased wages, decreased unemployment and 
increased income tax revenues. 
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V.       FINAL SECTION 4(f) EVALUATION 

A. Introduction 

Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966 (49 U.S.C. 303(c)) permits the use 
of land from a publicly owned park or recreation area, wildlife or waterfowl refuge, or any 
significant historic site (as determined by the officials having jurisdiction over the park, 
recreation area, refuge or historic site) only if there is no feasible and prudent alternative to the 
use of land and the action includes all possible planning to minimize harm to the protected 
property resulting from such use. This chapter contains the documentation to comply with 
Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966. 

B. Description of Proposed Action 

The study area for the Middle River Employment Center Access Study (MRECAS) is located in 
southeastern Baltimore County and is bounded by Ebenezer Road to the north and MD 150 
(Eastern Avenue) to the east and south (See Figure III-3). Wampler Road generally defines the 
western boundary except for a corridor where MD 43 (White Marsh Boulevard) extends 
westward from its eastern terminus at US 40. Via this corridor the highway interchange of MD 
43 and 1-95 is included within the project area and defines its westernmost point. The project 
area contains approximately 8.6 square miles, and its boundaries are generally parallel to those of 
the Middle River Employment Center (MREC) as identified in the Eastern Baltimore County 
Revitalization Strategy, a plan adopted by the Baltimore County Council in 1996. 

The primary east-west road currently serving the MREC is Ebenezer Road, which runs along its 
northern edge. However, travelers wishing to access MD 150 from Ebenezer Road must also 
utilize north-south oriented Earls Road as a connecting link. Both roads are two-lane secondary 
roads having narrow lanes (eleven-foot and ten-foot widths respectively) with no shoulders and 
no access controls. Ebenezer Road has twelve at-grade intersections and 115 driveways 
accessing it. Land-use along Ebenezer Road is predominantly residential with some agriculture 
and some local service businesses also being present. Earls Road exhibits severe design 
deficiencies in both horizontal and vertical alignments. Adjacent land uses, which are 
predominantly commercial, include a sand and gravel plant, a nursery, an auto junkyard, and 
other similar activities. These businesses generate a heavy flow of truck traffic. Scattered 
residential uses also contribute to traffic volumes. The road deficiencies have contributed to a 
high accident rate on Earls Road. 

The MRECAS was initiated in order to address the severe limitations to east-west travel through 
the MREC and thereby provide improved access from the regional transportation network to 
planned major economic development opportunity sites. These sites take the form of 
development "pods" that have been established by Baltimore County within the developable 
portions of the MREC. Improved access within the MREC would also foster increased 
utilization of established employment areas. This project is critical to the desired growth in the 
designated growth area. 
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The MRECAS has identified numerous alternate routes through the MREC which could 
potentially connect MD 43 with MD150 and provide the necessary access links to the major 
north-south highway routes and to other transportation modes available in the area, such as the 
AMTRAK railway facilities and Martin State Airport. One of the five alternative routes has 
been selected by SHA. All other alternatives have been rejected for various reasons related to 
cost and/or to excessive negative impacts. The negative impacts associated with the rejection of 
these alternatives are discussed below, and under section F, Avoidance and Minimization 
Alternatives. 

C.       Alternatives Considered 

1. No-Build or Baseline Alternative 

The No-Build Alternative consisted of regular maintenance, safety and operational 
improvements to existing roadways in the study area. This alternative would have involved no 
major improvements in the Middle River area and therefore was not selected because it did not 
meet the stated purpose and need of the proj ect. 

2. Build Alternatives 

The following Build Alternatives were studied in detail, but were not selected. Detailed 
descriptions of these alternatives, along with detailed mapping, and reasons for not selecting 
them are provided in Section II of this document. 

Alternative D proposed a four lane divided section, which would have connected to the MD 43/ 
US 40 interchange. The segment would have extended east of the BGE substation and the Holly 
Hill Memorial Cemetery, with a grade-separated crossing of Bird River Road. The proposed 
roadway would have then crossed the AMTRAK rail lines via a bridge structure and tied into 
MD 150 between the MARC station and the Federal Depot, directly across from the Air National 
Guard Complex entrance. Alternative D would have impacted a Section 4(f) resource (NRE 
historic district) near this intersection. Alternative D was not selected because its crossing of 
Windlass Run directly impacted 1.2 acres of wetlands and 0.9 acres of floodplain. The US Army 
Corps of Engineers did not favor this alternative due to the impacts to Windlass Run. 

Alternative D Modified was very similar to Alternative D but crossed Windless Run further east 
at a possibly less environmentally-damaging crossing and provided improved access to prime 
developable parcels within the MREC that are closer to Ebenezer Road. Alternative D Modified 
was later revised to become Revised D Modified (the SHA Selected Alternative) and was, 
therefore, not selected. 

Alternative E followed the same alignment as Alternative D except for its connection with 
MD 150. Alternative E avoided a Section 4(f) resource (the Martin State Airport/Federal Depot 
Historic District), instead tying into MD 150 just east of the Williams Estates community and 
west of Chase Elementary School. The tie-in utilized a clearing that is currently owned by 
Baltimore County. Alternative E was not selected, primarily, because it impacted a minority 
community located immediately adjacent to the terminus.   Impacts to this community would 
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have included right-of-way acquisition, visual intrusion, community disruption and noise 
intrusion. Alternative E would have also required upgrading MD 150 from the termination point 
west to Carroll Island Road. This would have resulted in impacts to utilities and additional 
properties along MD 150 and would have required construction within the Limited Development 
Area of the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area. These impacts are more fully described below, under 
"Avoidance Alternatives". 

Alternative Fi Modified proposed a four lane divided section, which would have connected to 
the MD 43/US 40 interchange. The alignment extended west of the BGE substation expansion 
and west of the Holly Hill Memorial Gardens Cemetery, with a grade-separated crossing of Bird 
River Road. The proposed roadway traversed south to tie into MD 150 at the same location as 
Alternative D and Alternative D Modified and would have also impacted the Martin State 
Airport/Federal Depot Historic District. Alternative Fl Modified was not selected because it had 
the most residential displacement (10 residences, as opposed to 6 residences relocated by SHA's 
Selected Alternative) and provided the most indirect access to several prime developable pods in 
the MREC (particularly the pods east of the Holly Hills Memorial Gardens Cemetery). The 
connector roads needed to access the pods east of the cemetery resulted in large secondary 
impacts to forests and wetlands. It also impacted a potential NRE archeological site. A Phase I 
investigation of this site indicated that it met the criteria for eligibility for the NRE on a 
preliminary basis and that a Phase II investigation was warranted. Further Section 106 
coordination would need to take place if these sites are impacted. 

Alternative I Modified proposed a four lane divided section, which would have connected to the 
MD 43/US 40 interchange. This alignment would have extended east of the BGE substation and 
the Holly Hill Memorial Gardens Cemetery, with a grade-separated crossing of Bird River Road. 
Similar to Alternative E, Alternative I Modified would have tied into MD 150 slightly east of the 
Williams Estates community, utilizing the clearing just west of Chase Elementary School, which 
is currently owned by Baltimore County. Alternative I Modified would have avoided the Martin 
State Airport/Federal Depot Historic District. Alternative I Modified required upgrading of 
MD150 from its termination at MD 150 to Carroll Island Road. Alternative I Modified was not 
selected, primarily, because it impacted a minority community located adjacent to the terminus at 
MD 150. Impacts to this community would have included right-of-way acquisition, visual 
intrusion, and noise intrusion. Alternative I Modified also would have also required upgrading 
MD 150 from the termination point west to Carroll Island Road. This would have resulted in 
impacts to utilities and additional properties along MD 150 and would have required 
construction within the Limited Development Area of the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area. These 
impacts are more fully described below, under "Avoidance Alternatives". 
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3.        SHA's Selected Alternative 

Revised D Modified is SHA 's Selected Alternative. It consists of a 4-lane divided roadway on a 
new location extending from the existing US 40/MD 43 interchange, over Bird River Road and 
the Amtrak railroad, and terminating at MD 150, opposite the main entrance to the Maryland Air 
National Guard Complex. The alignment differs from Alternative D Modified in that it avoids 
several BGE transmission towers just east of US 40, resulting in a substantial utility relocation 
cost savings. 

The typical section has also been modified as a result of concerns raised by the regulatory 
agencies after their review of the proposed typical section included in the DEIS. In order to 
reduce impacts to the environment, the median width has been reduced from 34 feet to 24 feet in 
areas of no proposed intersections. Also the 20 feet of grading originally proposed on one side 
of the roadway has been reduced to 10 feet. This will allow for a future sidewalk to be built if a 
parallel system is not constructed in the future and the need is not met other ways. 

Incorporating those changes, the typical section for Revised D Modified consists of a 14 foot 
inside lane and a 15 foot outside lane in each direction with a variable-width raised median that 
ranges from 24 feet in areas of potential impact to 34 feet in the vicinity of proposed intersection 
locations. The roadway will be constructed with a closed drainage system, i.e. curb and gutter 
along the median and outside roadway edges. On one side of the roadway there is a ten foot 
graded buffer between the roadway and an eight-foot pedestrian/bike path. The other side of the 
roadway will have a 10-foot landscape area to accommodate a future sidewalk. The design 
speed of the road is 45 miles per hour. Figure II-2 shows the originally proposed and modified 
typical sections. 

Revised D Modified has been selected for final design and construction because it best meets the 
project purpose and need and its overall direct and secondary environmental impacts are less than 
most of the other alternatives (see Table V-l). As shown on Table V-l, the SHA Selected 
Alternative crosses fewer streams than Alternatives E or I Modified (the Section 4(f) avoidance 
alternatives), impacts fewer noise sensitive areas than the Section 4(f) avoidance alternatives, 
requires the least amount of privately owned right-of-way, requires no business relocations, 
requires no right-of-way in the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area, and has the lowest right-of-way 
cost. 
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Table V-l: Summary of Impacts 

'   Feature DEIS Alternatives 
••••.    SHA     - 

Selected 
v Alternative. 

Unit 
No 

Build D DMod E FxMod I Mod 
Revised '.'*<• 

,   DMod   i.' 

Socioeconomic                                                                                                                             | 
Right-of-Way (ROW) 
Required 

Acre 0 93.1 118.1 91.1 97.1 107.4 92.0 

Currently in Private 
Ownership 

Acre 0 81.0 106.0 79.0 84.7 95.3 75.6 

# of properties affected No. 0 23 24 41 25 40 24 
Currently in State 
Ownership 

Acre 0 12.1 12.1 12.1 12.4 12.1 12.1 

Residential Displacements No. 0 4 5 6 10 5 6 
Business Displacements No. 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 
Consistent with Master 
Plans 

— No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Active Agricultural Land Acre 0 0 3.4 1 23.9 11.4 3.4 
Public Parks No. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Cultural Resources   ;      •      •                                                                                                   | 
NRE Historic Sites1 No. 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 
Pot. NRE.Archeological 
Sites Impacted 

No. 0 2 0 2 1 1 0 

Natural Environment                  '                                                                                              | 
Critical Area Acre 0 0 0 7.3 0 7.3 0 
Wetlands5 Acre 0 8.5 9.9 7.8 7.3 6.7 9.3 
Streams Crossed No. 0 5 5 7 9 6 5 
Stream Impacts L.F. 0 420 390 585 570 495 390 
Floodplain Encroachment Acre 0 2.8 2.4 2.8 1.5 2.5 2.4 
Forest Impacts Acre 0 51.5 59.5 55.0 38.3 54.9 53.1 
100+ Acres Contiguous 
Forest Blocks 

No. 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 

Rare, Threatened, or 
Endangered Species- 
Federal 

No. of 
Sites 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Noise Impacts2 No. 1 3 2 4 4 3 2 
Air Quality Impacts3 No. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Cost 
Length Mile 0 3.1 3.6 4.0 3.2 4.1 3.6 
ROW4 SMillion 0 6.6 6.6 8.5 11.8 12.2 6.6 
Potential Noise Barriers SMillion 0 1.0 0.6 1.0 0.9 0.6 0.6 
Engineering & 
Construction 

SMillion 0 50.9 52.2 50.6 48.6 56.3 51.4 

Total SMillion 0 58.5 59.4 60.1 61.3 69.1 58.6 
1 National Register Eligible sites from which property is required. 
2NSAs that approach or exceed Federal Noise Abatement Criteria or have a 10 dBA or greater increase. 
3 Sites Exceeding S/NAAQs. 
4Does not include ROW needed from A.V. Williams Trust property. 
'Additional wetlands were found west of Bird River Road, which total 0.26 acres. This amount has been added to 
Alternatives D-Mod, D, E and I-Mod. 
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Key points that led to this decision are as follows: 

> Revised D Modified provides the most direct access to key undeveloped upland parcels of 
land currently zoned for development in the Middle River Employment Center, therefore best 
addresses the purpose and need of the project. 

> Revised D Modified is one of three alternatives that provide direct access to additional 
developable parcels as well as existing development at the Chesapeake Industrial Park, the 
Federal Depot and the Martin State Airport. 

> Revised D Modified impacts a range of 9.6 to 9.8 acres of wetlands for both the alternative 
and its associated access roads (See Section IV, Q "Secondary and Cumulative Effects"), one 
of the least of all the alternatives. 

> Revised D Modified directly impacts 390 linear feet of streams, the least of all the 
alternatives (same as D Modified). 

> Revised D Modified impacts two Noise Sensitive Areas (NSA's 4 and 6) that-approach or 
exceed Federal Noise Abatement Criteria or have a 10-decibel or greater increase, the least of 
all the alternatives. 

> Revised D Modified provides access to the MTA MARC Station and Martin State Airport for 
inter-modal connectivity with 1-95. 

> Revised D Modified crosses Windlass Run at the US Corps of Engineers' second preferred 
crossing, Fl Modified being the first choice. 

> Revised D Modified requires six residential and no business displacements. 

> Revised D Modified avoids several BGE high-tension transmission towers. Avoidance of 
these towers will reduce the construction cost by approximately $5 million and cut 12 months 
off of the lead-time needed to relocate the towers. 

> Revised D Modified is estimated to cost $58.6 million, which includes Right of Way, 
Potential Noise Barriers, Engineering and Construction. 

> Revised D Modified does not affect the two potentially NR eligible archeological sites. 

> While Revised D Modified has an adverse effect to the Martin State Airport/Federal Depot 
Historic District, SHA feels that this is an unavoidable impact. A retaining wall has been 
incorporated into the design to minimize proximity impacts to the paint hanger that is a 
contributing element to the historic district, although the wall does not eliminate the need for 
property acquisition from this parcel. SHA has agreed with the Maryland Historical Trust to 
provide other mitigation (See " Mitigation and Measures to Minimize Harm", below, and the 
"Memorandum of Agreement" in Appendix E). 
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D.       Description of the Section 4(f) Resources 

The Maryland Historical Trust (MHT), which is the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) 
for the State of Maryland, has concurred that two (2) properties impacted by SHA 's Selected 
Alternative are either listed on or are eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic 
Places. These properties are the Middle River Depot (BA-2824); and the Martin State Airport 
historic district (BA-2081). The locations of these resources are shown on Figure V-l. The 
Middle River Depot is eligible for the National register under criteria A, B and C. The Martin 
State Airport historic district is also eligible under criteria A, B, and C. 

SHA has recommended, and MHT has concurred, thaUhe Middle River Depot (BA 2824) and 
Martin State Airport (BA 2081) together constitute a historic district, the Martin State 
Airport/Federal Depot Historic District (See Figure IV-1). The Martin State Airport/Federal 
Depot Historic District would be the only Section 4(f) resource impacted by SHA's Selected 
Alternative (Revised D Modified). 

The Martin State Airport/Federal Depot Historic District developed in three building campaigns 
that took place between 1938 and 1943. Aviation pioneer Glenn L. Martin located his company 
in Middle River to take advantage of proximity to the federal government and access to ice-free 
water. Plant #1 was constructed in 1929 and expanded through 1943; Plant #2 was built between 
1940 and 1941, and repeated the design utilized in Plant #2 additions. The Martin State Airport 
was begun in 1938 and completed in 1941. 

The complex is significant for its relation to aviation history, its importance as a production 
facility during World War II, and for several engineering and architectural considerations. Built 
by the noted industrial architectural firm of Albert Kahn Associated Architects, the Depot's 
system of 300-foot trusses allowed the greatest flat span in a building to date. The total plant 
accommodated the making of machines at an unprecedented scale, with its transportation 
connection expressed through use of streamline modem-stylistic elements. By employing nearly 
60,000 workers during wartime, the facilities also played a critical role in local development. 
Area neighborhoods with names such as Victory Villa and Aero Acres were built to 
accommodate the influx of workers necessary to meet wartime production demands. 

The total area of the Martin State Airport/Federal Depot Historic District is 993 acres. The total 
area of the Federal Depot portion of the Martin State Airport/Federal Depot Historic District is 
50.93 acres. Most of the historic district is owned by the United States of America, and is 
operated by the Federal General Services Administration (GSA). In 1990, an 8.63-acre parcel on 
the western edge of the property was purchased from the Federal Government by the Maryland 
Mass Transit Administration (MTA) for the development of a maintenance facility and storage 
yard for the Maryland Rail Commuter Service (MARC) (see Figure V-2). The GSA buildings, 
constructed in the 1940's, are low-lying horizontal blocks, 1-2 stories in height. The facility was 
the site of a major U.S. Army Publications Depot facility until 1996. The building is presently 
53% leased and houses the Social Security Administration, a US Air Force Publications facility, 
and the US State Department. The remaining 47% is being actively marketed by GSA, with the 
potential of an additional 400,000 square feet being leased in the immediate future. GSA plans 
to maintain control of the facility for lease to government entities. 
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The building closest to SHA 's Selected Alternative (Revised D Modified) is the one-story, flat 
roofed rectangular Paint Hangar, which was constructed in 1941. Its three large openings on the 
northeastern elevation accommodated railroad cars transferring components from Plant #1 for 
painting. This building has been modified to serve as a maintenance facility for MARC trains 
and cars. 

E.        Impacts to the Section 4(f) Resource 

Revised D Modified, SHA's Selected Alternative, requires 3.1 acres of right-of-way from the 
edge of the Middle River Depot portion of the Martin State Airport/Federal Depot Historic 
District. The total area of the Middle River portion of the historic district is 50.93 acres. The 
proposed right-of-way for Revised D Modified would affect the MARC maintenance facility, the 
AMTRAK rail lines and MD 150 (see Figure V-3). The proposed action will require the 
relocation of several MTA constructed railroad storage tracks in that vicinity. Retaining walls 
will be used to contain roadway fill slopes in order to minimize right-of-way acquisition from the 
historic district. This retaining wall will allow for 30 feet between the wall and the paint hanger 
building. There would be a small remaining parcel between the proposed right-of-way and the 
adjacent MARC station (0.5 acres). This residual parcel would probably be used for expansion 
of the MARC station.  . 

On June 2,2000 MHT concurred with SHA's determination that Revised D Modified would have 
an adverse effect on the Martin State Airport/Federal Depot Historic District due to the 
acquisition of 3.1 acres of right-of-way from the historic district (See Appendix E). 

It is expected that there would be a net benefit to the entire 993 acres of the Martin State Airport/ 
Federal Depot Historic District. This is due to the economic benefits of the increased access to 
1-95 from the SHA Selected Alternative's direct access into this area. The Land Use Analysis 
Committee Market Analysis Report indicates that the extension of MD 43 to properties along 
Eastern Boulevard (MD 150) such as Martin State Airport and the Chesapeake Industrial Park 
would have enormous benefits to the local economy. Their report (see Appendix C) states that 
"increases of no less than 25%, and in some cases 40%, will occur in the industrial property 
values along Eastern Boulevard once this access is provided". The economic benefit to the 
properties making up the historic district (GSA property, the Martin State Airport and the 
Chesapeake Industrial Park) would generate increased revenue enabling the property owners to 
maintain the existing industrial structures that make up the contributing elements of the historic 
district. Maintaining these structures would in turn help maintain the historic function and 
heritage of the historic district as an industrial and manufacturing center of the county. Without 
direct access to 1-95 the owners of the buildings in this industrial area have had problems 
maintaining high occupancy rates and employment opportunities have declined as a result. It 
could be expected that the owners of the buildings within the historic district would not want to 
invest in the upkeep of the buildings if there are diminishing returns on their investments. This 
benefit is documented in a letter following page V-22 from the Maryland Aviation 
Administration. 
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F.        Avoidance Alternatives 

There are two alternatives that avoid impacting the Martin State Airport/Federal Depot Historic 
District. They are Alternative E and Alternative I Modified. Both of these alternatives intersect 
MD 150 east of Williams Estates, near Beasley Road, and thus avoid the Martin State 
Airport/Federal Depot Historic District (see Figures 11-12 and 11-16). Despite the fact that they 
avoid the Section 4(f) resource, these two alternatives pose unique problems, and the cost, social 
impacts, natural environmental impacts, and community disruption resulting from these 
alternatives reach extraordinary magnitudes as detailed below. 

> The intersection of these two alternatives with MD 150 occurs at the same location: 
approximately one and one-half miles northeast of all the other alternatives. Constructing an 
intersection with MD 150 at this location requires upgrading a mixed residential/business 
segment of MD 150 from a two-lane to a four-lane typical section. This upgraded segment 
extends westward 3950 feet to Carroll Island Road. This widening of MD 150 impacts 
overhead and underground utilities, requires 1.4 additional acres of residential and business 
right-of-way from 16 to 17 properties, causes permanent loss of 13-18 parking spaces for 6-7 
local businesses along MD 150, and temporarily affects access to residences and businesses 
during construction. The limited intersection improvements associated with the SHA 
Selected Alternative will not impose substantial temporary or permanent impacts to 
residences or businesses along MD 150. The additional cost for the MD 150 upgrade for the 
Section 4(f) avoidance alternatives is over $4 million, including right-of-way acquisition, 
maintenance of traffic and construction. 

> As part of the study process, impacts to the Bengies community were evaluated in 
accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act and Executive Order 12898, 
"Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority and Low Income 
Populations." This is the only minority community within the Study Area. Alternatives E 
and I Modified are not consistent with the intent of this Executive Order, because both of the 
Section 4(f) avoidance alternatives intersect MD 150 in the heart of the Bengies community, 
a well-established, historically important African-American community dating to the early 
1800's. The new roadway is less than 200 feet from the front doors of the homes along 
Beasley Road. The Bengies residents own their homes, and have a strong feeling of 
community cohesion. An intersection at the proposed location makes it extremely difficult to 
maintain die existing social activity. The Bengies Community Center and the Maranatha 
House Church, two key elements in the area's social life, are situated immediately across the 
street from the intersection. Chase Elementary School, a National Register Eligible Historic 
site that has also contributed substantially to the community's stability, is located less than 
850 feet north of the intersection. 

Consequently, a heavy-use intersection located at this point on MD 150 exposes school 
children to unacceptable higher safety risks as they walk to or from school, and residents 
utilizing the church or community center contend with much higher volumes of truck traffic 
and increased traffic noise. Under Alternatives E and I Modified, this community is directly 
exposed to a traffic volume of 25,000 vehicles per day on MD 43, 1000 of which is heavy 
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> This intersection and the increased MD 150 traffic associated with it, effectively isolates 
Beasley Road residents from the rest of the Bengies community, and causes disproportionate 
adverse affects on their residences, including access constraints, increased noise levels, and 
aesthetic impacts (see pages VI-112, 113 and 122). Under Alternatives E and I Modified, 
this community is directly exposed to a traffic volume of 25,000 vehicles per day on MD 43, 
1000 of which is heavy trucks. Traffic volumes along MD 150 will increase from 3275 
vehicles per day in 1997 to 18,000 vehicles per day in the design year. These impacts are 
disproportionate, because the Bengies Community is the only residential area that have an 
at-grade portion of the highway immediately adjacent to their homes. The only other 
residential community near any of the alternatives is the Bird River Community. All 
alternatives being considered at the Bird River Road crossing, however, are grade-separated 
and the proximity impacts are much less severe. 

The Beasley Road residents currently enjoy full access to their homes. However, with 
Alternatives E or I Modified, access to or from northbound MD150 will be extremely 
difficult and dangerous due to the proposed intersection's close proximity (120 feet) to 
Beasley Road and the high traffic volumes that will be associated with the MD 43 tie-in. The 
Beasley Road residents will be limited to right turns in from southbound MD 150 and right 
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trucks. Traffic volumes along MD 150 will increase from 3275 vehicles per day in 1997 to 
18,000 vehicles per day in the design year. The impact to the Chase Elementary School was 
also raised as a serious issue for the County Board of Education as well as concerns over all 
construction activities. These concerns include impacts from noise, construction traffic, 
equipment movement and location of staging areas and materials storage on the schools 
learning environment (see page VI-62). • 

Furthermore, information obtained from the Bengies-Chase Recreation and Parks 
Community Supervisor indicates that the Community Center is heavily used every weekday I 
evening and on most weekends for carrying on numerous recreation-related activities.   In • 
addition, a program for pre-school age children is conducted on Tuesday and Thursday 
mornings each week, and a senior citizens group meets twice each week on weekday I 
afternoons. Indoors, the Center has a gymnasium and meeting rooms, and it has two 
playgrounds adjacent to the building. 

I The Community Center Supervisor states that many of the volunteers and participants must 
walk to the Community Center from their homes within the Carroll Island Apartments, which 
lie to the west of the Center, and from Whispering Woods, which lies to the east.  Walkers • 
utilize Carroll Park Road, Bowleys Quarters Road and MD 150. Some of the staff members 
also walk to the Center. Immediately southwest of the Center is an MTA bus stop, and some — 
people utilize the bus service for accessing the Community Center and the Maranatha House I 
Church next door.  These bus riders cross MD 150 within the general area of the proposed 
intersection. The Maranatha House Church is heavily used in the evenings and on weekends ^ 
for carrying on its active youth programs and for conducting numerous other religious and I 
social activities.   Taking everything into consideration, the Community Center Supervisor 
thinks that there are far too many safety and aesthetic issues involved in locating a heavy use 
intersection in the center of this vibrant community. I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



311 
Middle River Employment Center Access Study 
Final Environmental Impact Statement/Final Section 4(f) Evaluation 
Section V.   Final Section 4(f) Evaluation 

turns out to southbound MD 150, and they will suffer the added difficulty of waiting long 
periods for breaks in traffic to allow them access onto southbound MD 150. For access onto 
northbound MD 150 or to enter their neighborhood from northbound MD 150, residents and 
visitors will have to first make U-turns from or to the southbound lanes of MD 150. In terms 
of aesthetics, these residents will be looking at and hearing the noise from an elevated 
highway bridge over the AMTRAK railway, whereas they currently have a clear view to the 
north. Conversely, the SHA Selected Alternative will cross AMTRAK in an industrial area, 
1-1/2 miles further south, and will not be visible from this or any other residential community 
(See Figure V-4). 

> The bridge carrying Alternatives E and I Modified over the AMTRAK railway will be visible 
for a considerable distance due to the height of the bridge (20-25 feet above existing grade) 
and the low elevation of the surrounding area. Therefore, along with the Bengies 
community, residents of the Williams Estate and Peppermint Woods modular home 
communities will be aesthetically impacted by the bridge (See Figure V-5 and Figure V-6). 
The bridge associated with the SHA Selected Alternative will not impact them. 

> With the construction of either Alternative E or I Modified, noise levels will increase by 8 to 
10 decibels over existing levels in the Beasley Road area of the Bengies community. 
Furthermore, under SHA guidelines this area will not qualify for a noise barrier because too 
few residential properties are being impacted. The cost of the barrier when compared to the 
number of homes protected exceeds the SHA criterion of $50,000 per residence. 

> Alternatives E and I Modified adversely impact two Native American archeological sites that 
are potentially eligible for the National Register. Site 18B A467 is impacted by either of the 
two alternatives, whereas Site 18BA469 is impacted only by Alternative E. Site 18BA467 is 
an Early - Middle Woodland prehistoric site. Site 18BA469 is a Late Archaic prehistoric 
site. MHT has concurred that future archeological work will be required to conclusively 
define National Register eligibility if the sites are impacted, (see Appendix E). The Phase I 
investigations indicate that these sites may be important chiefly because of what can be 
learned from data recovery. 
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> An intersection of MD 43 and MD 150 at the proposed Chase/Bengies location results in 
mixing two traffic types by utilizing the residential/commercial section of MD 150 for 
employment center/industrial traffic, including heavy truck traffic. The public responded 
very negatively to this tie-in location, citing concerns about heavy traffic being directed 
toward a residential community. As indicated in the testimony at the Public Hearing (see 
page VI-122), area residents are concerned about the socioeconomic impacts associated with 
Alternatives E and I Modified. 

> An intersection of MD 43 and MD 150 in this location involves road construction activities 
on more than 7 acres of land that lies within a "Limited Development Area" of the 
Chesapeake Bay Critical Area (Critical Area). According to Maryland State regulations 
(COMAR Title 14, Subtitle 15) development "may be permitted in the Limited Development 
Areas, but shall be subject to strict regulation to prevent adverse impacts on habitat and water 
quality." However, the regulation goes on to state that "transportation facilities...may not be 
permitted in the Critical Area except in the Intensely Developed Areas...and only after the 
activity or facility has demonstrated to all appropriate local and State permitting agencies that 
there will be a net improvement in water quality to the adjacent body of water." An 
exception can be made if the transportation facility is "necessary to serve permitted uses, or 
where regional or interstate facilities must cross tidal waters." Even when new roadways are 
permitted within a Limited Development Area, the regulations pertaining to habitat 
preservation, land-clearing, sediment control, and mitigation are substantially more stringent 
than they are outside of the Critical Area. The SHA Selected Alternative will not involve 
any construction within the Critical Area. 

> Alternatives E and I Modified does not provide direct access to the 80 acres of land slated for 
development within the Chesapeake Industrial Park or to the 800,000 square feet at the GSA 
Building, whereas the SHA Selected Alternative connects directly with Martin State Airport 
and these associated properties. Without direct access these properties ability to develop is 
severely reduced. Alternatives E and I Modified do not provide any better access then they 
currently have and they currently are experiencing the inability to market these key pieces of 
property. These Alternatives do not satisfy the purpose and need for the project. There may 
also be economic impacts at the County level. If direct access from the Chesapeake 
Industrial Center and Martin State Airport and this portion of the MREC does not develop to 
its potential, Baltimore County may lose an estimated $1,200,000 in tax revenues annually. 
Also at stake are over 1200 new jobs, with annual wages of over $36,000,000. This data was 
derived from tables in Appendix A of the original Purpose and Need Statement (Appendix A 
ofFEIS) 

> Alternatives E and I Modified do not provide direct access for as many employment center 
development pods as will the SHA Selected Alternative. Alternative E only accesses two 
development pods directly and requires over a mile (5300 linear feet) of additional access 
roads to be constructed in order to serve the other four pods. Furthermore, the service roads 
involve three additional crossings of significant wetland systems involving up to 3.4 acres of 
additional wetland impacts. Alternative I Modified only accesses three pods directly and 
requires well over a mile (6000 feet) of additional service roads, crossing two additional 
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significant wetland systems involving up to 9.6 acres of additional wetland impacts. The 
SHA Selected Alternative will provide direct access to five of the six development pods and 
will access the sixth pod with only 1700 feet of additional service road, requiring only one 
additional wetland crossing involving only 0.3 to 0.5 acres of additional wetland impact. 
Due to the long service roads necessary to access the additional pods the economic viability 
of these areas is questionable. Alternative I Modified leaves well over half of the new 
development areas with circuitous access while Alternative E leaves even more of the 
development areas with circuitous access. 

> Alternatives E and I Modified do not meet the project's purpose and need because they do 
not provide improved access to the MARC station and Martin State Airport from 1-95, which 
would facilitate intermodal transfers between highway, rail and air transportation systems. 
Furthermore, Alternatives E and I Modified fail to advance the additional planned 
development in the Chesapeake Industrial Park estimated to have a market value of over 
$35,000,000. 

> Alternative E has the largest impact on streams (585 l.f.) of any of the retained alternatives. 
Part of the reason for the larger impact is the crossing of Windlass Run, because the 
alignment of Alternative E requires crossing that stream at an oblique angle. 

Alternative I Modified impacts less stream area (495 l.f.) than Alternative E, but substantially 
more stream area than the SHA Selected Alternative, which has the lowest stream impacts of 
all the retained alternatives (390 l.f.). Furthermore, although Alternatives I Modified and the 
SHA Selected Alternative cross Windlass Run within the same general area, the stream 
channel within the specific area designated for the I Modified crossing is stable, whereas the 
channel at the SHA Selected Alternative crossing is noticeably unstable. Figure V-7 shows 
the two stream crossings. The channel at the SHA Selected Alternative crossing is 
longitudinally U-shaped and deeply incised, with steep, undercut banks. A dry storm channel 
(not in the picture) shortcuts the U-shaped main channel. In time, the storm channel will 
undoubtedly become the main channel after stormflows have downcut its bed sufficiently to 
cut off the U-shaped portion. Structural improvements related to construction of the SHA 
Selected Alternative would provide for stream channel stabilization in this area while 
preserving the stable portion of the channel within the I Modified alignment. 

> As discussed in the Land Use Analysis Committee Market Analysis Report (see Appendix 
C), an employment center access alternate must connect to 1-95 in order for significant land 
development and growth in jobs to occur. The report goes on to state that "Existing 
development west of the A.V. Williams parcel is significantly residential in character. We 
would suggest an alignment alternative that locates Maryland 43 as far west as possible, with 
the new roadway creating a buffer to those residential communities. This would allow for 
large land bays to be located to the east of the new roadway; when this is assembled it will 
maximize the development potential of the site". Alternatives E and I Modified are located 
on the east side of the employment center and would not, therefore, maximize the 
development potential of the site. If implemented, the SHA Selected Alternative will require 
a substantial public investment, not only from the State of Maryland and the federal 
government, but from local sources as well.   It is important, therefore, to maximize the 
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benefits derived from this investment, while at the same time protecting environmental 
resources. On balance, the SHA Selected Alternative provides the best overall return on the 
public's investment, minimizes environmental impacts and maximize the response to the 
project need to halt loss of population, increase employment opportunities, increase family 
incomes, increase educational opportunities and reduce crime in the Middle River area. 
When compared to the SHA Selected Alternative, Alternatives E and I Modified fall short of 
addressing these needs while at the same time substantially increasing project costs and 
environmental impacts. 

As a result of the above factors, Alternatives E and I Modified are not prudent. 

As discussed in Section II, a number of other "preliminary" alternatives were considered and 
then, for various reasons, eliminated during earlier stages of the study. Of the preliminary 
alternatives, the ones that would have avoided the Section 4(f) Resource were Alternatives A, B, 
C, G, J-l, J-2, and upgrades of Martin Boulevard/Rossville Boulevard. The reasons why they 
were eliminated from consideration are discussed in Section II. 

G.       Mitigation and Measures to Minimize Harm 

A Memorandum of Agreement (MO A) describing mitigation and measures to minimize harm to 
the Section 4(f) resource has been developed with the Maryland Historical Trust (See MOA in 
Appendix E). The State Highway Administration has agreed with the following stipulations. 

The SHA, in consultation with the MD SHPO, will develop a plan for the public interpretation of 
the history of the Martin State Airport/Federal Depot Historic District, including the paint 
hangar, currently a MARC maintenance facility. The plan may include one or more of the 
following items: exhibits, markers, interpretive panels, and/or oral histories of those who worked 
at Martin State Airport during its period of significance (1929-1949). The plan will be 
developed within one year following the completion of the highway bridge and will be submitted 
to the MD SHPO for review and comment. 

V-20 



Middle River Employment Center Access Study 
Final Environmental Impact Statement/Final Section 4(f) Evaluation 
Section V.   Final Section 4(f) Evaluation   

-bii 

Bank slopes gentle and 
stable 

Meander bends gentle, 
directing stream energy 

downstream 

Tree roots exposed due to 
stream erosion 

Banks steeply downcut, 
and undercut 

Meander bend U-shaped, 
encouraging bank erosion 

% 

Middle River Employment Center 
Access Study 

Final Environmental Impact 
Statement 

Comparison of Crossing at Windlass Run by 
SHA Selected Alternative With That of the 

Avoidance Alternative I Modified 

FIGURE V-7 January, 2001 

V-21 



Middle River Employment Center Access Study <J '    r 
Final Environmental Impact Statement/Final Section 4(f) Evaluation 
Section V.   Final Section 4(f) Evaluation   

H.       Correspondence and Coordination 

Public Involvement and agency coordination have been integral parts of the project planning 
process as presented in Section II.D. 

Coordination with the Maryland Historical Trust (MHT) is ongoing, in accordance with Section 
106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, to identify cultural resources 
affected by the proposed alternatives. MHT reviewed preliminary alternative alignments and 
offered comments on SHA's assessment of impacts for architectural resources, as well as 
comments on a draft Phase 1 archeological report. MHT has urged careful examination and 
consideration of the options that would avoid and minimize the project's adverse impacts to 
historic and archeological properties. Coordination has continued with MHT, the Advisory 
Council on Historic Preservation, and other interested parties regarding proposed mitigation 
measures and development of a Memorandum of Agreement (MO A) for this project. The MO A 
includes stipulations addressing the specific treatment of impacted historic standing structures 
and the procedures for completing evaluation and treatment of archeological resources affected 
by SHA's selected alternative (see Appendix E). 

Coordination has been conducted with the US Department of the Interior (DOI). DOI concurred 
that there is no prudent and feasible alternative to the proposed project, if project objectives are 
to be met. They recommended continued cooperation and coordination with the SHPO to 
prepare the Memorandum of Agreement (See Section VI, Comments and Coordination). 

Coordination was conducted with the Maryland Aviation Administration (MAA) and the Federal 
Aviation Administration (FAA). MAA advises close coordination with Martin State Airport 
(MTN) and FAA regarding right-of-way acquisition and possible aircraft obstructions (See 
Section VI, Comments and Coordination). This coordination will take place during final design 
of this project. 

Coordination was conducted with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) as to the 
permittability of the avoidance alternatives. The Corps conclusion was that they believe Revised 
Alternative D Modified is the only alternative that they could authorize, (see Section VI pages 
156-157) 

I. Conclusion 

Based upon the above considerations, there is no feasible and prudent alternative to the use of 
land from the Martin State Airport/Federal Depot Historic District and the proposed action 
includes all possible planning to minimize harm to the Martin State Airport/Federal Depot 
Historic District resulting from such use. 
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Parris N. Giendening 
Governor 

John D. Porcari 
Stcrctary 

c T 
Maryland Aviation Administration 

David L. Blackshaar    Executive Director 

Febmaiy 5,2001 

Ms. Heather Murphy 
State Highway Administration 
PO Box 717 
Baltimore MD 21202 

SUBJECT:     Maryland (MD) 43 Extended 

Dear Ms. Murphy: 

Maryland Aviation Administration (MAA) wishes to express its support for the proposed 
Maryland Department of Transportation (MOOT), State Highway Administration (SHA), MD 43 
Extension from West of US 40 to MD 150. In response to SHA's inquiry regarding the Selected 
Alternative, D Modified, MAA believes that this new access to Interstate 95 will provide the 
benefit of improved access to Martin State Airport (MTN), which will enhance its marketability. 
MAA believes that the completion of this proposed project will bring continued economic 
benefits to the area and will not have an affect on the historic integrity of the area. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this project 

Sincerely, 

YjatJi*^ 

cc: 

Barbara E. Grey, Acting Associate Administrator 
Office of Facilities Planning 

Mr. Jake West, Manager, Martin State Airport, Maryland Aviation Administration 
Ms. Robin Bowie, Environmental Planner, Maryland Aviation Administration 

P.O. Box 8766, BWI Airport. Maryland 21240-0766 • 410-859-7100 • TOLL FREE: 1-800-435-9294 
Fax: 410-850-4729 • TTY/TDD for the hearing impaired: 410-859-7227 • www.bwiairport.eom 

The Maryland Aviation Administration is an agency of the Maryland Department of Transportation 
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VI.      COMMENTS AND COORDINATION 

Coordination with environmental resource agencies, elected officials, organizations/associations, 
and the public has been an important component of the MRECAS planning study. Agency 
coordination in preparation for the Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Section 4(f) 
Evaluation (May 1999) document was conducted throughout the study. The Draft ElS/Section 
4(f) Evaluation was submitted to the environmental resource agencies for their review and 
comment prior to finalizing the document. Section VI of the Draft ElS/Section 4(f) Evaluation 
included a compilation of correspondence with agencies, pubic groups, and elected officials. 

Following circulation of the Draft EIS in May 1999 and the June 16th Location/Design Public 
Hearing, written comments were received from environmental resource agencies, elected 
officials, organizations/associations, and the public. Those comments and responses have been 
incorporated as appropriate into this document. 

Copies of letters received from government agencies in reference to the Draft EIS are contained 
in this section along with letters of response from SHA. Where a change has been made to the 
FEIS as a result of one of these comments, the copied letter contains a text box showing either 
the section and sub-section number of the FEIS where the change was made (example: | ni.A.2|) 
or, where applicable, the table or figure number where the change was made. Furthermore, 
comments extracted from the letters, along with SHA's responses to those comments are shown 
in two matrices that follow the letters. The first matrix refers to letters from environmental, 
regulatory, or resource agencies. The second matrix refers to letters written in the same context 
but which originate from other agencies. 

Following the two matrices are copies of written comments received at the June 16, 1999 public 
hearing and SHA's letter of response to those comments. At the end of this section is a summary 
that contains synopses of all comments and responses contained in those documents. 

In summary, the following pages include the following sub-sections in corresponding order: 
A. Agency letters in response to the Draft ElS/Section 4(f) Evaluation 
B. Comment and Response matrices for agency letters 
C. Written Comments from June 16,1999 Public Hearing and SHA Response Letters 
D. Synopses of Comments from Public Hearing and of SHA Responses 
E. Agency Coordination Letters for Preparation of Final ElS/Section 4f Evaluation 
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A. 

1. 

Agency Letters in Response to the Draft ElS/Section 4(f) Evaluation 

Environmental, Regulatory, and Resource Agency Letters in Response to Draft ElS/Section 4(f) Evaluation (circulated May 1999) 
*•>!?>>. .;>& 

ER-99/4t8 

United States Department of the Interior 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

WASHINGTON. D.a    20940 

JUL8     1999 

Mr. Nelson Castellanos 
Division AUmimstntor 
Federal Highway Adminisinuioo 
The Rotunda-Suite 220 
711 West 40th Street 
Biiitimore Marylami. 21211 

Dear Mr. Castellanos: 

This is in respoiwe to the request for the Department of the interiors comments on the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement/Section 4<n Evaluation for the Middle River Employment 
Center Access Study. Baltimore County. Maryland. 

Section -Ml) Evaluation Comments 

We concur that there is no prudent and feasible alternative to the proposed project, if project 
objectives are to be met. However, we do not believe that all possible planning has been done :o 
minimize harm to Section 4(f) resources. 

We recommend continued cooperation and coordination with the State Historic Preservation 
Officer in order to prepare the proposed the Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) which should 
include measures to avoid and/or minimize harm to the Glen L. Martin Airport Complex, the 
three archeological sites (sites I8BA467. 18BA469. and I8BA470) and other historic properties 
which may be affected by the proposed project, in compliance with Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act of 1966. as amended. A sighed copy of the MOA should be included in 
the Final Section Mf) Evaluation. 

Environmental Statement Conunenti 
Fig III-9 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS1 advises that it would be beneficial to the review 
process if a map showing all eleven sampling sites (sites that were sampled for aquatic habitat, 
benthic macro invettibnues. fish and herpetofauna. and water quality) was added to this 
document.  

AUo. the FWS advises that it prefers the selection or Alternative Ft-Modified as the Final Build 
Alternative because it has fewer natural resource impacts. Alternatives D and D-Motlifieii are 
not preferred alternatives because they will impact large amounts of wetland, floodplain and 
forest. Oh the other hand Alternatives E and I-Modified are not preferred because thev will 
impact large amounts of floodplain. forest and Chesapeake Bay Critical Area Habitat,    iv O 5 

If you have any questions about the fish and wildlife resources comments, please contatl Trevor 
Clark as. Ftsh and Wildlife Service at (410) 373-4527 or Trevor Clarteafws.rov. 

Summary Comments 

The Department of the Interior has no objection to Section Mf) approval of this project by the 
Depanment of Transportation, providing a signed copy of the MOA to mitigate project impacts 
to historic and archeological tesources is included in the Final Section 4<f) Evaluation. 

We appreciate the opportunity to provide these commenu. 

Sincerely.      •""     —">. 

Willie R. Taylor 
Director. Office of Environmental 

Policy and Compliance 

/ 

Mr. Louts H. Ege. Jr. 
Deputy Director. Office of Planning 

and Preliminary Engineering 
State Highway Administration 
707 N. Calven Street. Mailstop C-301 
Baltimore. Maryland 21202 
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MARYLAND Office of Planning 
tmtUM. Srttmtr 

July 16,1999 

Mr. Loui» H. E«t, Jr. 
Dciwijr DhvLiM 
Suae Hiflnny Admtniaraicm 
Muylad Oepmnisii of Tramporuikm 
707 N. Catvan Sum 
BaUiaaa. MD  21202 

IttVBEW AND RBCOMMENPATION 

SUM AppBadioo IdaililUrt MD9905[7<H69 
I^scripAiaii:       Middle River Employaem Center Access Study - Draft Eaviraamemal Impact Staxemem and Draft 

Secdoa 4<0 EvaluatUm 
Applkaat; Maryland Depi. of TraruporuttotiySute Higbway AdmimsiraxkM 

BaJtimorc Cotmy 

ReaWMnenjdatiaa: Endarseinciit With QuaJlfying Comments and C.oatJii(eiit Upon Cactaln Acdoos 

Dear Mr. E|».Jr.: 

In accordance witti Praidcorial £tcciuive Order 1237: and Code of Maryland ftegulaiioa 14.24.04. ibe Saie ClearinibouK; 
has coordinated die totersovemmenul review of the referenced project. This letter conninnes the State process review and 
rcconunendatioo. This recommendation is valid for a period of three yean from tfac date of ibis lencf. 

Review coBuncms were requested From (he Maryland Departments of Business and Economn; Pfvftlqptncm. Environment. 
Homing and Communirv Develnnment including the Maryland Historical Tmst: Ballimore County: Ballipom Metroooliian 
CouncU: and the Maryland Office of Planning. 

The Maryland Depwrtaunl of Homing and Cnmmnnitv ntydnomml including the Marvl.nd Historical Trust: and 
Baltimore Coyntv snued that their flndingls) of consistency Ml in contingent upon the applicant taltinc *• actionts) 
summarized below. 

The Maryland Depanment of the Environment found this project to be gcneraUy consistent with its plans, proftams, and 
objectives, but included rrttain qualifying commenu sumthahxed below and discussed in the attached commenu. 

The Maryland Peanmnem of Business and Economic Develoomenl: Ballimoie Meir|innliian Council: and tl>c.MiailfldJ2fiiS£ 
1?f PlMllilH bund, this project to be consistent whh their plans, programs, and objectives. Comments and rtcommendations 
froa this Office aie included in the summary. 

The Baltimore Metroooliian Council included general comment, which are included for your information. 

m War ftyn» Strtn ' Itiilwuu. MentaW 2(201-2365 

Mr. Uui5 H. Ege, Jr. 
July 16. 1999 
Pat* 2 

Summary of C. 

TTie DflMnmtm of Hnaint md Conmumiv Devtlomiieiit indudlna die Mirvlind Hlnortctl Trmt ma Hut ihnit findlni nf 
cauiutney ii coonnjeoi upoo die iQplicaai's compledoo of du review process required under Seedoo 106 of die Nariotul 
Hinoric Prejervuioo Act ' 

The Deoaitment of the Envirdnmew. in il't attached mmmenis •irirlnntrrt JMIIM mlaimg in air quality awrt hr.r.Mran ,nH c^lirt 

Baltimore Cmuiiv ttMei that u'j staff has been actively involved in the review of this project. All of die proposed alteraativei 
arebemgas3eisedfticimp«ctiiojtieams,weUsikls, (loodplainsaalfQresis. Prwettionofthejensmral resources will tie prioriiy 
sod mingaiioa will be tetjuired if impacts are necessary *n& agreed to by the County. At this time the altenutives have been 
modified to address some of the hnpicts to namial resotuces and the project has been progressing in accordance with the 
tejulatory rajuireaicnis of the County. 

TIIB Office of Plammif enmmemed hn thk pmjwi prmiimwly ihm.i;h ih. NEPA/OMIniengeocy Review Process and recognizes 
thai the proposed cramporutioo itnprovcmenu would facilitate ccooomie development in the Middle River Employment Center, 
a Priority Funding Area (PPA) desigmied by Baiiimore County, the Office of Planning evaluated (he County's PFAs* 
deaipunon and find thai they meet the crneria provided by the Smart Growth Area Act. Provision of transponatioa facilities 
to support growth in a PPA u consistent with the Slate's growth management policies. All build alternatives retained for detailed 
study appear to be within the PFA. When a preferred alternative is selected Baltimore County will have to certify to the State 
Highway Administration that it is located within Ibe Priority Funding Area. 

Detailed Comments 

P. IV-122 - We suggest that this chapter Inclutte a summary or a reference to the sumnuiv of Secondary and 
Cumulative Effects Analysis completed for the project 

TableIV-41 
n. Altetnative Considered 
C.2. Multi-Modal and Congestion Mitigation Options for Further Study (p.11-8) 
We understand thai impletnentation of these multi-modal options relies upon the extent of future employment 
development in the Middle River Employment Center. If a build alternative is selected, we recommend that 
along with highway improvemems, policies be recommended » reduce the single occupant vehicle (SOV) 
iravel resulting from planned employment developmem in the Center. In cootdinanon with Baltimore County 
and the Baltimore Metropolitan Council, the Maryland Department of Trampotuiioo should monitor 
employment development in the Center and implement congestion miugaiion strategies as demand for such 
options is warranted. 

P-II-9 Bus 
A bus/shuttle service connected to the MARC service seems to be the only strategy considered for the Bus 
option. Has the Metropolitan Tranipooaiioo Administration evaluated bus connections to other activity 
centers? Widuut a Study of alteniaiivebussintegies.it does not seem adequate lo recommended only a shuttle 
service IO the MARC station for the Bus option. 

II.B.3 

Ml Wot ftxsm Ana • SaUtmut. Montonrf II201-116S 
Sou atarMttauc IJWl 7«7-U90    Fat: 76J-44K 
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Mr. Louit H. Eft, Jr. 
July 16, 1999 
Pate) 

P.n-}7 Table 11-4 
The tnvkauneaal iopacu for ach abemiive sbowa in TiWo -n^ ant table S-l (p.S-3) are ifiiftrem 
WhichubtprestascorTOtinfcraariDo? »•«»». 

IV. Eaviroomeoul CooKquajces 
B. 3. Und U* 
We ugitK die fbflowini revisiaoi aa pen IV-T (rcruiou are Jhoira i* Mi ad k laflc; nr*c8W indkiie 
deleooo): 

...wiUbesiibuaaiallyaffixtedbylacalprioiiiy/MnraicadeiifiBiiaiu. Timeteuljmiafctioin 
miucuuf; julPrAan.jjuifajildiDooMiboieffAfdoitBMediailieUwie.t ), Mjwdocm 
desipuie aMmoot W4i dm meet Me Smnt Gnwtk Ana Ad's eriierii for deaiiy and public 
bolides... 

tit MGP certified PFA tat die Swdy Area wbcidea wiih... IV.B.3 
P.IV-1E Table IV-n 
ITie tacnpcioo « -PWOIIHI Secoodaiy EBtos" for "Forest* seems to be imccunte. Based oo (be 
iafonaadon provided n paje IV-107. about WD acres at foitB(40% m 45* of die total (bresi in the Mttdle 
River Employmcm Center) could be lost. 

Any satemeat of cotuidentioa given to the commats should be submitted to tte approrimamborHy, withe copy to th« 
State aearinghouse. AddiiionaUy, the Slate Application Identifier Number njua be placed on any cocrespoodence penainmj 
to this project. TheStateCIeariagbouseraustbelaptinfcniiedifUieretainmendadoocaiiiioibeaaM^^ 

Pleise remember, you must comply with all applicable state and local laws and regulaiions. If you have anv questions about 
the comments contained in this letter or how 10 proceed, please contact the Slate Clearioghousc at (410) 7674490. Also please 
complete the attached form aad return it to the State Clearinghoase nssoon as the status of the project is known. Aat 
aitntauiomsofMsfom ammclwUditSlauAppBauiM Idtrm/Ur Numttr. TTiis will ensure that our (lies are complete. 

We appreciate your atteraioo to the interjovemmennl review process and look forward to your continued cooperation. 

Sincerely. 

unda C. Jaocy, J.D. 
Manager, deariofhouse ft Plan Review Unit 

LCJ:LG:da 
Enclosures 

Emie Kent - DBED 
Al Svhela - BLCO 
Maty Abnms - OPC 

Steve Bieber-MOE       Uxtnder Jones • DHCH/MHT 
MaiyLofan-BMC        Chis Welb - OFt 
Charles Annstrooj - 0PM 

m Wta fmom Smt • laliimrt. Htrriad 2I20I2M 
Sux Onrtn+tmsi: 1410) TtJ-UX)  'Fu:767-MD 

State Application Identiften MD990517-0449 

Comments from the Maryland Department of the Eaviromnent's Water Management 
Administration: 

this project is consistent with Our plans, prognins, and objectives. 

Coaments from the Maryland Department of the Environment's Air and Radiation 
Maoaeement Administration: 

1. Pages II-8 and II-9: Requiring Middle River Employment Center (MREQ employers to 
develop and implement a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) plan would help to 
reduce additional traffic generated by the Center into the I-9S corridor in the White Marsh 
area. This is an already congested location where trip reductions would help lessen any 
negative air quality impacts caused by traffic to and from the proposed development. Shuttle 
service to the Martin Airport MARC station and enhanced bus service to MREC are also 
desirable options. 

n.B.3 

Comments from the Maryland Department of the Environment's Waste Management 
Administration: 

2. In Section HI. Affected Environment, M. Municipal and Industrial Waste Sites, a summary of 
the Initial Site Assessment Results is provided and Table ni-32 Hazardous Waste Site Ranking 
by Impact Potential lists site numbers, parcel numbers, and environmental concerns associated 
with the 54 sites of potential environmental concern. Although it may be possible to discern 
the locations of the 54 sites from other maps and diagrams within the document, it would be 
more useful if the sites could be located on a separate map or diagram and listed with site 
names and addresses. This information could assist the Waste Management Administration in 
locating these sites within our databases and perhaps providing additional infonnation to the 
Maryland Department of Transportation regarding them. Since the exact location of the sites 
is difficult to determine, we can only offer general comments regarding the infonnation 
provided. 

3. Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) listed 
sites MD-304, Martin State Airport, Box 1,701 Wilson Point Road, Baltimore, MD 21220 
and MD-310, Martin State Airport Site H (Air National Guard), Eastern Avenue and Wilson 
Point Road, Baltiraore, MD 21220 are located within the study area. Contact the 
Environmental Restoration and Redevelopment Program at (410) 631-3437 for additional 
information. 

4. Hazardous, solid, and oil wastes must be properly disposed at permitted facilities. Contact the 
Hazardous Waste Program at (410) 631-3343, the Solid Waste Program at (410) 631-3424, 
and the Oil Control Program at (410) 631-3442 for additional information. Comments 
attached.  
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rm*/i.at*dtM*t 
MARYLAND Office of Planning 

MEMORANDUM 

Plette cwnilfH' this fonn and caurn It to die Suite Cleuinghouse upon i 
«(iptu»od or OM approved by the approving anthotiiy. 

TO: 

nOM: 

Mtrfltmi Sou Oartmlu—• 
Nbiylud Office of PUaninj 
XI West PtattO Street 
RoomllO* 
BaUnote. MO  2120l-23« 

t thai the project has beta 

(TlaM fill M da 4m tea caa&uA 

I NMH o* penmi eouqkeiai dlis torn.) 

State AppUcadon UeadKcr: 
Project Pseriptioa: 

PHONt- ( )_ 
(AIM da* A Moaroimtai) 

MD990317-OW 
Middle Rivet Eaploitneiu Center Acceu Stu^r • Draft' Envitooinenal fmpact 
StatemeiK and Draft Section 4(f) Evaiuaapn 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION III 

1650 Arch Straat 
Philadelphia, Psnnsylvania 19103-2029 

M.Z1 W8 

Ms. Cynthia Simpson 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and Preliminary Engineering 
Maryland State Highway Administration 
707 North Culvert Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21203 

Attn:   Heather Murphy 
Catherine Romero 

RE:     Middle River Employment Center Access Study: 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

Dear Ms. Simpson: 

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has received the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Middle River Employment Center Access Study (MRECAS) 
dated May, 1999. In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the 
Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations (40 CFR l500-lio8). Section 309 of the 
Clean Air Act and Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, EPA has reviewed this document and Is 
providing you with our comments. 

Based on our review of the DEIS. EPA has rated the environmental impacts of the action 
as "EC" Environmental Concerns and the adequacy of the impact statement as "I" Adequate 
Information. A copy of EPA's ranking system is enclosed for your reference. The detailed basis 
for these ratings are contained in the following comments. 

EPA remains concerned with the direct, cumulative and secondary impacts that are 
associated with this project We believe it is important to view projects such as new highways 
for economic development as single and complete projects. We applaud Maryland State 
Highway Administration's efforts to include preliminary access roads that may be developed for 
each alternative. The impacts of these access roads and the development that will follow have 
the potential to came significant environmental impacts. IV.Q.5 

We urge Baltimore County to implement aggressive conservation practices when 
reviewing plans and processing permits that will allow development to occur in Middle River 
Employment Center. EPA would be happy to assist Baltimore County in the identification of 
sensitive resources that should be avoided during future development. Preservation and 
conservation of these sensitive areas may lessen the overall impacts of the build out for this 
project __;  

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on this document If you have any 
questions on any of our comments feel fiws to contact Jamie Staric at (215)814-5569. 

Vj^pfcuseMTRigney 
\^ Transportation Program Manager 

Enclosure 

Steve Harman, COE 
Robert Zepp, USFWS 
Mary Huie, FHWA 
Elder Ghigiarelli, MDE 
Christine Wells, MOP 
Ray Dintiman, DNR 
John Nichols. NMFS 
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SUMMARY OF RATING DEFINITIONS 
AND FOLLOW UP ACTION* 

Environm«m«l Impact of th» Action 

LO-t«ek of Objection* 
The EPA review has not id«ntifi«d any potential environmental impacts requiring subttantive changej to 
the proposal. The review may have disclosed opportunities for application of mitigation measures that 
could be accomplished with no more than minor changes to the proposal. 

EC-Environmental Concern* 
The EPA review has identified environmental impacts that should be avoided in order to fully protect the 
environment. Corrective measures may require changes to the preferred alternative or application of 
mitigation measures that can reduce the environmental impact.  EPA would like to work with the lead 
agency to reduce these impects. 

EO-Environmental Objection* 
The EPA review has identified significant environmental impact* that must be avoided in order to provide 
adequate protection for the environment. Corrective measure* may require substantial changes to the 
preferred alternative or consideration of some other project alternative (including the no action alternative 
or a nsw alternative). EPA intends to work with the lead agency to reduce these impacts. 

EU-EnvironmentaDy Unsatisfactory 
The 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 
to work with the leed agency to reduce these impects. If the potential unsetisfactory impacts are not 
corrected at the final EIS stage, this proposal will be recommended for referral to the CEO. 

Adequacy of the Imoect Statement 

Category 1-Adequate 
The EPA believes the draft EIS adequately sets forth the environmental impact(s) of the preferred 
alternative and those of the alternatives reasonebly available to the prelect or action.  No further analysis 
or data collection is necessary, but the reviewer may suggest the sddition of clsrtfying language or 
information. 

Category 2~lnaufficlent Information 
The draft EIS does not contain sufficient information for the EPA fuRy assess the environmental impacts 
that should be avoided in order to fully protect the environment, or the EPA reviewer has identified new 
reasonably available alternetives that are within the spectrum of alternatives analyzed in the draft EIS, 
which could reduce the envircnmsr.tal Impacts of the action. The identified additional informetion, data, 
enalyses, or discussion should be included in the final EIS. 

Category 3-tnadequata 
EPA does not believe that draft EIS adequately essesses potentially significant environmental impacts of 
the action, or the EPA reviewer has identified new, reasonably available alternatives thet 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 the identified edditional 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 thet the dreft EIS is adequate for the purposes of the NEPA end/or Section 
309 review, and thus should be formally revised and mede available for public comment in a 
supplemental or revised draft EIS. On the basis of the potential significant impacts involved, this 
proposal could be a candidate for referral to the CEQ. 

•From EPA Manual 1640 Policy end Procedures for the Review of the Federal Actions Impacting the Environmem. 
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Scpceoibei 2* 1999 

Maryland Deiiaiuutwt ofTimsportaion 
State Highway Admioiaiation 
AttK Ms. Heather Mupby, Project Ptanninj Dhrerion 
707 North Calvot Street 
Batonoce, Marytad 2J202 

KK SHA Project BAI47A11-Middle RmrEmploytDeiil 
Center Aetna StaJy; Baltimore County 

DearMs.Muipbjr: 

The WetJaodj and Waienmy* Prognm of the Water MauafaneK Aaministrstion has 
reviewed the -Draft EnvwoomaittJ Impact Statsmea" (DBS) &r the refnenced project. Asa 
rejah of this review, «jyii;—«•« conuins over the direct and Indirect impecta to regulated 
resources have been ideaified. M this time, we do not h«ve adequate infcniution to coocur 
with the racoamended afamarivtv idenrified as "ABetMlive D-Modified". as presented durine 
the July 21.1999 lataagotty Project Review nxxdnf- In addiuon. a Sew inaccuracies ia the 
DEIS should be corrected. It should also be noted that the signed DEIS doeumsnt was not 
received by the Wetlands and Wstorways Prognm unta after the July 21,1999 meeting. 
therefcre making it imwrnble to provide connneas hy the doe date of July 16,1999 listed in 
document. 

TIK DEIS MmtHyi^ six "build" akenotives all of which would have direct advene 
anpect to nntidal wetlands, wetland hufiera. wattmqrs mi 100-year Ooodptaiu. The direct 
impects m^e &om 6.4 to 9.6 «nes of wxtlanda, 390 to 58J linear feet of stream channel loss 
and 1.4 to 1.5 KraoffloodplameacmKhmeot The DHS also discusses the potential tot 
iadireet advene impacts due to the cumulative effects of the highway construction and 
devriopmeat of the eaplDymest eata. The potential ««i»tttii«n«t envinMnneidal Wf&M, as 
identified in the DEIS, include: 

• Additbial lojsofwetbndste access to developoient pareds in the snidy area (p. 1V-110). 
• "Wide fluctuations in jOtam volunws and vtk>(Ay"itsultiiiglh)m1iighetn«»tfiiJes and 

lower gnNindwats ncharges" and the tesukaot degradation of the stream beds, banks snd 

TorctWr Wt Can One Vp" 
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[V.J.3 

[V.J2 

rv.Q.5 

III.F.l 

[II.F.l 

[II.F. 1 

III.I.3 

IV.A.l 

IV*llK(p.lV-|lX 

fcai^MJl-Ml»>6<«<wd»Bca»ripoajtMjqx<dtfa«c»h?JrolDIycl»B«cjr(pLrV- 

IV-5S ind IV-IOT). 
• D^r.d<fa«on«bil«ii>ut>>KgiiOT<>(fcw.-rM<«i>i>ilt«witfapol|aoDU«D^OTll» 

irooducJioo anVor (be faibdudioii ofaaMic «ccia (p. IV-S7). 

Tie envirooniatBl impKti idotffinl 1B it» DEIS nb* p«^tca4 eotxxna uaJw Ik 

• COMAa2&17iM.11B(J):-PropMalptDJ«a.ltadulMl«a!or^nificMilly> 
•«« •qortc ot taratml bmbiM ad tt»fc nhacd flon wd tan KC DM fa A* jaMio 

• COMAR26^.(ia.0<AO);'TbeDepMtiiicMimyiiDttaue«pariiikfaarisutoJ«c1ivk7 
UBIMI tfcc DcjmtaHrt fiadi tba lie w&ad fan dmoaiMnl Oat Ihe itfulflEd iaMty 
daa DOI cane oc coatibaM to « dccmdakm of(mad <* Jnrftee **««". 

• COMAR2«^.0105BOXc.K*k):Tl»Dei«jiOTjhdl«>Q«kkr«vol<toM«nd 
mimmizilba ordnct oi indinct tdvene imgiKts to ooaddtl wetlndt iackidiag 
"byAobtb !«(••» of tie mamvptsaaad iimnmrnm of tto mm of kavact", 

ur Omr aio or od of aqr stfidal wethnd an>* aid "ciuouiMive iqiacl 

• COMAR2<^(ni)6A(lXrt4(2)<l):An«ukttdKtiTiroBT0otc»ne«individo«lof 
eaanktivo oflbo thu dccradv aqiMi) eooagMBB dfecniqr. produrtivJty and AMIityor 
Ifeat defrada tacttcx ad (naad vntec quaUty. 

Ald>e*iljr2l. 19991l«cngncyPrii)klltevfewaM»iog.SaAidci«ilicd*AatLMUioI>- 
Modified* u the prcfincd Oaaatini At Ihe jacetwf. »tandou wv provided oMikuiB xmic 
banc ooaidentiaia in SBA'i reEonmaadaloa. Horn be mn dm a dMaOnd nalytb of tta 
•dectioo procam. and lha Staoa dlad ia da baadool sbould ba provided fci mvfew. Once tins 
!> reviewed, and die pcraaRbif coacans ouliDad *o «a an addrenod. <m can eomider 
wtatbar conconence caa be oiade o»if addilfaial eoaaneati are wamcted. 

Vie BESS aho caoate a few macontc soceaeas lha Aoald be oomtttd, ia pankute: 

• P.m06incoinc<^«awda(aUainidatstn«aktl>and}anaand(sitaMed«Uac 
L ricaae ba awmiw thai WUMmanh Una aad all nflnuna •« Uao IV wataa. 

• P-ni-Mabojo«ada*-ra«rf««<liaanM<k«»p0rtoo«oflbaaadraiea-.T1«>tody 
Aould oott thai dan: mc arnad snaBv tribuaiy ataana ia additmi to (be aix taqcr 

P. IH-37 staiaa tk« at no poia b Wndlaaa Baa wider dan tea ftet wbOe P. m- 40 
daaimct a IS fool wide atudy nachoa Windlua Bm. 
P. ID-Sd daaam tba oundMr ofmluda m eacb watenbad. IVi ibouid be etariflad Is 
iadfcaia the oundxr of wetlaadj sadiad wiOda the natsrriied tai nx UK uwd auniber of 
wettadi 
P. iy-4 ana ttm "*e only mad ootmxjoo planned tw the pcojea- will be «tba 
amhit US «VMd. 43 aaandanca and at Md. ISO. Bow wtu new dnclqpoBd ba anad 
wnboia additional road eonecdona? 

[V.Q.6 •   P.IV-iatiiBQiiacty«ateittaMDEhiidck*^«ka^toB«tino>«Counlyfi» 
myMaooa of uitaiai|mwia hi floogplama. 

Tbaat jiii) tm ftonljfag tbo mi|«iiln Jty to oaiaia id of lha DEB fct Uda projaa. 
ff you tarn any qaeatioaa ic|anln( lUa ICOB; piaaae c*& me at tba atxna ouaAer. 

tP. Coopet 
•watalSpc 

NoottUl WcOndi ad Witowiyi Dtrinn 

Cc *. 

»•/»   3BW au we    . .._. Nas-sw-sir     ES:«I  IHI/U/U 

VI-8 



Middle River Employment Center Access Study 
Final Environmental Impact Statement/Final Section 4(f) Evaluation 
Section VI. Comments and Coordination 

December 26, 2000 

Elder Ghigiarelli 
Nontidal Wetlands and Waterways Division 
Maryland Department of the Environment 
2500 Broening Highway 
Baltimore Maryland 21224 

Attention: Robert P. Cooper 
Environmental Specialist 

Dear Mr. Ghigiarelli: 

Thank you for your letter dated September 2, 1999 regarding the Middle River 
Employment Center Access Study (MRECAS) Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
(DEIS). We have attached your incoming letter with the responses to your comments, 
as they will appear in the FEIS. 

In terms of our wetland mitigation work, a detailed Wetland Mitigation concept plan is 
contained in the SHA Selected Alternative & Mitigation Concurrence Package, which discusses 
potential sites and SHA's conceptual proposal for each. I have attached a copy for your 
convenience. Additionally, agency field reviews have taken place since the distribution of the 
above mentioned package and a new site is being proposed. I am attaching minutes of the 
wetland mitigation meeting and a preview of the updated Wetland Mitigation discussion that will 
be included in the Preliminary Final Environmental Impact Statement (P-FEIS). 

We anticipate that the attached responses address your comments and concerns and 
look forward to your concurrence on the SHA Selected Alternative and Mitigation Package. 
Please do not hesitate to contact the Project Manager, Heather Murphy or the Environmental 
Manager, Allison Grooms, if you need any additional information or have any questions. They 
can be reached at (410) 545-8571 and (410) 545-8568 respectively. 

Very truly yours, 

Cynthia D. Simpson 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

Mr. Elder Ghigiarelli 
MRECAS 

9 

By: 

Joseph R. Kresslein 
Assistant Division Chief 
Project Planning Division 

Attachments 

all with incoming 
Trevor Clark, USFWS 
Ray Dintaman, DNR 
Larry Duket, OP 
MaryHuie.FHWA 
J. Rodney Little, MHT 
Denise Rigney, EPA 
Paul Wettlaufer, ACOE 
Cynthia Wilkerson, NPS 
Danelle Bernard, SHA Bridge Design Division 
Bill Buettner, SHA Environmental Programs Division 
Allison Grooms, SHA Environmental Planning 
Joe Kresslein, SHA Environmental Planning 
Mike Lynch, SHA Highway Hydraulics 
Dave Manly, Century Engineering 
Bob Riley, SHA Highway Design Division 
Tom Vidmar, Baltimore Co. DEPREM 
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MDE letter dated September 2,1999 

3. SHA's consultant hand delivered five DEIS documents to the Wetlands and Waterways 
Program on May 14, 1999. Unfortunately, appropriate MDE staff did not receive the 
documents in a timely manner. In the future, SHA will deliver documents retum/receipt or if 
hand delivered with recipients signature required to ensure that they are provided to your 
offices or staff in a timely manner. 

4. While acknowledging that the proposed build alternates will result in some adverse effects to 
aquatic and terrestrial habitats, we believe that commitments made in the DEIS and to be 
reiterated in the FEIS to avoid, minimize and mitigate these effects will help preserve the 
quality of the most sensitive habitats in the study area. Page IV-SO of the DEIS states that "The 
loss of aquatic habitat resulting from permanent discharges will be compensated with 
compensatory wetland mitigation and the establishment of natural bottoms in culverts". 

Page rV-53 of the DEIS goes on to describe the Wetland Mitigation site search process that is 
currently under way in accordance with the guidelines contained in the Maryland Compensatory 
Mitigation Guidance, August 1994. The conceptual mitigation proposal utilizes Sites 6 and 21 
which have been agreed upon by the U.S Army Corps of Engineers and the Maryland Department 
of the Environment's (MDE) mitigation section representative as indicated in the minutes of the 
Potential Wetland Mitigation Site field review. It is SHA's goal to mitigate the permanently 
impacted wetlands by a factor of 2:1 as described in the conclusion of the attached minutes. 

Page rV-28 of the DEIS discusses the crossing of Windlass Run and Whitemarsh Run. As 
recommended by agency representatives SHA proposes to span each of the major stream crossings 
with a 100-foot simple span bridge, minimizing impacts to these streams. The type and final length 
will be determined during final design. For the remaining smaller stream crossings, SHA proposes 
to cany the "waters" through depressed culverts allowing for the deposition of natural sediments in 
culvert bottoms, thereby providing for the creation of benthic habitat. 

Page VI-57 of the DEIS states "The associated loss of terrestrial wildlife caused by the alternatives 
may be mitigated by the enhancement of wildlife habitat through reforestation and wetland 
mitigation, including the use of vegetation that has high food value for wildlife or that will provide 
effective cover. Vegetation with high food value includes mast-producing trees as well as seed or 
berry-producing shrubs". With regard to wetland mitigation. Site 21 is proposed as a mosaic of 
forested wetlands and uplands, which will create both aquatic and terrestrial habitat and increase 
habitat diversity on the site. 

Page IV-58 states that "the greatest potential impact to riparian areas would be new construction 
parallel to a stream or an impoundment of a stream." This type of impact has been avoided in the 
project planning process, thereby minimizing impacts to riparian areas as much as possible. The 
State and County each require maintaining a buffer along streams and wetlands of varying degrees 
as I'm sure you're aware. The requirements are intended to protect the riparian areas along the 
stream corridors. 

As discussed on page IV-l? of the DEIS, "Adverse impacts to water quality during construction of 
the roadway or borrow pits will be minimized though strict adherence to the SHA erosion and 
sediment control procedures." The project will also include water quality management provisions 
subject to review and approval by MDE to mitigate any impacts as per their requirements and 
guidelines. No significant adverse impacts will be a requirement to obtain the permit. All borrow 
material will be obtained from MDE approved sites. 

Included in the construction contract documents will be all of the requirements contained in the 
1994 Maryland Standards and Specifications for soil Erosion and Sediment Control. This includes 
the Standard Stabilization Note requiring all areas of exposed soil to be vegetatively or structurally 
stabilized within the time frames indicated. Other measures to minimize construction related 
impact include the requirements contained within the Best Management Practices (BMP's) for 
working in Nontidal Wetlands, Wetland Buffers, Waterways, and 100-year Floodplain. The BMP's 
will also be included in the construction contract documents. 

A detailed discussion on minimization and avoidance of wetland and stream impacts proposed by 
the project including an evaluation of potential avoidance and minimization measures had been 
provided in the DEIS, starting on page rV-28. The project will include both sediment and erosion 
control as well as stormwater management plans subject to review and approval by MDE. The 
hydrologic system upstream and downstream of the project will be maintained by the use of 
culverts and bridges. Any indirect impacts to the watershed, such as future development, will also 
be required to meet the local Stormwater Management Regulations. 

As discussed on page TV-107 in the secondary and cumulative effects analysis portion of the DEIS, 
" Secondary (and cumulative) impacts to water quality and wetlands caused by the MREC 
development will be substantially limited by Baltimore County's Regulations for the Protection of 
Water Quality, Streams, Wetlands, and Floodplains. No wetlands fill for buildings or stormwater 
management (SWM) facilities is permitted under these regulations. Furthermore, the properties to 
be developed in the MREC do not enjoy the grandfathering rights which could lead to permit 
application to fill wetlands for lot development as is the case in portions of the Middle River and 
Back River SAMP areas. Moreover, no disturbance of wetlands, wetland buffers, stream buffers, 
or protected forest for road utilities, and SWM can occur unless an alternatives analysis clearly 
demonstrates that impacts could not be avoided, have been minimized as much as possible, and can 
be adequately mitigated. Finally, stream and wetland buffers (called forest buffers) are required on 
plats along with protective covenants in Baltimore County Land Records. These forest buffers and 
associated protective covenants ride with the deed of the property in perpetuity". 

1. SHA feels that the detailed analysis supporting the selection process outlined in the SHA 
Alternative & Mitigation Concurrence Package is contained in the DEIS and is being refined 
for the P-FEIS. Hopefully all of the information provided will facilitate your review. 

2. In the DEIS p. 111-36 incorrectly states that all nontidal streams in the study area are Use I. 
Whitemarsh Run & its tributaries are indeed Use IV. This has been corrected on pg. IH-36. 
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5. In the DEIS p. 111-36 also states that "six surface streams drain portions of the 
area". The study should state that there are several smaller tributary streams 
in addition to the six larger ones identified. This has been corrected. 

6. p. 111-37 states that at no point is Windlass Run wider than 10 feet, while p. 
111-40 discusses a 15 ft wide study reach. This has been changed to "no wider 
than fifteen feet" on pg. 111-38. 

7. p. 111-56 discusses the number of wetlands per watershed. This should be 
clarified to indicate the number studied within the watershed and not the total 
number of wetlands. This has been changed on pg. 111-58 to "Of the number 
of wetlands studied, there are fourteen wetlands in Whitemarsh Run 
watershed...". 

8. p. IV-4 states that "the only road connections planned for the project" will be 
at the existing US 40/MD 43 interchange and at MD 150. How will new 
development be served without additional road connections? This has been 
addressed in the Secondary and Cumulative Effects discussion beginning on 
page IV-107. The sentence was misleading and has been changed to read, 
"Indeed, the only road connections planned for the project will be existing US 
40/MD 43 interchange, MD 150 and two to three access points into the 
proposed employment center. 

9. p. IV-108 incorrectly states that MDE has delegated authority to Baltimore 
County for regulation of development in floodplains. Agreed, the last two 
sentences on page IV-116 are misleading and will be eliminated. 

VI-11 
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Other Agency Letters in Response to Draft ElS/Section 4(f) Evaluation (circulated May 1999) 

<9 
U. S. Oepanmcnt 
of Transporaiian 

Federal AviitiM 
AdoMoistraltoB 

June 15.1999 

WASWNOTON AIRPORTS WSTWCT OFFICE 
P. O. Box 16*70 
WKhiapon,DC. 20041-4780 
TeUphooK 703/641-1354 
Fa: 70J/MI-U70 

Ms. Mary Huie. Envixonmental Engineer 
Federal Highway Administntion 
The Rotunda-Suite 220 
711 West 40th Street 
BaltunorcMD 21211 

Mr. Louij H. Ege, Jr.. Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and Preltmmary Engineering 
State Highway Adminutnuipn 
707 N.Caiven Street, MaiUtopC-301 
Baltimore, .MD ZJ2bZ   .......       .    _ „    .., . .....    .. 

Re:  ^Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Draft Section 4(f) Evaluadoo, May 1999- 
Middle River Employment Center Access Study. Baltimore County, Maryland 

Dear Ms. Huie and Mr. Ege: 

Thank you for the oppommity to commem on the above referenced draft document The Federal 
Aviation Administration (FAA) Washington- Airports District Office (WAOO) reviewed the 
document and the following comments are offered fbr incoiporaiion into the development of (he 
document. '"*  '*" 

1. The proposed altertatiyea alignments D. D-modified. and Fl-modified appear to impact 
Martin State Airpott (MTN). As such, close coordination is- required with the Maryland 
Aviation Administration (MAA). Maryland Air National Guard (MANG) and the FAA 
WADO. 

2. Although the Airport is in state ownenliip, the property was acquired with Federal fimds. 
Therefote.the airpott property has federal obligalions that cannot be removed without FAA. 
concurrence. The FAA WADO will not concur with the release of any dedicated airport 
property that would be required for roadway alignments, if such release would adversely 
impact the safety, utility, or efficiency of the Airport. 

3. The proposed alignment listed in item 1 above could penetrate the Federal Aviation 
Regulations (FAR) Part 77 imaginary surfaces associated with the airport. FAA would 
object to any penetration to (he Part 77 surfaces.   Therefore, die environmental impact 

statement must evaluate the proposed alternatives sufficiently to determine what portions of 
the airpott would be impacted by the referenced layout options. 

4. Figure S-l legend does not allow the reader to differentiate between the shading used tor 
wetlands from (he shading used for historic areas. Therefore, evaluation of the alternatives is 
not possible; 

FigSI. 
If you have any questions regarding our comments on the draft environmental impact "Saumem. 
please contact Ms. Maria Stephens, Environmental Specialist at 703.661.1365. 

Sincerely, 

teny i.9w, ManayEr 
Washington Airports District Office 

cc:      Michael C. West, MAA 
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Baltimore Metropolitan Council 

4^S^     401 North Howcsd&iNt 
H^B     BaMmon.Maytand 21201-4M6 

9^H    T«tephon»: (410)3M-I7S0 
^•^^        Faalmto:   (410)48»-i2«0 

VnaMMMCoui* 
-    tammmait 
taarasQwiy 

CoUCouoy 
HatadCDuny 
MtaofdCany 

nuxruawaiT 
bma*BO*ctv 

June 24, 1999 

Ms, Heather Murphy 
Project Manager 
State Highway Administration 
Maryland Department of Transportation 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore. MD 21202 

Dear Ms. Murphy: 

As a team member for the Middle River Employment Center Access Study, 1 
reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement on behalf of the Transportation 
Steering Committee for the Maryland State Clearinghouse review process.  1 would 
like to further state that the document is well organized and thorough in its 
presentation of information. 

1 look forward to our continued involvement in this important project for the 

Sincerely. 

filial^ 
John McHenry    (3 
Transportation Planner 

region. 

cc: ReginaAris 

*.,. lot 
tC.OiZ       coi 

I 

^ 

Baltimore Metropolitan Counc3 
601 North Howard Street 
Baltimore. Maryland 21201^gga__ 

Phono: (410) 333-1780 
fmx: 14101 333-0160. 

TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

SUBJECT: 

ACTION 
REQUIRED: 

MEMORANDUM 

T3C Membeni     " 

Harvey S. Btoom 

June 16, 1999 

BenchiriasMng Aa»M»tn«nt of the BaWmore R^iien 

tafoimattbiwWJiseusslen (TSC Mating - 6/22/99> 

A« pt your dhective at toctoy's meeting, .ncka.d l» • copy of *• "^^r*^ 
Msaununt of th» BaWmore «^|ion prepared under the FY 1999 UPWf»; Al»o 
Indudad In the UPWP wrtonip of tMs work task was MM scoping and WantfficatJon of 
key paitic^ant. and atmtegtoa th»t focuMKl and deflneawd major product, arrf 
miestoiM* of a regional goal satilng IvWonlngJ effort. Howevar, aa I noted 1»m 
A.M.. it is my undarwamllng that It la the oonsanaua of tho BMC Manaownent 
Comrnittaa to defer, at this time, any additional work (beyond this benchmarking 
asuxxmam) In rafaranced to a regional vtskuiing process. 

Again, a status report on the banchmorking assessment Is on the agenda of the June 
30 BMC PbniUng Directors mtetkig. I Mleva them Is ample time 00 »eega"<«a of 
the June 22 TSC meetktg to diacuaa thla aaaaaanisnt. If Committee members a«*m>t 
neceaaary. Please contact me prior to the TSC meeting with your eommants and 
thoughts regarding a discussion of this metter. 

Attachmstit 

VI-13 



Middle River Employment Center Access Study 
Final Environmental Impact Statement/Final Section 4(f) Evaluation 
Section VI. Comments and Coordination 

BW-TIWKE l^fBtFCLtTSN CONCiL •> 4131338168 

As the transpirtattpn Steering Cocmnitw* hm eotrfAntd itt Bsiltlfnor» 
Regional Tr»n»poration Plin. th*f« ha been a raaliution of tlie Unportanei 
of a regional Viakjh to shajM Hi dkaetloni The fifit itep In ttife process i« 
evaluating where We stand at this tima by dstermining our (trangtht and 
weaknesses. Wjth an appreciation of the state of the region, we can begin 
the process of coming to a consensus on what we went to evolve into over 
the nest 20 years. 

Ranking the Baltimore Region 
The Saltimofe region has risen in nationally ranked compamone ovsr the last 
20 yaws by building on its long term assats of world class arts, health and 
port facilities as we( as exp»n*»a 'nto tourism, air transportMlon and sppra 
facilities. In examining the following ranking related reports , the common 
factor Is Baltimore's rising status as a re-engineered metropoliun area 
devetoping Industries Sn growth areas. Although there are stW poverty and 
crime isaues In the region, overall economic ascendance wHlgive leaden 
greater resources to confront these Ms while continuing Baltimore's progress 
as a desirable piece to live and work. Outlined below are some of the 
newfound strengths, existing assets and issues that stil need to be 
addressed in the Baltimore region. 

flewfound Stranatha 
High level of /tew btntmss activity and its non-manufacturing mdustnes are 
growing in the region. Baltimore is a leading region in ovsrsll new business 
activity. It ranks 7th in company formation end 2nd in fast growth new 
companies from January 198* to January 1989.' The areas of health 
services, buslnese end professional services, enterrainmem and tourism, 
housing and conatruction, air transportation and wsrehousing have expanded 
eignificantfy. These serviees have grown to replace jobs lost in 
manufacturing industries that once drove Baltimore's economy. 

The region ia using raw sports arenas and expanded convention and hotel 
facilities In downtown Baltimore as well as waterfront attractions to drew 
increased rourism enrf convenoon business to the metropolitan area. The 
growth in tourism and convention business reflacts the changed perception 
of Baltimore from a struggling blue-collar city to a friendly end cosmopolitan 
destination for recreation and business. 

'(•r-^inotorGlob^anaRaglM^CoUatioritten-AStrattalcAaswamenlofthe 
Banimen Region 19S1, Tne maces Rated Almanac 19f7. Rating the Rajion • Designing 
Our Future IMS, greater ••eimore-ameof Hie Baglen Resort IMS 
' Preparing tar Global t Regional Caftabentian 10Q1 

The Battirtor* weahinjjtbnlritematlonal Airport IBWI) has emerged as a major 
source o* new Job growth due to menrntad eft- serviice in thi Hfbilrl "^ j* 
ex»ani«ng its eabacltV In a" •<*"« » challange other east coast airports m 
handling domestio and International air cargo and passenger traffic. Record 
volume st service has put it ahead of Dulles International Airport and not far 
behind Ronald Reagan Washfogton National Airport In terma of total 
passenger traffic. 

Eyfrtington* ^^ 
The city arid the region have taken advantage of their wotM-fcnownfl Nonar 
education< hstltuthni and nsaarch facilities. The region's strengths in higher 
education are a considerable ssset *at can ptoy a role not just In researoh 
and technology but in training tomorrow's skilled workforce. 

Baltimore has an excellent intetegional tnniport&tbn nitwork with 
intarhational access and moderate levels of congestion. The fort of 
Bettimore has undergone a major upgrading. Dredging is key for the Perl's 
survival. It la necessary for maintaining the shipping channela and attracting 
larger ships. th» chellenge is how to pay for the dredging and where to put 
the toxic dredge waste material. 

Baltimore is ranted Blh In the arts'. This Is a major posUhm attribiM of the 
Baltimore region and can be lavataged jn terms of economic davalopment. 
tourism and general promotion of the region. 

BaltlmrxB ranked as the second most aflbitiable In cost at IMng tot stantar 
imtropolitan ar«as^. A lower cow of Hvlng end smaller scale than other 
Adantic seaboard cities offers lifestyle advantages which att/ecta businessee 
end residents. 

Nationally Baltimore stands slightly above the middle in both housing price 
and the ttusBty of hotalng stock*, a positive contribution to the tow coet of 
living. Baltlmora haa replaced notortoua high-rise housing projects with low- 
rise, mUed-inccme developments while redevelopment continues on Its 
historic building stock. 

Iifvtw to Adtirm ,_      M_ 
Fear of crftna and the perception of crime are extremely Important issues for 
the region since Baltimore Is ranked as the 339th metropolitan region in the 

1OT. nacssKBSMSAimeaae.iBer .   -   
'GreaarBaWmera-Btat* of «•• NatiBn Report 1QM 
' Preparins 'or Olebal and Baglsnal Collabention . A 
Baltkners Region tMl 

atrstagie asssssmsnteUhe 
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- BS^IS'-W 15>23 BeLnwPE tcTBCpouiW COUNCIL'*'*iasnatfiB 

counwy for »!*»«.• It hu the hiBh«st f«t» of wiolwt crim« wnooo simHw 
sizsd moiropolltan arm? Crima ha* • povwful impact on th« region > 
public school svstam as welt M for rataWno a tax baaa In the city, 

In terms of air quafl/ the BalBmore region ranks 16th tn twrw of unhea»iy air 
pollution days In a yaar compamd to comparable regions. Although lha Is partly 
due to th. wind patterns ftom the mM-Wast attainino deaner air is a toy Issue 
for the region. 

Hlfih dropout rates in the inner city and some older suburban communitias 
make it make it difttcuH ttnOng qu,m<i trnphy-a to fill many low to mid- 
leval Jobs, and makes the region less competitive in retaining ?nd sttraeting 
firms. An increasing number of businesses located in fast growing, high 
income suburban areas with little affordable housing nearby - such as parts 
of Harford County and Howard County - have difficulty fining low wage job 
vacanciss, at the same time that many people in Baltimore City and certain 
Older ring suburbs cannot get to where the jobs ara. 

Mnulno Forward 
Under the new terms of global competition, businesses nead to draw on 
essential services end resources found in their local regions - from skilled 
workers to technology to vsnture capital to efficient and high quality physical 
infrastructure and amenities. The viability of the region wal depend on an 
adequate level of public investment In education end other aarvices, private 
business activity, on scceis to a high quafity transportation system and on 
the vision, leadership, and creativity of elected publto leaders. By addressing 
some long standing issues and growth in new fields, the Baltimore region wal 
continue to experience its renaissance as a place to live and Work. 

•ptasasRawdAJmanae i»T  
7 Greatar Baltlniore • Sum of the Raglon (Upwt 

SOURCE       - TranSDOrtadon Art. Recreation 
GreaferaeMmoie 
State of Via 
ftefffcyi Report 
1908 

3 of 20 4 of 20 10 0»20'- 

Atnsnac 
1997 

8of351 fl of 351 32 Of 351 

BBLTIKCBS rcTDCPCLITfiH OMCX * JtOIXBliO 

Appandbt 
Fellonring era a Mfies of mairlcas hlghllghtina the Baltimore region in a 
number of categories as it compares with other metropolitan araaa nationally. 

.•iv.' *'    . 

.-.C-T. 

The Ptocee Rated Almanac, 1807 edition. axamiiMd 3S1 metropolitan anus ki 
North America hi terms of coat of IMng, Job oudook, transportation, education, 
health care, crima. the art*, meteation and cfcnate. In 10S8. the Greater 
Baltimore CommntM examined the ralativ* health and economic performance of 
the Baltimore region as compared to a benchmark group of 19 other mettopolRan 
economies throughout the United States. For the three categories Sated above 
the Greater Baltimore CommMae used the Hacas Rafad Ainanac as a source 
far thvlr nHinng. 

lianscaflajfeo _ 
Places Rated Almanac uses ttwee breed criteria for rating metrapoWan areas for 
transportation: (1) its supply of public transit and the dafly commuting patterns: 
(2) its connectivity with other motiopanan areas via national highways, 
scheduled air service and passenger ml service: and (3) its eefltraOy. or ralatve 
neamass to other metrppalkan areas. The high ranking of transportation overall 
and among sMar metropolitan regions demonstrate that tranaportation network 
la a competitive advantage for the Baltimore region. 

Arts 
The rating for the arts in the Pieces Rated Akmnmn looks at 14 criteria for ait 
museums end gaOarias, performanca arts, and public Dbrariea. Induding number 
of Institutions end performances, utiBzaUon of library holdings, and museum 
attendance, The ranking suggests that me arts is a major potMve ettributeof 
(tie Baltimore region and can be leveraged in terms of economic devstopmarrt, 
tourism and general promotion of the region. 

PCff%|itioq 
The ranking tar recreation suggests a valuable resource for Die region. The 
ranking la based upon an evaluation of the availability of fadlHoe such es gotf 
caureee and movie theaters, seals for sporting events, and outdoor park, 
racreadon and water raaouicas. 

\r 
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.Ks-lS/SS 19:23 8BLTIMCB6 r6Tl!CIW.IT*M OCUCIU •• 4190338100 

1 SOURCE 
iMbmyMaostina 72of100 

Annualy Money magazirw ranks th« oouwy* laigest 100 metropoUlan areas 
according to tho amount of csmbinod taxet paid In ttM ragbn by an avarage 
housthdd. Although thi* i» not a deHraWa ranking, 1 is an Improvament ovar 
previous yaan due to changes In the state tax stoutfuro. 

SOURCE 
Site S—cflartMaaarina 

Numbef 01 New Comorala Plants and Exoanalons 
38 of 123 

Sit* Safectfon magawia ranks th* maoopolttan area 36lfi out erf 123 marteto In 
ternis of the mimbor of now corporata plants and expansions. Ttw score is 
derived from the number of fadWies defined as having a minimuin of 20X100 
additional square feet, or SO new efflployaes. or at least $1 mllioh In new 
invasJnwnt This ranking shows the region's general attractiveness as an 
economic devetopmera site. 

SOURCB The Best Places to Locate a Business Today 
Ctahman & MfeftrtfeM Bustaess 
Aneriea Reel Estate Monitor EcscuO* 
Summa/v 27 Of 100 

The Cushman 6 WMefeftf Monitor asks American chief executive officers of 
Fortune 500 companiae which ibtiea are best for beating a business among the 
top 100 populated American cibea. Similar to the previous benchmark, this 
indicator dembnstntts Baltimore's strength in economic vtsbftty. 

SOURCE Roadway ConoesUon Index 
Texea Trvnportatlon /nsfUutm 
19M 21 of 70 

The Texas Transportation Institute releases a roadway congestion Max which 
estimates the level of congestion using the density of trafflc. Average daily travel 
volume per lane on (reewaya and principal arterial streets are estimated using 
areawide estimates of vehWe-mBes of travel and lane-miles of roadway. The 
21st ranking was from among the 70 largeM urban areas. The current study 
incorporates information roleded through 1996, the most recent year for which: 
ad necesssiy data are available. The renHng demonstrates the increasing 
amount of congestion In Baltimore, but still not dose to the congeeiion of major 
cities such as Los AngStos and Washington, D.C. 

•BLTiTORE FcnoPburaH COJCIL * •diaasatea 

ISOURCB 
\PCWaM 

Trtwrnrnmuann 
2B 0(300 

PC Wtertd rated the 300 largest matropeflan areas in me oourtry and coBartad 
data en tetecommuting^reialad conditions tarn local phone con^enies, Intomet 
ssivice providers, courier services snd databases. In eonkmctjon with 
Wontiaaon from Money magazine on thair annual quality of Hi survey, e 
demographic conxulBng tim puled Ihe date together end aasignad points in 
each category.••.-.'.•The ranking dsmonttratat the abttty to kitptamwU 
tatocommuting in our region due to pngressive empioyws. computer nahmik 
technology and dssire of empfayees to tptocommute because otccmmutellinea. 
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1SS23 BflUTlrORE l*iBDPCLITSN CTLMCiL • 4182333163 M3.ai2        SOB 

-iJW   Baltimore Metropolitan Council 
IgrS     601 North Howard StrMt 
^ql,    Britimow. Mwybnd  21201-4585 

TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

SUBJECT: 

Phone: (410) 333-1750 
***•^I410> 333-0160 

MEMORANDUM 

TSCMemtMra 

Hamy S. Blbam 

Jinn 18.1999 

Second C«rtifleatton Woifc SMrt>n 

Tlita a to eonfirm a second work MSften of *• TSC ragarding eMtifkatloii on 
W«dn«<toy, July 7. at 10:00 tU*. «t BMC. As agrtod •! todoirs mSrtng. » 
rapraswitadvo of tho CAC and *• Mttawo Ragtond Psrtnartltfp w» bo Inwittd to 
partldpat*m tKs *opan to tho public" saeilon. 

Co:   Stava Raplay 
Hannan Shipman 
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PaffttK.GIai>iMnl 

Maryland Aviation Administration 
rp fawy <wtf d>^op iMtan mUvttaM « r* ••" "if TIT •inrniif rarVmtn—« - 

Th«odo(« C MaMMii    CMCUM* Dinctar 

July 16.1999 

Ms. Maty Huie. Environmenia] Engineer 
Federal Highway Admmistration 
The Rotunda. Suite 220 
711 West ^Street 
Baltimore MD 21211 

Mr. Louis H. Ege, ir. Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and Preliminary Engineering 
State Highway Administration 
707 N. Calvert Street Mai I stop C-301 
Baltimore MD-21202 

Re:      Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Draft Section 4(f) Evahiatioa 
Middle River Employment Center Access Study. Baltimore County, Maryland 

Dear Ms. Huie and Mr. Ege. Jr.: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above referenced draft document. The 
Maryland Aviation Administration, (MAA) Office of Planning and Engineering has reviewed the 
document and has the following comments.   

1. In flrnire documents, we ask Hat you consistendy refer to the Airport as "Martin State 
Airport", with " MTN" as the proper acronym. 

2. On Page l-S, the second paragraph refers to expansion of the Airport. MTN Airport is 
undergoing "development", not expansion: -Expansion- indicates adding property to the 

I.D.I 

property already owned by the Airport and this misnatrment may unnecessarily alarm sonu    I.D.I 
people: 

P.O. Bo> S7M. BW1 Akport, Maryland 31240-0766 (410) 858-7100 
TOLL FREE: 1 (SOD) M^Y-BWI • FAX: (410) «S0-«7I9 • TOO tor the hMrmj impairait (4)0) S5»-7227 

Th. MwylM Muon MiKMHradM H an •s«»cy o> 0» Mar)tnM O^anmm « tmntton—m 

TFTTTBPBT—1 

Ms. Huie. Mr. Ege. Jr. 
Page Two 

3. The cultural reaource diacussionx mention the need for right of way requirements bom the 
"Martin Airport Complex", a term usett to describe the National Register Eligible Historic 
District which enwunpattes and exceeds the currem boundaries of MTN. It is unclear if right 
of way 6om MTN property is required. If impacts will occur to property occupied by the 
Maryland Air National Guard (MANG), they should be consulted dtrectly to review the 
proposed plans as they are affiliated with the Department of Defense, although they ItmM 
slate land from MTN. If airport property is impacted, then the MAA defers to the Federal 
Aviation Adminutmion's (FAA) Comment #2 in their June 15.1999 letter to you ttom Mr. 

Tory Page. This may not impede the acquisition of right of way. but closer analysis of the 
unpaa would be required in order to make this determination. 

4. ft should be noted that the MAA has jurisdiction over possible obstnictions or hazards to 
aircraft within 3 miles of MTN. Obstructions are assesced Using the imaginary surfaces 
described in Federal Aviation Regulations Part 77, Objects Affecting Navigable Airspace. 
Allofthcaltonative routes endatEastemBoulevaxdanhenonhemeodofMTN. In this 
location the routes lay beneath the airport's "Horizontal Surface" which lies at an elevation 
of 172 feet above mean sea level. Elevated cmaings. such as would be needed to cross the 
Amtrak/Matyland Rail Commuter (MARC) ttadts. will require an Airport Zoning Permit 
from the MAA and an aeronautical study by the FAA Form 74*0-1. Any structures that 
penetrate the Horiiontal Surtac* will also require « variance from the Board of Airport 
Zoning Appeals (BAZA). These processes will also apply to any cranes or other such 
equipment media the construction of improvemems. 

5. Pending the results of the referenced aeronautical study and barring the existence of any 
obstructions, significant enviroomemal issues or community objections. MTN supports the 
altenuues(Fl, D. D Modified) that laminate at the MARC Station near the Airport. 

Should you need further information, please do not hesitate to contact ML Barbara Grey at 
(410) SS9-7090. 

Sincerely, 
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B.        Comments and Response Matrices for Agency Letters 

1.        Environmental, Regulatory, and Resource Agency Letters in Response to Draft ElS/Section 4(f) Evaluation (circulated May 1999) 

Date of 
Letter 

Comment !;^SubjeepV"5 Agency -„          SHA Response   , 

7/8/99 We concur that there is no prudent or feasible 
alternative to the proposed project, if project 
objectives are to be met. However we do not 
believe that all possible planning has been done to 
minimize harm to Section 4(f) resources. We 
recommend continued cooperation and coordination 
with the State Historic Preservation Officer in order 
to prepare the proposed Memorandum of Agreement 
(MOA) which should include measures to avoid 
and/or minimize harm to the Martin State 
Airport/Federal Depot Historic District, the three 
archeological sites (sites 18BA467,18BA469, and 
18BA470) and other historic properties which may 
be affected by the proposed project, in compliance 
with Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act of 1966, as amended. A signed 
copy of the MOA should be included in the Final 
Section 4(f) Evaluation. 

Section 4(f) 
Evaluation 

DOI - FWS We will continue to cooperate and coordinate with the State Historic 
Preservation Officer in order to prepare the MOA. The signed MOA 
will be included in the Final Section 4(f) Evaluation. 

7/8/99 The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) advises 
that it would be beneficial to the review process if a 
map showing all eleven sampling sites (sites that 
were sampled for aquatic habitat, benthic 
macroinvertebrates, fish and herpetofauna, and 
water quality) was added to this document. 

General DOI - FWS Sampling points were added to Fig. III-9. 
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Bate of 
jLetter 

7/8/99 

7/16/99 

Comment 

The FWS advises thai it prefers xhe selecnon of 
Alternative Fl-Modified as the Final Build 
Alternative because it has fewer natural resource 
impacts. Alternatives D and D-Modified are not 
preferred alternatives because they will impact large 
amounts of wetland, floodplain, and forest. On the 
other hand. Alternatives E and I-Modified are not 
preferred because they will impact large amounts of 
floodplain, forest and Chesapeake Bay Critical Area 
Habitat. 

P. IV-122 
We suggest that this chapter include a summary or a 
reference to the summary of Secondary and 
Cumulative Effects Analysis completed for the 
project. 

Subject 

Alignment 
Preferences 

SCEA 

Agency 

DOI - FWS 

OP 

SHA Response 

We acknowledge your preference of Alt. F-mod. We acknowledge Alt. 
D and D mod are not preferred by FWS, due to wetland, floodplain and 
forest impacts, and Alt. E and I-mod. are not preferred due to 
floodplain, forest and Critical Area impacts. SHA feels that alternative 
D-Modified will result in less overall natural environmental impacts 
once the access roads to the developable parcels are examined. 
Alternative Fl-Modified will require the most additional road 
construction to access the developable parcels. Alternative Fl- 
Modified could require over 10,000 feet of new roadway and the 
crossing of four wetland systems. See discussion in the FEIS on pages 
IV-123 through IV-127 for more details.  
See Table rV-42: Comparison Summary of Potential Secondary and 
Cumulative Effects, on page IV-138 of FEIS. 

7/16/99 C.2 (p. II-8) 
We understand that implementation of these multi- 
modal options relies upon the extent of future 
employment development in the Middle River 
Employment Center. If a build alternative is 
selected, we recommend that along with highway 
improvements, policies be recommended to reduce 
the single occupant vehicle (SOV) travel resulting 
from planned employment development in the 
Center. In coordination with Baltimore County and 
the Baltimore Metropolitan Council, the Maryland 
Department of Transportation should monitor 
employment development in the Center and 
implement congestion mitigation strategies as 
demand for such options is warranted.  

Multi-Modal 
and 
Congestion 
Mitigation 
Options for 
Further Study 

OP The implementation of an employer-based Transportation Demand 
Management program for the employers locating within the MREC 
area will be examined. Employers applying for a development permit 
within the MREC could be held responsible through the County 
development process for developing and implementing a transportation 
and flex time plan to reduce signal occupancy demand during the peak 
periods. (See page 11-9 of FEIS) 
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Date of 
Letter 

Comment                 -'   *-    - Subject •    Agency SHA Response 

7/16/99 P. II-9 
A bus/shuttle service connected to the MARC 
service seems to be the only strategy considered for 
the Bus option. Has the MTA evaluated bus 
connections to other activity centers? Without a 
study of alternative bus strategies, it does not seem 
adequate to recommend only a shuttle service to the 
MARC station for the Bus option. 

Bus OP Extension of local bus service, adding commuter bus service and 
adding local circulator service will be planned for Alternative D- 
Modified to be coordinated with the opening of the roadway. We have 
coordinated this analysis with the Mass Transit Administration. In 
terms of local bus service they intend to extend the proposed Route 66 
into the employment center, extend the Route 23 to meet with the 
Route 66 at the same location and have the Route 24 make a stop at 
that same location. In terms of the commuter bus service the MTA will 
investigate locating a park and ride lot near the intersection of US 
40/MD 43 and extend the Route 120 to serve the lot. In terms of local 
circulator service they will examine the implementation of a local 
circulator bus service to transport people through the study area on the 
new road to locations such as the White Marsh Mall, Martin State 
Airport, the Martin Airport MARC station, and the proposed 
employment center. Shuttle service from the Martin Airport MARC 
Station to the proposed employment center was included in the TMA 
discussion. 
(See Page n-9 of FEIS) 

7/16/99 P.n-37,Tablen-4 
The environmental impacts for each alternative 
shown in Table H-4 and Table S-l (p. S-5) are 
different. Which table presents correct information? 

Summary of 
impacts matrix 

OP Table S-l contains the latest information, while Table 11-4 (Table 11-5 
in FEIS) bases the impacts on a 150 ft bandwidth. 

7/16/99 TV.B. 3. 
We suggest the following revisions on page IV-7 
(revisions are shown in bold and italic; strikeout 
indicates deletion: 

"..will be substantially affected by local priority 
funding area designations. Those local jurisdietiona 
must certify and PFA areas in In addition to those 
PFAs designated in the law (e.g.,...), counties can 
designate additional PFAs that meet the Smart 
Growth Area Act's criteria for density and public 
facilities..." 

"The MS* certified PFA for the study area 
coincides with..." 

Land Use OP Suggested changes were made. See page IV-S of FEIS. 

50 
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Date of 
Letter 

-             Comment Subject Agency SHA Response 

7/16/99 P. IV-122, Table IV-37 
The description on "Potential Secondary Effects" for 
"Forest" seems to be inaccurate. Based on the 
information provided on page IV-107, about 400 
acres of forest (40% to 45% of the total forest in the 
Middle River Employment Center) could be lost. 

SCEA OP Table IV-37 of DEIS is accurate. The SCEA boundary encompasses a 
larger area than the MREC boundary, therefore a loss of 400 acres of 
forest is only a 7% loss of forested area within the SCEA boundary. 
This table is IV-42 in the FEIS. 

7/16/99 This project is consistent with our plans, programs, 
and objectives. 

General MDE - Water 
Management 
Administration 

No response required. 

7/16/99 P. II-8 and 11-9 
Requiring Middle River Employment Center 
(MREC) employers to develop and implement a 
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) plan 
would help to reduce additional traffic generated by 
the Center into the 1-95 corridor in the White Marsh 
area. This is an already congested location where 
trip reductions would help lessen any negative air 
quality impacts caused by traffic to and from the 
proposed development. Shuttle service to the Martin 
State Airport MARC station and enhanced bus 
service to MREC are also desirable options. 

TDM MDE - Air and 
Radiation 
Management 
Administration 

The implementation of an employer-based Transportation Demand 
Management program for the employers locating within the MREC 
area will be examined. Employers applying for a development permit 
within the MREC could be held responsible through the County 
development process for developing and implementing a transportation 
demand management program to encourage carpooling, use of public 
transportation and flex time to reduce single occupancy demand during 
the peak periods. 

Extension of local bus service, adding commuter bus service and 
adding local circulator service will be planned for Alternative D- 
Modified to be coordinated with the opening of the roadway. Shuttle 
service from the Martin Airport MARC Station to the proposed 
employment center could be included with the local circulator bus 
service, if demand warrants this service once development plans are 
finalized. 

See 1DM discussion on page II-9 of FEIS. 
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Date of 
Letter 

' Comment,' Subject 
r                                           x   11 

'Agency j      SHA Response   ' 

mem m.M. 
...a summary of the Initial Site Assessment Results 
is provided and Table 111-32 Hazardous Waste Site 
Ranking by Impact Potential lists site numbers, 
parcel numbers, and environmental concerns 
associated with the 54 sites of potential 
environmental concern. Although it may be possible 
to discern the locations of the 54 sites from other 
maps and diagrams within the document, it would be 
more useful if the sites could be located on a 
separate map or diagram and listed with site names 
and addresses. This information could assist the 
Waste Management Administration in locating these 
sites within our databases and perhaps providing 
additional information to the Maryland Depaitment 
of Transportation regarding them. Since the exact 
location of the sites is difficult to determine, we can 
only offer general comments regarding the 
information provided. 

Municipal and 
Industrial 
Waste Sites 

MDE - Waste 
Management 
Administration 

The detailed study report was sent to MDE. 

7/16/99 Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) listed 
sites MD-304, Martin State Airport, Box 1, 701 
Wilson Point Road, Baltimore, MD 21220 and MD- 
310, Martin State Airport Site II (Air National 
Guard), Eastern Avenue and Wilson Point Road, 
Baltimore, MD 21220 are located within the study 
area. Contact the Environmental Restoration and 
Redevelopment Program at (410) 631-3437 for 
additional information. 

CERCLA 
Sites 

MDE - Waste 
Management 
Administration 

We will coordinate with the Environmental Restoration and 
Redevelopment Program. 

7/16/99 Hazardous, solid, and oil wastes must be properly 
disposed at permitted facilities. Contact the 
Hazardous Waste Program at (410) 631-3343, the 
Solid Waste Program at (410) 631-3424, and the Oil 
Control Program at (410) 631-3442 for additional 
information. 

Waste 
Disposal 

MDE - Waste 
Management 
Administration 

We will coordinate with the Hazardous Waste Program, Solid Waste 
Program, and the Oil Control Program. 
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Comment Subject. • Agency SHA Response        /                           - 

7/27/99 EPA remains concerned with the direct, cumulative 
and secondary impacts. The impacts of access roads 
and the development that will follow have the 
potential to cause significant environmental impacts. 

Impacts EPA Secondary (and cumulative) impacts to water quality and wetlands 
caused by MREC development will be substantially limited by 
Baltimore County's Regulations for the Protection of Water Quality, 
Streams, Wetlands, and Floodplains. No wetlands fill for buildings or 
stormwater management (SWM) facilities is permitted under these 
regulations. Furthermore, the properties to be developed in the MREC 
do not enjoy the grandfathering rights which could lead to permit 
application to fill wetlands for lot development as is the case in 
portions of the Middle River and Back River SAMP areas. Moreover, 
no disturbance of wetlands, wetland buffers, stream buffers, or 
protected forest for road utilities, and SWM can occur unless an 
alternatives analysis clearly demonstrates that impacts could not be 
avoided, have been minimized as much as possible, and can be 
adequately mitigated. Finally, stream and wetland buffers (called 
Forest Buffers) are required on plats along with protective covenants in 
Baltimore County Land Records. (See page IV-123 in FEIS) 

7/27/99 EPA urges Baltimore County to implement 
aggressive conservation practices when reviewing 
plans and processing permits for the MREC. EPA 
would be happy to assist Balto. County in the 
identification of sensitive resources that should be 
avoided. Preservation and conservation of these 
sensitive areas may lesson the overall impacts of the 
build out for this project. 

Sensitive 
resources 

EPA The State Highway Administration is not involved in permitting the 
land use, but will pass this concern and offer of help to Baltimore 
County. 
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Letter 

Comment,              ^ Subject Agency SHA Response   "' 

9/2/99 COMAR 26.17.04.11B(5). "Proposed projects that 
eliminate or significantly and adversely affect 
aquatic or terrestrial habitat and their related flora 
and fauna are not in the public interest" 

Aquatic and 
terrestrial 
habitat 

MDE, Water 
Management 

As discussed on page IV-50 (IV-56 in FEIS), "The loss of aquatic 
habitat resulting from permanent discharges will be compensated with 
compensatory wetland mitigation and the establishment of natural 
bottoms in culverts". On page IV-52 (IV-58 in FEIS) the document 
goes on to say "Permanent impacts to wetland resources will be offset 
by compensatory mitigation. Encouraging the deposition of natural 
sediments in culvert bottoms, thereby creating benthic habitat will 
minimize impacts to aquatic resources. Research indicates that while 
highway construction destroys habitats within the construction corridor 
and increases the possibility of migratory animal mortality, it has little 
effect on the disliibution or density of non-migratory animals within 
adjacent habitats (Michael, 1975). Furthermore, the change of 
vegetation types within the right-of-way (such as forest to grasses) may 
attract new species (e.g. American robin and woodchuck) to replace 
species lost by the destruction of the previous habitat. Other species, 
such as the whitetail deer and black rat snake, can benefit from the 
newly created "ecotone," or edge between the new habitat type and the 
adjacent existing habitat (Leedy and Adams, 1982). Within the 
MRECAS that effect will be minimal due to the large amount of 
ecotones already existent there". On page VI-57 (page IV-73 in FEIS), 
the document states "The associated loss of terrestrial wildlife caused 
by the alternatives may be mitigated by the enhancement of wildlife 
habitat through reforestation, including the use of vegetation that has 
high food value for wildlife or that will provide effective cover. 
Vegetation with high food value includes mast-producing trees as well 
as seed or berry-producing shrubs". 
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Comment              -. ' 
i   .                                                         '    ."' 

.    Subject - Agency _" '    -      SHAResponse i'l:^s^Z-:'''':'i^,h^f 

9/2/99 COMAR 26 23 02 04A(3) "The Department may 
not issue a permu for a regulated activity unless the 
Department finds that the applicant has 
demonstrated that the regulated activity does not 
cause or contribute to the degradation of ground or 
surface waters" 

Water quality MDE, Water 
Management 

As discussed on page IV-17 of the DEIS (pages IV-19 and IV-20 of 
FEIS), "Adverse impacts to water quality during construction of the 
roadway or borrow pits will be minimized though strict adherence to 
the SHA erosion and sediment control procedures. All borrow material 
will be obtained from clean upland sites. All areas of exposed soil will 
be vegetatively or structurally stabilized as soon as practical". 

"Other measures to minimize construction related impact include: 
• Initiating temporary stream closures where necessary. 
• Minimizing equipment operation within the stream channels 
• Constructing temporary in-stream measures (Coffer dams, stream 

crossings) with clean materials. 
• Locating equipment fueling and service staging areas away from 

aquatic resources. 
• Constructing culvert extensions or new structures at stream 

crossings in such a manner as to promote continued easy fish 
migration and/or avoid any additional impact within stream 
channels." 

9/2/99 COMAR 26.23.02.05B(3Xe,h,&k): "The 
Department shall consider avoidance and 
minimization of direct or indirect adverse impacts to 
nontidal wetlands including "hydrologic regime of 
the areas upstream and downstream of the area of 
impact", "subsurface water flow into or out of any 
nontidal wetland area", and Cumulative impact to 
nontidal wetlands". 

Wetlands MDE, Water 
Management 

A detailed discussion on mitigation of impacts to nontidal wetlands, 
including an extensive evaluation of avoidance and minimization, is 
provided in the document, starting on page IV-28 of DEIS (page IV-31 
in FEIS). 
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Date of 
Letter 

Comment Subject Agency SHA Response 

9/2/99 COMAR 26.23.02.06A(l)(a) & (2)(b). "A regulated 
activity may not cause an individual or cumulative 
effect that degrades aquatic ecosystem diversity, 
productivity, and stability or that degrades surface 
and groundwater quality." 

Cumulative 
effects 

MDE, Water 
Management 

As discussed on page IV-107 of DEIS (page 123 of FEIS)," Secondary 
(and cumulative) impacts to water quality and wetlands caused by 
MREC development will be substantially limited by Baltimore 
County's Regulations for the Protection of Water Quality, Streams, 
Wetlands, and Floodplains. No wetlands fill for buildings or 
stormwater management (SWM) facilities is permitted under these 
regulations. Furthermore, the properties to be developed in the MREC 
do not enjoy the grandfathering rights which could lead to permit 
application to fill wetlands for lot development as is the case in 
portions of the Middle River and Back River SAMP areas. Moreover, 
no disturbance of wetlands, wetland buffers, stream buffers, or 
protected forest for road utilities, and SWM can occur unless an 
alternatives analysis clearly demonstrates that impacts could not be 
avoided, have been minimized as much as possible, and can be 
adequately mitigated. Finally, stream and wetland buffers (called 
Forest Buffers) are required on plats along with protective covenants in 
Baltimore County T ,and Records. These Forest Buffers and associated 
protective covenants ride with the deed of the property in perpetuity". 

9/2/99 P. 111-36 incorrectly states that all nontidal streams 
in the study area are Use I. Whitemarsh Run & tribs 
are Use IV. 

Use Class MDE, Water 
Management 

Corrected on pg. ffl-36 of DEIS. (This is also page 111-36 in FEIS.) 

9/2/99 P. 111-36 also states that "six surface streams drain 
portions of the area". The study should state that 
there are several smaller tributary streams in 
addition to the six larger ones identified. 

Stream # MDE, Water 
Management 

Corrected on pg. 111-36 of DEIS (page 111-35 in FEIS.) 

9/2/99 P. 111-37 states that at no point is Windlass Run 
wider than 10 feet, while p. 111-40 discusses a 15 ft 
wide study reach. 

Windlass 
width 

MDE, Water 
Management 

Changed to "no wider than fifteen feet" on pg. 111-36 of FEIS. 

9/2/99 P. 111-58 discusses the number of wetlands per 
watershed. This should be clarified to indicate the 
number studied within the watershed and not the 
total number of wetlands. 

Wetlands MDE, Water 
Management 

Changed to read "of the number of wetlands studied, there are fourteen 
wetlands in Whitemarsh Run watershed..."  (This section is on page 
in-56 of FEIS.) 
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Date of 
Letter 

"  Comment    '     _ Subject " Agency SHA Response 

9/2/99 P IV-4 states that "the only road connections 
planned for the project" will be at the existing US 
40/MD 43 interchange and at MD 150. How will 
new development be served without additional road 
connections? 

Road 
connections 

MDE, Water 
Management 

See the discussion m the SCEA, beginning on pg. IV-123 of FEIS. The 
sentence at page IV-4 of DEIS was misleading. In the FEIS the 
sentence has been changed to read "Indeed, the only road connections 
planned for the project will be existing US 40/MD 43 interchange, MD 
150 and two to three access points into the proposed employment 
center." The sentence can be found on page IV-6 of the FEIS. 

9/2/99 P. IV-l 16 incorrectly states that MDE has delegated 
authority to Baltimore County for regulation of 
development in floodplains. 

Floodplains MDE, Water 
Management 

The last two sentences on page IV-l 16 are misleading and were 
eliminated in FEIS (see page IV-132 of FEIS). 
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2.        Other Agency Letters in Response to Draft ElS/Section 4(f) Evaluation (circulated May 1999) 

Date of 
Letter 

,  Commeat Subject Agency >  '         -                             SHA Response 

6/15/99 The proposed alternatives alignments D, D-modified, 
and Fl-modified appear to impact Martin State 
Airport (MTN). As such, close coordination is 
required with the Maryland Aviation Administration 
(MAA), Maryland Air National Guard (MANG), and 
the FAA WADO 

General FAA SHA will be closely coordmating with Maryland Aviation Administration 
(MAA), Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) and the Maryland Air 
National Guard (MANG) as design and construction are undertaken to 
determine exact impacts to their properties and operations and to determine 
mitigation strategies 

6/15/99 Although the Airport is in state ownership, the 
property was acquired with Federal funds. Therefore, 
the airport property has federal obligations that cannot 
be removed without FAA concurrence. The FAA 
WADO will not concur with the release of any 
dedicated airport property that would be required for 
roadway alignments, if such release would adversely 
impact the safety, utility, or efficiency of the airport. 

General FAA SHA will coordinate with FAA if any property is required from Martin State 
Airport and work to minimize any disruptions to airport operations and 
eliminate any adverse impacts to the safety, utility or efficiency of the 
airport. At this time SHA believes that the project will have a positive 
effect on the efficiency of the airport and not effect the safety or utility of 
the airport. 

6/15/99 The proposed alignment listed in item 1 above could 
penetrate the Federal Aviation Regulations (FAR) Part 
77 imaginary surfaces associated with the airport. 
FAA would object to any penetration to the Part 77 
surfaces. Therefore, the environmental impact 
statement must evaluate the proposed alternatives 
sufficiently to determine what portions of the airport 
would be impacted by the referenced layout options. 

General FAA SHA will be meeting with FAA, MAA and MANG to determine any 
potential penetration of the Federal Aviation Regulations Part 777 surface 
with the bridge over the AMTRAK rail line of the selected alternative. 

6/15/99 Figure S-l legend does not allow the reader to 
differentiate between the shading used for wetlands 
from the shading used for historic areas. Therefore, 
evaluation of the alternatives is not possible. 

General FAA We have revised the legend. 

6/24/99 ...the document is well organized and thorough in its 
presentation of information. 

General BMC We agree. 

7/16/99 MTN is proper acronym for Martin State Airport. MTN MAA Suggested changes were made. (See page 1-8 of FEIS.) 
7/16/99 MTN is undergoing development, not expansion. expansion MAA Suggested changes were made. (See page 1-8 of FEIS.) 
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Date of 
Letter 

Comment               ••, Subject Agency SHA Response 

7/16/99 It is unclear if ROW from MTN property is required. 
If impacts occur to property occupied by MANG, they 
should be consulted directly. If airport property is 
effected, then the MAA defers to FAA Comment #2. 
This may not impede the acquisition of ROW, but 
closer analysis of the impact would be required in 
order to make this determination. 

ROW MAA SHA will coordinate with the MABG and/or the MAA if any property is 
required from Martin State Airport and work to minimize disruptions to 
airport operations and eliminate any adverse impacts to the safety, utility or 
efficiency of the airport. Exact determination of required ROW will be 
determined during final design of the project. 

7/16/99 MAA has jurisdiction over possible obstructions or 
hazards to aircraft within 3 miles of MTN. Elevated 
crossings, such as that which would be needed to 
cross the Amtrak tracks, will require an Airport 
Zoning permit from MAA and an aeronautical study 
by the FAA Form 7460-1. Any structures that 
penetrate the Horizontal Surface will also require a 
variance from the Board of Airport Zoning Appeals 
(BAZA). These processes will also apply to any 
cranes or other such equipment used in the 
construction of improvements. 

Obstructions to 
aircraft 

MAA SHA will be meeting with FAA, MAA and MANG to coordinate any 
potential penetration of the jurisdictional airspace surrounding the MTN 
created by the MD 43 bridge over Amtrak rail line and any cranes or other 
such equipment used in the construction of improvements. SHA will adhere 
to any permit/study requirements of the FAA and MAA during the final 
design phase of the project. 

7/16/99 Pending the results of the referenced aeronautical 
study and barring the existence of any obstructions, 
significant environmental issues or community 
objections, MTN supports the alternates that terminate 
at the MARC Station near the Airport. 

Fl, D, D mod MAA No response required. 

v -C 
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Written Comments from June 16,1999 Public Hearing and SHA Response Letters 

r 

r 

3729 Chestnut Road 
Baltimore, MD 21220 

July 10, 1999 

Ms Heather Murphy, 
Project Manager 
State Highway Administration 
Mall Stop C-301 
P.O. Box 717 
Baltimore, MD 21203-0717 

Dear Ms Heather Murphy: 

Unfortunately I had to work late on the night of the public 
hearing on June 16 so I was unable to attend.  I have several questions 
that I need the answers to; 

1. Why develop, is it merely a way to extract more tax dollars for the 
county'' 

2. Who really wants a regional transportation network center or hub on 
the Williams property?  , 

3  Onder the project need section It mentions that Balto Co. has designated 
a portion of Middle River area as an employment center, since 
growth is planned.  How is growth planned? 

4. Since the majority of the area is wetlands why and how is this being 
pursued? 

5. Why not make it an park or wildlife center? 

6. The project need section said it will increase jobs by 14,000.  What 
type of jobs? 

I'm against the use of the Williams property as a transportation hub or 
center.  The reasons are as follows: increased noise, traffic, poor choice 
of land use, wasting natural resources, roads will be eroded much faster 
resulting in increased damage to our vehicles.  Along with those reasons 
the final reason is that the trucking industry is already having problems 
meeting the demand for qualified drivers.  The future is only going to get 
worse.  The transportation hub at Middle River will be competing for other 
business locations.  Given the increasing labor shortage for the trucking 
Industry failures or closures of such truck depots will also increase. 
The increase In jobs such as warehouse workers isn't going to do much 
economically to the area. 

I would be willing to support the use of the land a for high technology center 
which is the future. A high technology center would be much better for 
a number of reasons.  There would be less heavy transportation, but maybe 
a slight increase in light transportation.   It would be likely to generate 
more revenue for the county and state be better for the environment than 
a trucking depot.  High technology would do far more in improving socio- 
economic standards in the area than those minimum wage type Jobs-  I can t 
imagine how someone has guestimated the increase of some 14,000 jobs. In 
fact I would guess that 2000 white collar technology jobs requiring education 
past high school would do more to revitalize the County than those 14,000 
retail at  warehouse workers.  Jobs which require more education will pay 
more, require a less dense housing, generate a larger flow of disposable 
income into the community and surrounding areas.  

The need for less roads would be a good thing.  There Is no reason 
to constantly divide the large tracts of land with additional roads.  The 
communities on the eastern side of the county such as Middle Hiver, Back 
River, Bowleys Quarters still have some scenic water views, woods and wildlife 
not found in many areas.  The Joppa Road improvements in Perry Hall, were 
horrendous.  Taxpayers front yards were taken for no other reason than to 
increase the number of lanes going to other neighborhoods.  The additional 
lanes allowed the speed limit to increase by 5 mph so traffic is still a 
problem.   Front yards were taken, property owner's received no benefit 
unless you call living on 1-95 type road any consolation.  It is a shame that 
common sense wasn't used prior to any improvements because the plusses 
certainly don't outweigh the minuses on that community improvement.  I don't 
want to see the same blunder made in this community.  Traffic on the east 
side isn't bad but given all these proposals I'm relatively certain that it 
will be when the county is done unless they take time to recognize the gem 
that they have and cultivate it with some real thought. 

Sincerely 

CiScP RsSAA^rv^O^A 
Carl L. Rossmark 

r- 
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

Middle River Employment Center 
Access Study (MRECAS) 

Combined Location/Design Public Hearing 
Wednentay, June 16,1999 

Kenwood Bigh School 

PLEASE PRINT 

NAME stfjC £eA*,J £. "Zr-^J DATE O-IT?? 

ADDRESS   SC/y   ^ce,-e^fi^c ^z> 

CITY/TOWN OJ/rr^. ^M*S//      STATE ^^    ZIP CODE^^/fc.^. 

I/We wi«h to comment or Inquire about th» following aspects of tWs project 

3^- 

-9^ sft^e,/£%- 

Teraons who have received a copy of thl» brochure through the mall are 
already on the project Mailing List 

•  Please add my/our naina(s) to the Mailing List 

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

Middle River Employment Center 
Access Center Study (MRECAS) 
PROJECT NO. BA847A11 

^•• 

STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

Middle River Employment Center 
Access Study (MRECAS) 

Combined Location/Design Public Hearing 
Wednesday, June 16,1999 

Kenwood High School 

PLEASE PRINT 

NAME CAm/tX  *•   IV/Z/^W DATE 06-or-<f9 

ADDRESS 2O07    L'hf/Q    Avt' 

CITY/TOWN    BAkTb _STATE n\i>        23P CODE 3>?Zt/ 

I/We wish to comment o£jnguirejbout the following aspects of this project: 

•&*&—-ds^L—1< m£ZTto**-v    ttj  -rX.s   P//M. zrr is 

Qf   U,h<>T    tiivtj'—Pto&dfiS     "flu     <5+><?r(UcTfcAj    h*~+- 
CetilrJ?    P(^} ,f/y afXrrT    -Tfrf    mjaSTT,      -TJ*-    &,*$    ^ 

-l*1!   huff    ZlfetT    r\p fer/desvr*?.     -tft?   Atr*    0L4»*O 

3hfiT.... haze  

•Persons who have received a copy of this brochure through the mall are 
already on the project Mailing List 

•  Please add my/our name(3) to the Mailing List 

•  Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing Ust 

Middle River Employment Center 
Access Center Study (MRECAS) 
PROJECT NO. BA847A11 
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Mdmen aid Hs&rf Cjonttet 

C'mtirmsM 
BmmMC Coaety D^JUUN 

ZZ'-Z-^2-' sr-  -ZrZ^ZSt ^"•*.5 ~'*,L Z'Z? SZ'Z's 

4!l lawn SmUevid 
Bainasn. MuTttod i^ii-*-l* 

Ecwwmic and Stfnntimenal 
AiEdn CwnoutMs 7^^ Senate of ^Maryland 

AITCUPOUS, MUOIAND 11401-1991 

tQfiitt 
'jA jaino Wm Office SuilcUni 
AanxpeBt, MUTJUMI si^n-tyyi 

July 20, X999 

Mr. Pnker F. WtUiazra, Adrnmistritor 
Scats Hightny AdminittnUion 
707 North Cahot Street 
Baltimore, MD 21202 

Dear Mr. WiUianu: 

I am writing to you as the Stale Sautor who represent the Ejiex and Middle River 
communities of Eaittm Battiaioie County and as a reodeat of the ana.  In the last 15 or 20 
yean, I have seen the efleca of the sugor redaction in employment oppoitunitia in the area as 
businesses, large and small, have downsized or closed. Therefore, I have welcomed the eflbro 
of our etnrent Bslmnore County government to revitalize the area, and I have worked hard to 
provide State fanding for County revialization projects. 

As a result, we have seen improviments that have made the commimity a better place to 
live. However, the most important part of the revitalizatton efibtt has not yet been realized-the 
development of employment opportunities in Easteni Baltimore County. It is my belief that the 
extension of Route 43 to die Middle River area is the key to that economic development 

I appreciate the time and efibn that State Highways has dedicated to this project, and I 
have tried to ftmiEirizc myself with the various alternative routes that have been proposed. 
Since I am no expert in the field, I have consulted with County economic development and 
environmental representatives, and I agree that Alternative D, modified, is by far the best choice, 
both Ar bosiness devalopment and for the protection of our wetlands. Therefore, I am writing to 
add my voice in support of your selection of Alternative D, modified, for the Route 43 extension 
project 

Thank you for your considention of my request 

Vety truly yours. 

yj^f^ (UbJ 
v.  Michael J. Collins 

State Smator 

MjrOfcn* 

r^ 

r^ 

STATE HIGHWAY ADMINIS1 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMmtNio 

Middle River Employment Center 
Access Study (MRECAS) 

Combined Location/Design Puttie Hearing 
Wednesday, June 16,1999 

Kenwood High School 

PLEASE PRINT 

NAME  

ADDRESS 

/Skr^1 ^ 
*/M 

k£/££L. tumj-Je-?? 
'*'-4*T*4 Ce. £/i 

CITY/TOWN STA ZIP CODE 

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

cjjt^r/jr.rf */7lZ*£fttr   AirjCA-   ±L*A*Ar   •&**?. s«A* SffL^tT 

'"Sh ,i4A6. tf-. 
s2weK.&-. 

//:*OAS   y4t +T^>£A-y?  <?X~>2/*;JZ^r?/£•/>*,//*•-&so***. 

S^A,^-/^*^ 

3 AM 
T'fvfA'i 

L 
/.UTJAMS ^ /N UU<7t<. *&* 

•Persons who have received a copy of this brochure through the mail are 

already on the project Mailing List 

I   I  Please add my/our name^s) to the Mailing List 

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

Middle River Employment Center 
Access Center Study (MRECAS) 
PROJECT NO. BAS47A11  
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Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

Psris N. Glsreanirg 
Scvrw 

John 0. Pwesr 
j«cntary 

PatVer f. Williams 
AOmkHtwer 

July 29. 1999 

The Honorable Michael J. Colliiu 
Senate of Maryland 
4] S Eastern Boulevard 
Baltimore MD 2t221-«786 

Dear Senator Collins: 

Thank you for your recent letter regarding the Middle River Employment Center Access 
Study (MRECAS), formerly known as MD 43 Extended. We appreciate your support for this 
project We also appreciate your infbnming us of your support for Alternative D Modified. 

The development of this road is extremely important to the economic future of the Eastern 
Baltimore County area. Alternative D Modified does provide for both business development and 
for the protection of our wetlands. 

Thank you again for your letter. We look forward to continuing to work with you and the 
entire delegation on this project. If you have any further comments or questions, please feel free 
to contact Mr. Neil J. Pedersen, our Planning Director, at 410-S45-O411 or 1-888-204-4823. 

Parker F. Williams 
Administrator 

cc:       Mr. Neil J. Pedersen, Planning Director, State Highway Administration 

My Nfephom numbaris 4l»-S4i44M or I-WO-IOMTTO 

Maiyiand Ratay Sttviee far impaired Haarfng or Speech 
1-800-735-2258 Stitiwidt Toll Fro* 

Mailing Addrm: P.O. Boa 717 • Baltknor*, MO 21303-0717 
StrMt Addrxt: 707 North Calvan strMt • Saltlmoro, Maryland 21202 
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Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

September 1,1999 

Parris N. Glsndaning 
Ooramor 

John D. Porcart 
Steritary 

Parket F. Williams 
Adnnnfitraior 

Ms. Judith S. Krenieo 
Executive Director 
Baltimore County Historical Trust, Inc. 
P.O. Box 10067 
Towson MD 21215-0067 

Dear Ms. Kremen: 

Thank you for your comments concerning the Middle River Employment Center Access Study. 
Your concern for the advene impact AHemative D would have on historic resources has been noted. 
Your comments have been included in the project record and will be considend during the decision 
making process. 

The State Highway Administntion (SHA) has completed all paperwork necessary to complete 
identification of historic resources, and has fully coordinited effect determinations for alternatives under 
consideration. SHA and the Maryland Historical Trust (MHT) agree that four architectural properties are 
National Register eligible. Two of these properties are twentieth century resources and MHT has 
concurred with SHA's effect determination! for the alternatives. 

The MRECAS study team is currently evaluating citizen comments received at and subsequent 
to, the recent Public Hearing. After a thorough evaluation of these comments, the study team will 
formulate a recommendation to present to the State Highway Administrator for the selection of an 
alternative. 

Thank you again for your comments. You will be informed as we proceed with selecting an 
alternative. We welcome your input in the section 106 coordination. If you have any questions in the 
meantime, please contact the Project Manager.Ms. Heather Murphy, at 410-S45-S571 oral 1-800-548- 
5026. 

Very tnily yoiirs. 

Cynthia D. Simpson 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

By: 
Heather Murphy 
Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 

* 

Ms. Heather Confer 
Ms.JillDowling 

My telephone number is ,  

Maryland Relay Service for impaired Heenng or Speech 
1 •800-735-2258 Statewide Toll Pre* 

Mailing Addresa: P.O. Boi 717 • Baltimore. MO 21203-0717 
Street kddraas: 707 North Calvert Str»t • Baltimora. Maryland 21202 
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BALTIMORE 
COUNTY 
HISTORICAL 
TRUST inc. 

' C.ummuniry Preservation at Work  D 
PuM Office Box 10067 
Tow»n. MD 2128HX)67 
4im8itMH12 

Testimony on the Middle River Employment Center Accew Study (MRECAS) 
by Judith S. Kremerv Executive Director 

The MRECAS Study is the most recent in a series of projects regarding 
road access to link industrially zoned land in Middle River to the rest of eastern 
Baltimore County. The area was designated by the local jurisdiction for 
additional growth as an employment center a number of years ago. 

The Baltimore County Historical Tnist Inc is a nonprofit organization 
dedicated to preserving historic sites and structures in Baltimore County and 
serves as the local advisory arm to the Maryland Historical Trust It concurs 
with the MHTs findings that there are four properties eligible for the National 
Register of Histaric Places and hopes that the SHA will complete any remaining 
paperwork necessary to comply with the federal §106 requirements. A 
consultant examined many other structures. Some of them may be eligible for 
the Baltimore County historic register. 

There is a tendency in this country to discount the importance of 
Twentieth Ontmy structures, including industrial ones. Those associated with 
the Qenn L. Martin Company and with (he Allies' role in World War n should 
be preserved. Consideration should be given to retain the character of neaiby 
residential areas within their existing context when possible. Alternative D 
would have an adverse impact upon historic resources.   

The construction of new roads usually leads to leapfrog development 
Given the state's and county's desire to revitalize other parts of eastern Baltimore 
County, it is undear from the information packet how extending Route 43 would 
mitigate possible disinvestment of olher areas. Moreover, there is scant attention 
given to how this project would improve the quality of intermodal transportation 
within the region. 
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Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

Psrris N. Glcndaning 
QovttlKV 
John 0. PonMri 
$«cf«ury 
Parfter F. Wllllanis 
AdmtnxnMor 

Augusts, 1999 

Mr. John B. Gontrum 
Romadlca, Gontrum & McLaughlin. P-A- 

•   814 Eastern Boulevard 
Baltimore MD 21221 

Dear Mr. Gontrum. 

Thank you for your comments concerning the Middle River Employment Center Access 
Study, MRECAS, formerly MD 43 extended. You support for Altemahye D "odifi^hu **>" 
noted Your comments have been included in the project record and wtll be considered during 
the decision making process. 

The old Atlas maps are very interesting, painting a picture of what thisisrea was UfaMjsck 
in 1877 and 1915 and how evaything has evolved to where we are now with "^^"^f 
access. Tlie old maps are a good lead in for the 1969 Master Plan and Zoning map that shows a 
connector road liom White Marsh over 1-95 and to Eastern Boulevard and beyond- You are 
correct, this project has been in the works in many different forms for at least the last 30 yean. 

-. Your concerns about vraterftont redevelopment are also important. We must keep in 
^      mind all the positive benefits to the environment and to economic development Oat this project 

can have for the Middle River area. 

The MRECAS study team is currently evaluating citizens' comments received at and 
subsequent to the public hearing. After full and thorough evaluation ofthese "»**?*«*,the 
studTteam will fonnulate a recommendation to present to the State Highway Administrator for 
the selection of an alternative. In meantime, refinements will continue to be made to the 
proposed alternatives, where feasible, to address citizens' concerns. 

My Mtfephona numt>»r * —  
M»ry!«n<> B«»y S«vic* lot hiplliwa HtnlnB or Sp«eh 

1-800-735-2258 SlawoMa Toll Fin 

Mailing Addr.«: P.O. Sol 717 • B.ltimor.. MO «»W• 
S1r«1 Addri..: 707 North C«lv.r1 SlrMl • B.lllmor.. Mwyt.nd 21202 
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Mr. John B. Qontrum 
PtgeTwo 

Thank you again for your comments. Your name is on the mailing list and you will be 
notified of any future events on this project If you have any questions in the meantime, please 
contact the Project Manager. Ms. Heather Murphy, at 410-545-8S71 or at 1-800-548-5026. 

Very truly yours, 

Cynthia D. Simpson 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 

-     Preliminary Engineering 

By:     /%~fU'   'T'l-A/ 
Heather Murphy ' 
Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 

r 

Kmmi.touAjXA 
JOHN a. <Mf JUJM 
1. MKKAIL MILAtXMUN, /».' 

ROMADKA, GONTRUM & McLAUGHUN, P.A. 
814 Eastern Boulevan) 

BaJtiinore, Mtrylind 21221 
(410) fit64274 

(410) 686-fllU FAX 

' Abo Atmtml tt k> Okarkl tt C 

Ms. Heather Murphy, Project Manager 
State Highway Administiatioa 
Mail Stop C-301 
P.O. Brat 717 
Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717 

June 16, 1999 

RB: Middle River Employment Center Access 
Study 

Dear Ms. Mmpby: 

I regret that I am unable to attend the public hearing on June 16, 1999, but I would like to 
submit these written comments in lieu of testimony. 

As you know, I have actively participated in the discussion of the extension of Route 43 through 
the proposed area over the years. I am very much in support of the extension of Route 43 and 
am in favor of Ahemate D Modified an the alignmiant for tint tnad 

History appears to play some role in the determination to build a roadway through the area and 
in the selection of a route. Accordingly, I have done a bit of research from various maps in my 
possession, and they certainly show a more extensive pattern of usage than might otherwise be 
indicated today by wandering through the fields and woods of the study area. 

Attachment A is taken from the 1877 Atlas of Baltimore County by G.M. Hopkins. Much of 
the study area south of Bird River Road is included on the attachment. As you can see, while 
other areas now heavily built show little activity, there were many homes and farms on what are 
now known as the Williams and Security Management properties. In fact, a road that was then 
known as Ebenezer Road ran ttom Bird River Road through the center of the area and came out 
not far from the proposed AJtemative D on Eastern Boulevud, west of Canoll Island Road. 
You can clearly see Windlass Run on the map and the fact that the old road crossed k. 

Attachment B is from an Atlas made almost forty yean later in 1915.  On this Atlas Ebenezer 
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Road through the Williams property is clearly labeled along with Windlass Run. What is now 
Ebesezer Road south of Bin) River Road was known as Marble Avenue. The crossing of 
Windlass Run approximately where Alternative D modified is proposed is clearly indicated. 
This atlas has many names on it now used on local roads. For instance, Vincent Road is shown 
as part of the Vincent family holdings. I have somewhat cnidely highlighted proposed Alternate 
D modified on the plan showing that it pretty closely follows the old Ebenezer Road. 

To me the significance of these maps is twofold. First, it highlights that historically there has 
beat a need and a demand for a route through these properties linking the White Marsh area 
with the Middle River area. As the 1915 map indicates, there were in fact more travel ways 
then when the area was much less populated than exist today through the area. Second, it 
indicates that we are hanfly comipting virgin territory. In fact, much of the area was heavily 
fanned and used throughout the 19th century and early 20th century. The old field status of 
some of the property and early growth woods supports the maps. 

Doubtless from written comments and testimony much has been put forth on the need and 
potential that can only be realized if this project goes forward. Every planning study in 
Baltimore County in the last 30 years has called for a road way through this area. 

One of the real problems with the area is that the roadway has not been built. From an 
employment standpoint this area historically has one of the highest unemployment rates in the 
state. Although times are good all over now, a few short years ago such was not the case. 
When unemployment went up at the beginning of the '90*s, this area really suffered. The saying 
goes that when the economy catches cold, the eastern part of the county gets pneumonia. A 
diverse and updated employment area is needed to assist the area. 

On another topic Baltimore County's shorefront has lagged behind others in its restoration. Part 
of that reason is that it is relatively isolated. Old summer shore homes sh side by side with 
newer construction on tiny lots. Unfortunately, the older homes were built when much less 
attention was being paid to environmental issues. Sewer lines run directly from many homes 
directly into the water. "Gray water" pqws also run overboard into the creeks even where 
public sewer is proposed. 

New construction obviously is not permitted to pollute and to engage in "creative" means of 
disposing of sewage and "grey water" from washing machines etc. By linking this community 
to the rest of the area, the days of turning a blind eye to the practices of the area will be over. 
It is time that the waterfront communities be linked to the rest of the county. It will serve 
economic interests surely, but it will also bring attention to areas and to situations that we now 
know need correction. While some may resist change, not all of the "old ways" are good, and 
some change is necessary. 

This road way to me represents not just an economic opportunity but a real life line of support 
to communities which have struggled, are struggling and will struggle, without the access. 
Access brings people, ideas, and change. All of the good ideas that have come about in the 
areas of planning and environment need to be brought into this area that has such a stake in the 
conservation of resources. Just as the critical area program did so much to highlight and enforce 

VI-37 

the importance of the land on the water, so too this roadway should bring with It the kind of 
redevelopment that will be in harmony with that thinking. 

We in this community need this roadway and Alternative D seems best to serve the purposes of 
the area by picking op on the old routes, by accessing the most usable parts of the area, and by 
having the least impact on existing neighborhoods by its routing and terminus on Eastern 
Boulevard. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Very truly yours 

B. GontnuD 
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ROMADKA, GONTRUM & McLAUGHLIN, P.A. 
814 Eastern Boulevard 

Baltimoie, Maryland 21221 
(41(9 6864274 

(410) 68641II FAX 
D. ROMADXA 

tOHNl. OOHTIIUM 
). MKHAEL MeUUOHUN, n.* 

• Abo AMM h t« Ditria or Ccfaata 

Ms. Heather Murphy, Project Manager 
Maiyland State Highway Administration 
Maiikop C-301 
707 North Calvert Street 
Bahimore, Maryland 21202 

June 17,1999 

RE: Middle River Employment Center Access 
Study 

Dear Ms. Mnipby: 

I would like briefly to supplement my written comments to you submitted on June 16, 1999. 
My law partner at the public hearing pointed out that we had maps from Baltimore County 
planning projecting an extension of White Marsh Boulevard dating back many yean. This is 
correct. 

Attached is a copy of a plan, which is from a publication of Baltimore County's Office of 
Planning and Zoning in 1969, New Zoning for a New Baltimore County. The Sector Master 
Plan and Zoning Map. This shows a projected town center known as "Windlass* with a new 
freeway known as the "Whitemarsh Freeway" extending from PulasW Highway to Eastern 
Boulevard. At the time constniction was foreseen in the early 1970*5. Hie road alignment 
had pretty much the same beginning and ending at Pulasld and Eastern Boulevard as Alternates 
D and F. As the plan notes, it built upon earlier concepts, especially a 1966 Master Plan. This 
simply adds to the issue that there is nothing new about this road since in one form or another 
it has been proposed over the last 30+ years. 

Verxtruly; 

John B. Gontrum 
enc.   

f ^ l l • * I     V •' 

UeiMTftiti  Aim 

If AST- NOfiWUSTEfiN SCCTORIMSK* 9{A\ 
i  u.nrm tciiT of-ut of fi»«>i»5 «») mm 
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MH*TI. KOMAEKA 
MRtl. OOWTtUM 
I. MBUB. McUVDHUN, ]*.» 

ROMADKA, GONTRUM & McLAUGHLIN, P.A. 
814 Esstera Boulevard 

Baltimore, Maryland 21221 
(410) 6tM274 

(410) 68641 IS FAX 

..—••^,-..-,—,.  |1, 

Ms. Heather Mutphy, Project Manager 
Maryland State Highway Administration 
Maitaop C-301 
TO7 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 

June 17,1999 

RE: Middle River Employment Center Access 
Study 

Dear Ms. Muipby: 

I would like briefly to supplement my written comments to you submitted on June 16, 1999. 
My law partner at the public hearing pointed out that we had maps from Baltimore County 
planning projecting an extension of White Marsh Boulevard dating back many years. This is 
correct. 

Attached is a copy of a plan, which is from a publication of Baltimore County's Office of 
Hanning and Zoning in 1969, New Zoning for a New Baltimore County. TTie Sector Master 
Plan and Zoning Mqp. This shows a projected town center known as "Windlass" with a new 
freeway known as the "Whitemarsh Freeway* extending from Pulaski Highway to Eastern 
Boulevard. At the time construction was foreseen in the early 1970's. Hie road alignment 
had pretty much the same beginning and ending at Pulaski and Eastern Boulevard as Alternates 
DandF. As the plan notes, h built upon eariier concepts, especially a 1966 Master Plan. This 
simply adds to the issue that there is nothing new about this road since in one form or another 
it has been proposed over the last 30+ years. 

Verxtruly; 

John B. Gontrum 
eac. 

ltt><JI1kt*l    JtRID 

ItAVT- NOaWUSTERN SCCTO* MASTtR *W! 
ui; imt  icviir sfFKE Of ntstitr. »«) !!'»i»e 
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BALTIMORE   AREA 
TRANSIT   ASSOCIATION 

r- 

P.O. BCK  U7 
Glen Bumle. MD 21060 

JUIy 9,  1999 

Ms. Heather Murphy, 
ProjBCt Manager 
Project Planning Dlv. 
MD State Highway Adm. 
Mallstop C-301 
707 N. Calvert Street 
Baltimore. MD 21202 

Dear Ms. Murphy: 

We are writing to you concerning the proposed ortenslcn of 
MD Route 43. White Marsh Boulevard, Into the Essex/Middle River 
area.    Alignment D&D-MOD Is a concern to our organization due to 
the fact that this choice would necessitate a reduction In the 
number of available parking spots at the Glen L. Martin Station, 
on the Perm line of the M.A.R.C. commuter rail system.    (Please 
see the map.)   Currently the station has 175 parking spaces, and 
B.A.T.A.'s Board of Directors Is ooncemed that any fewer number 
of spaces than this would discourage commuters from using the 
M.A.R.C. system.    We urge the State Highway Administration to 
consider some of the other prcposed options Instead. 

It's our hope that the State Highway Administration 
will adopt Smarter transportation policies for Maryland, as these 
will allow fpr more oommuter choices, will add transit incentives 
to change the commuting landscape, and will allow for more 
efficient use of existing highways and transit systems here. 
Maryland Is the Smart Growth state. 

Thank you very kindly for yoir consideration of the above 
request. 

Sincerely, 

John M.  H^f, 
President 
Baltimore Area Tran- 
sit Association 
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Baltimore County — 
Department of Environmental Protection 
and Resource Management 

401 Bosley Avenue, Suite 41< 
Ibwson, Maryland 21204 

June 28.1999 

Mr. Greg Chamberlain 
3703 Hoify Grave Road 
Bowtoys Ouartere. MO 21220 

Dear Mr. Chamberlain: 

Re: Comments at MRECAS Design 
Public Hearing - June 18.1969 

commenta which warn submftteiJ to This Department has been asked to respond to your wriaen 
State Highway Administration tor the MRECAS Design PuWie Hearing. 

Vour concerns center on increased development In the Bowteys Quartere and Chase areas 
espedany Impacts to wetlands. As you may know, wetland dtsturbance-fs regulated by Federal State and 
County law. and. as such, permits are required prior to work being authorteed. The perron process 
requires that the appHcam Mentffy alt wetlands and streams on the properly and disturbance be avoided if 
possible Staff from the regulatory agencies review the appDeation and Inspect the site to ensure that the 
Information is accurate and that eny proposed disturbance Is unavoidable. MHigaHon of unavoidable 
disturbance is required of the applicant, usua*y by repladng disturbed wetlands at a one to one ratio As 
you can see, current regulattons are In place which protect wetland and stream resources. For Impacts to 
be permitted, they must be unavoidable and they must be replaced. 

You can also express concerns regarding the potential for additional development with the 
extension of pubHe sewer to the area. As you probabty know, the County Council has imposed a 
temporary moratorium on building permits In lower Back River Neck and Bowteys Quarters through 
June 30, 1999. During the moratorium period, the Planning Board has conducted a public hearing and 
has prepered a report to the County Council regarding growth management In these areas. We would 
suggest you contact your County Coundlman, the Honorable Vincent Gardlna. to express your viewpoint 
Councilman Gardlna may be reached at 410-887-3384. 

"Thank you for your concern regarding these matters. If you have further eoneems. you may 
contact me at 410-887-8413. 

Very tmty yours, 

/  fv»v^/ C . C/wtvw-v  

"niomas L. Vidmar. P.E.. Chief 
Resource Management and 
Engineering Services 

r^ 

TLV/Jbrn 

Heather Murphy - SHA 

Cumc visii thv: C'uumv's Wubxite at U'nw.co.bu.mtl.iis 
an MecvKiert Cam 

r 

STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

PLEASE PRINT 

NAME 

Middle River Employment Center 
Access Study (MRECAS) 

Combined Location/Daign Public Hearing 
Wedntsday, June 16,1999 

Kenwood High School 

ft&q      Z1 A/WW/?/V DATE t/M? 
ADDRESS 

CITY/TOWN 

370*   l/JL /}».Ur pri  

—& STATE MP    ZIP COPE >?/^^   20lS 

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

J-Kdurfaf j/J    -?/,.<;     tfffrf Dor.    -A 

ALL item QUAMPC - n.H^r 

Hvv6efiri\ mo*f   "p'/AAdrl '"oMr* 
CaqA/r+fa,/    'AltPEAfiV 

££&£? 

*Paraons who have received a copy of this brochure through the mail are 

already•» the project MaH.ng Us, 3^ Ytt*   fc<tA,*,4 

ED  Please acl3 my/our name(s) to the Mailing List (^t~_A~Q 

U  Please delete my/our name(a) from the Mailing Uat 

S vjfi/nos UAt'£ keerJ Qfick t 
Middle River Employment Center    />  ,.     /    /  -p. /    f /   r ^iSJP / 
Access Center Study (MRECAS)    -hU'^d    '  UCST&>Y&d   f-VftV ^ * 
PROJECTNO.BA847A,1 ^^   ^ /t,/%vl . $ e/u£ £L 
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Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

August 2,1999 

Parrfc N. Glendening 
Gownor 

John D. Porcari 
SfMtrt 
Parker F. Williams 
Adminfctrltor 

Mr. Hemy Rack), Jr. 
1511 Wilson Point Road 
Baltimore MD 21220 

Dear Mr. Rackl: 

Thank you for your comments concerning the Middle River Employment Center Access 
Study. Your support for the No-Build Alternative has been noted. Your comments have been 
included in the project record and will be considered during the decision making process. 

The MRECAS study team is currently evaluating citizen comments received at, and 
subsequent to, the recent Public Hearing. After a full and thorough evaluation of these 
comments, the study team will formulate a recommendation to present to the State Highway 
Administrator for the selection of an alternative. In the meantime, refinements will continue to 
be made to the proposed alternatives, where feasible, to address citizen concerns. 

Thank you again for your comments. Your name is on the mailing list and you will be 
notified of any future events'on this project. If you have any questions in the meantime, please 
contact the Project Manager, Ms. Heather Mmphy, at 410-545-8571 or at 1-800-548-5026. 

Very truly yours, 

Cynthia D. Simpson 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

By:     ^TLjfL^yn^L. 
Heather Murphy       ' ' 
Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 

r^ 

My wlepfioiw numtwr is  

Mnvfarx) fWay Service loi ImptWm! Heartno « Spaa* 
1-800-735-2256 SlatewKle Toll Fra« 

Mailing Addreo: P.O. Bo« 717 • Baltlmor., MO S1*0*?71?.,.,.,-. 
Street A<Mre»«: 707 North Calvtrt Street» Biltlmere, Marylawl 21202 

STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

Middle River Employment Center 

Access Study (MRECAS) 
Combined Location/Design Public Hearing 

Widnesday, June 16,1999 
Kenwood High School 

LEASE PRINT 

.AMP     - ,*W V  T*r, Kl       OK  DATE_a^ 

3DRESS. 

iTY/TOWN ferA-tr STATE SHP       2IPCODE  &<•/*•** 

We wish to comment or Inquire about the following aspects of this project 

rm-jf <**/' 

•Persons who have received a copy of this brochure through the mall are 

already on the project Mailing List  

Q  Please add my/our name(8) to the Mailing List 

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

Middle River Employment Center 
Access Center Study (MRECAS) 
PROJECT NO. BAB47A11 
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Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

August 2,1999 

Parrit N. Gtondening 
Qovamor 
John D. Pofcari 
Satntoy 
Perkef F. Williams 

Mr. Richard Bertoldi 
4000 Issacs Road 
Baltimore MD 21220 

Dear Mr. Bertoldi: 

Thank you for your comments coitceming the Middle River Employment Center Access 
Study, fonnerly MD 43 extended. Your sujjport for the project has been noted. Your comments 
have been included in the project record and wall be considered during the decision making 
process. 

We understand your frustration with the time required to complete the project 
development process: however, we are moving forward as quickly as possible. You should also 
know that The Sun article was incorrect. We are hoping that the project will be open to traffic by 
2005. 

The MRECAS study team is currently evaluating citizen comments received at and 
subsequent to the recent Public Hearing. After a thorough evaluation of these comments, the 
study team will formulate a recommendation to present to the State Highway Administrator for 
the selection of an alternative. 

Thank you again for your comments. Your name is on the mailing list and you will be 
notified of any future events on this project If you have any questions in the meantime, please 
contact the Project Manager, Ms. Heather Murphy, at 410-545-8571 or at 1-800-548-5026. 

Very truly yours. 

Cynthia D. Simpson 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

Heather Murphy r 
Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 

My tatsptoone number im _ 

Maryland Relay Sendee tor impaired Heaimg or Speech 
i-B00-735-22Sa Slalewide Toll Free 

Mailing Addren: P.O. Bo* 717 • Baltimore. MO 21201-0717 
Street Addren: 707 North Celvart Street • Baltimore. Maryland 21202 

n- 
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

Middle River Employment Center 

Access Study (MRECAS) 
Combined Loaown/Desipi Public Hearing 

Wednesday, June 16,1999 
Kenwood High School 

PLEASE PRINT 

NAME    '/•C^d/tO   ISeXsixA' DATE &'Z<>-11 

ADDRESS   fooo   J-etttcs KOA /> 

cmr/rowN iltLTo •Mc STATE MO       ZIP CODE  2JZIO 

I/We wish to comment or Inquire about the following aspectejqf this project 

d~n\. iooC US;• A S r. 9   VrAK.    /"r^me.er/** 77**- /x. / /*«- SlCJ*!*-. 

fZ ^riac £  OS  TZ.s J?oAt> h};^. STJMM i^//Wr fctfaAr 

fyA/mf-ftk/.n,,.* £fsyA*cvfe <f,n/*K J** /W»r Attfi/uf*. 

3*3* ant. VeitL  F^T- 4A>0 A/'j/fTJA't   TZxhu* 

-TT'S^Scftict. 0eCfs,Afa& AJutSnio.ts LhtirfrW,* 74*r&/$* 
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Middle River Employment Center Access Study 
Final Environmental Impact Statement/Final Section 4(f) Evaluation 
Section VI. Comments and Coordination 

Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

August 2,1999 

Parris N. Glendenlng 
Qoutmgr 

John 0. Porcari 
Sccrawy 
Parker P. Williams 
AdnxnlltTBtor 

Mr. Robert Wood 
11112 Bird River Grove Road 
White Marsh MD 21162 

Dear Mr. Wood: 

Thank you for your commons cqpceming the Middle River Employment Center Access 
Study. Your support for the No-Build Alternative has been noted. Your comments have been 
included in the project record and will be considered during the decision making process. 

The MRECAS study team is currently evaluating citizen comments received at, and 
subsequent to, the recent Public Hearing. After a full and thorough evaluation of these 
comments, the study team will formulate a recommendation to present to the Sute Highway 
Administrator for the selection of an alternative. In the meantime, refinements will continue to 
be made to the proposed alternatives, where feasible, to address citizen concerns. 

Thank you again for your comments. Your name is on the mailing list and you will be 
notified of anv future events on this project. If you have any questions in the meantime, please 
contact the Project Manager, Ms. Heather Murphy, at 410-545-8571 oral 1-800-548-5026. 

Very truly yours, 

Cynthia D. Simpson 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

By:    'iL^h^-n^v.^.u. 
Heather Murphy / r 
Project Manager 
Project Planning Division" 

My tetaphon* number Is —  

Maryland R«tay Strvtee fw ImpairrJ Muring or Sp«ach 
1-600-735-2258 Stlttwide Toll Free 

Malllno Addrwt: P.O. Box 717 • Blttlmoro. MO 21203-0717 
SUMI Addr«t»: 707 North Cilvtrt Strwt • Boltlmoro. Marylind 21202 
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

Middle River Employment Center 
Access Study (MRECAS) 

Combined location/Design Public Hearing 
Wednesday, June 16,1999 

Kenwood High School 

PLEASE PRINT 

NAME   RCPrRT  V/.O O 0 DATE JUiy lUllf 

ADDRESS   WWZ   BIRV>  RIVER GROVE   RD  

CITY/TOWN ^ rt rre m ARSH   STATE MO.   ZIP CODE 2 U62 

I/We wish to comment or inquire ibout the following aspects of thto project. 

""VUS   FROJCCT IS   A SftCMPEA A|0t>I AH tu Sw'tToKT 

OF THE NO SUilfc orTlON. THC cmzEN* Of PrtLTI/OOKC 

COw'MTy NEg.fe Td fRoTCcT THE. CH^^fteeflrre gf^ Py PR£viC^MC 

N^SQR ^QAP Atffr CUlt-blPt PEviiTLar/'Ag^TM'rt U CCd^iT TO THC PAV- 

T\U* rCOJEcT V*tU fro <\ V'A-iT- AhOCMT Or V>(\r)f\6Z T^ TtiC 

CUvjigoMHtH" PY CiJT\\M(5 OayMpAQftUyTRgCJ   bft^AglMG VIET Uuo 

yoLLOl^C THCL VATgff.AMV AM» LftMC>A^i> BRtM6i^6 << 

nA^sMl ^K>cft^v^5C or TRAFFIC IPTQ ThfC ARCfl.  

T^^JT^^itK^ 

'Persons who have received a copy of this brochure through the mall are 

already on the project Mailing List  

£$ Please add myfour name(s) to the Mailing List 

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

Middle River Employment Center 
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Middle River Employment Center Access Study 
Final Environmental Impact Statement/Final Section 4(f) Evaluation 
Section VI. Comments and Coordination 

Baltimore County 
Department of Public Works 

Bureau of Ttaifric Engineering 
& Transportation Planning 
111 W. Chesapeake Avenue 
Towson. Maryland 21204 

410-887-3554 
fax: 410-887-5784 

My 29,1999 

Mr. Thomas Andrews 
22 Strawbeny Court 
Baltimore, Maryland 21220 

Dear Mr. Andrews: 

I have been asked by the Maryland State Highway Administration to respond to your 
comment reganfang the weening of Ebenezer Road. The Balttmote County Maltter Plan does 
not contain a project that would significantly improve the capacity of this facihty. 

It is the intent of the County that Ebenezer Road Junction as access to residents along the 
road and sunoundmg communities. TOs will be even more apparent when MD 43 Extended is 
completed  White Marsh Boulevard, extended to MD 150, will remove substantial amounts of 
ttrough traflic and address the perceived congestion you have noted in vour comment 
Baltimore County strongly supports the MD 43 Extension not onlv for i'ts significant economic 
impact but also to preclude extensive widenins/reconstruction of Ebenezer Road. 

^initial alternative to building MD 43 Extended was a proposal to widen and upgrade 
existing Ebenezer Road. One of the prime reasons it was rejected and not recommended was 
teat it cuts through residential areas of the County. It was estimated that 170 properties with 31 
displacements, would occur in this corridor should this alternative be selected. This along with 
mcreased traffic, especially tracks, traversing a widened Ebenezer Road would significantly 
change the residential characteristics of the area. For the reasons stated above Baltimore County 
does not support significant capacity enhancements to Ebenezer Road. 

Again thank you for your interest and should you need additional information or 
clarification please do not hesitate to contact me at (410) 887-3554. 

Craig Forreat, Chief 
'Division of Transportation Planning 

JCFrdll 

cc:      Heather Murphy, SHA 
tW_NWIWOU\>irauCTn<ric\Oi>ci«nai«ycAnmil.«i< 

Come visit the County's Website at www.co.ba.md.us 
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

Middle River Employment Center 
Access Study (MRECAS) 

Combined Location/Design Public Healing 
ffetbiesday, June 16,1999 

Kenwood High School 

PLEASE PRINT 

NAME 1  \blt.k^        /XKIOL^ S.        DATEJLl-f? 
^RESS ii-^rrt^je^jTM    Ceog-t- 

cirmowN DfYt^v£^sTATE_CA^ ZIP CODE J=rx>^ 

IM, wish to comment or inquire .bout the followlnB MPectt of thi. B^.^- 

        ^ I tt£'&-£. rWw-/     iy ^ y  > 
["* ^' f r-.K= ^-r g   - £.2> u^- ,fr, 

—*=—£-' O*—   O r c       ^ ;*?«• u^t^t. r 

l -s 

3-f    \C       /-, 

*i i-Af-^ 

'•^•^      •a.-.Q- 

(?     CKfr-TA./ 

•Pemons who have received a copy of thh brochure through the mail are 
already on the project Mailing List 

D  Pleaee add my/our name(a) to the Mailing Ltet 

U Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing Llat 

Middle River Employment Center 
Access Center Study (MRECAS) 
PROJECT NO. BA847A11 
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Middle River Employment Center Access Study 
Final Environmental Impact Statement/Final Section 4(f) Evaluation 
Section VI. Comments and Coordination 

Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

My 13.1999 

Parris N. Glandenlng 

John D. Poresri 
o«£ft«fy 

Parker F Williams 

Mr. Jay Perskie 
7718 Belair Road 
Baltimore MD 21236 

Dear Mr. Perskie: 

Thank you for your comments concerning the Middle River Employment C*nter Access 
Study, MRHC AS, formerly MD 43 extended. Your support for Alternative D modified and the 
No-Build Alternative has been noted. Your comments have been included in the project record 
and will be considered during the decision making process. 

The MRECAS study team is cunently evaluating citizens comments received at and 
subsequent to the Public Hearing. After foil and thorough evaluation of these comments, the 
studv team will formulate a recommendation to present to the State Highway Administrator for 
the selection of an alternative. In the meantime, refinements will continue to be made to the 
proposed alternatives, where feasible, to address citizens concerns. 

Thank you again for your comments. Your name is on the mailing list and you will be 
notified of anv future events'oo this project. If you have any questions in the meantime, please 
contact the Inject Manager. Ms. Heather Murphy, at 410-545-8571 or at 1-800-548-5026. 

Very truly yours, 

Cynthia D. Simpson 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

By:       ll^L.'W'U.fa 
Heather Murphy 
Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 

My leleohone number it ——  

Maryianfl n«l»y Service fof inrpaired Hearing or Speech 
i-gOO.735-2258 Siaiewide Toll Free 

M.llln? AdtfrtM: P.O. Brw 717 • BlUlmore. MO «»»*"/„..„ 
Slrnl Addrete: 707 North Calvert Street • Beltlmore. MeryUnd JIIOJ 
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

Middle River Employment Center 

Access Study (MRECAS) 
Combined Location/Detign Public Hearing 

Wednesday, June 16,1999 
Kenwood High School 

PLEASE PRINT 

5^/ tfa.tfa NAME 

ADDRESS 
j* DATE 

yirrfsfatf fir/ 
kfcsffc* 

CITY/TOWN firf   //& STATE ML ZIP CODI cJU^J*^ 
l/Wa wish to comment or Inquire about the following aspects of this project 

J-     Cl>h\^   *»* P-* -*\rr^ 

^f&L, /LS^CVU- S&xfZuZZ<4.    ^// 
fas Ai/Aus/f I'M ^L^yu^w^y oSjA.U jcidU^c 

•Persons who have received a copy of this brochure through the mall are 
already on the project Mailing List 

[3  Please add my/our name(s) to the Mailing List 

Li  Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing List 
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Access Center Study (MRECAS) 
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Middle River Employment Center Access Study 
Final Environmental Impact Statement/Final Section 4(f) Evaluation 
Section VI. Comments and Coordination 

Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

July 13,1999 

Parrfa N. Glandening 
QOWnor 

John D Porcari 

Parker F. Williams 

MacDonald A Weber, P.A. 
8015- G Cotporate Drive 
Baltimore MD 21236-4977 

To Whom It May Concern: 

Thank you for your comments concerning the Middle River Employment Center Access 
Study, MRECAS, formerly MD 43 extended. The MacDonald &. Weber, PA. support for 
Alternative D modified has been noted. Their comments have been included in the project 
record and will be considered during the decision making process. 

The MRECAS study team is currently evaluating citizens comments received at and 
subsequent to the Public Hearing. After full and thorough evaluation of these comments, the 
study team will formulate a recommendation to present to the State Highway Administrator for 
the selection of an alternative. In the meantime, refinements will continue to be made to the 
proposed alternatives, where feasible, (o address citizens concerns. 

Thank you again for MacDonald & Weber, P.A. comments. The Company is on the 
mailing list and you will be notified of any future events on this project If you have any 
questions in the meantime, please contact the Project Manager, Ms. Heather Murphy, at 
410-545-8571 oral 1-800-548-5026. 

Very truly yours, 

Cynthia D. Simpson 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

By: %^. 2*2 
Heather Murphy 
Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 

My ttlaphone numbar ift _ 

Maiyiand Relay Service tar Imoiirxl Hartfif or Somcti 
1 -800-735-2258 Statiwide Toil Frte 

Mailing Addrtu: P.O. Bo* 717 • B»ltlmor». MO 21»»-0717 
Street AddrMl: 707 Nortti C«lv«rt SWMt • Btttlmore. Maryland 21802 

STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

Middle River Employment Center 
Access Study (MRECAS) 

Combined Location/Design Public Hearing 
Wednesday, June 16,1999 

Kenwood High School 

PLEASE PRINT 

NAME     MACDONALD k WEBER, P.A. DATE   WM 

ADDRESS     8015 - 6 CORPORATE DRIVE 

crwrowN BALTIMORE .STATE      "0       ZIP CODE     Z1236-4977 

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

We are In favor of Alternative D.Modified.because: 

Alternative D Modified poses the least overall environmental Impact among 

 the five alternatives. This alignment clrcumventis the highest-quality 

 WtlandS and requires the least amount of secondary roadway construction. 

Alternative D Modified Is the superior alignment ir\ terms of Its ability to 

open key parcels of land for development. 1717V xvn ,„ jaa_ 
Alternative D Modified provides the most direct access to existing facilities 

 SVCtl K  Chesapeake Industrial Part. Martin State Airport, an. Aiiitr^"^lt1 on, 

HARC station, Lockheed Martin Launching Systems, Middle River AlrcraflP1 

Systems. AAONM 3W MO XVW131 SSVTId SNOUSaflD ANV 3AVH fTOA. dl 

11 HVM CTOOM 
MOJ rift tnina am JQ.IWVjrwTfi m ninnnwnuTwuarra.iwgiciui •iwnnMuw-tnuwiiing 

?HI MI waists aiwis naMaiNq ussjm. 

— *oe> NI ornrnvna w«t m waAB.w axvig oaMawa 't OH 

Notisano NI savoa HHL OI atv-SM saiva ONIMOTIOJ am oaisanoaM noA sv 

Middle River Employment Center 
Access Center Study (MRECAS) 
PROJECT NO. BAM7A11 

S3IM01SIH OVOM naafqne 
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Middle River Employment Center Access Study 
Final Environmental Impact Statement/Final Section 4(f) Evaluation 
Section VI. Comments and Coordination 

Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

July 13,1999 

Parris N. Gtondening 
Govemc 
JohnO Porcatl 
Swrtury 
Parker F Williams 
*aminiv.rKOi 

Mr. Bill Shrieves 
10148 Bird River Road 
BaMmoreMD 21220 

Dear Mr. Shrieves: 

Thank you for your comments concerning the Middle River Employment Center Access 
Study, MR£CAS, formerly MD 43 extended. Your support for the project but opposition to 
Alternative F-l modified has been noted. Your comments have been included in the project 
record and will be considered during the decision making process. 

The MRECAS study team is currently evaluating citizens comments received at and 
subsequent to the Public Hearing. After full and thorough evaluation of these comments, the 
study team will formulate a recommendation to present to the State Highway Administrator for 
the selection of an alternative. In the meantime, refinements will continue to be made to the 
proposed alternatives, where feasible, to address citizens concerns. 

Thank you again for your comments. Your name is on the mailing list and you will be 
notified of any future events on this project. If you have any questions in the meantime, please 
contact the Project Manager, Ms. Heather Murphy, at 410-545-8571 or at 1 -800-548-5026. 

Very truly yours, 

Cynthia D. Simpson 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

By:      ff^L>W, 
Heather Murphy 
Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 

My taiephone number is - 

Maiylam) Belay Senrtci tw Impairtii Heiitng or Sjweh 
1-800-735-2258 Slllewid* Toll FftI 

Mailing AcMrtat: P.O. Bon 71? • Baltlmpre. MD 21J0W)7ir 
Straal Addraaa: 707 North Calvart Straat • Baltlmora. Marylang 21202 

STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

Middle River Employment Center 

Access Study (MRECAS) 
Combined Location/Design Public Hearing 

Wednesday, June 16,1999 
Kenwood High School 

PLEASE PRINT 

NAME      /^'&//;-,. DATE <-&?-?? 
ADDRESS /^-••/./jW^ /zJ. 

ciTYrrowN //J.r-- STATE •Ad ZIP CODErT*-' - s- 

l/We wish to commant or Inquire about the following aspects of this project: 

'P x*r*t*^ir*/   Z-XJL    info.J ^  O^ 
-VhufM, o&A'Tzf- sf^itZr   ?ZZ   <rl*Kj£ZZ>. &Vt.e 

•Pemons who have received a copy of this brochure through the mail are 

already on the project Mailing List 

fH  Please add my/our name(s) to the Mailing List 

[J   Please delete my/our nime(s) from the Mailing List 

Middle River Employment Center 
Access Center Study (MRECAS) 
PROJECT NO. BAe47A11 
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r^ 

Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

July 14,1999 

Parris N. Gtendening 
Qoww 
John 0. Porcari 
sacrawy 
Parker F. Williams 
AdmmittrjTO' 

Mr. Andrew Beichfeld 
406 Wuen Witch Court 
Baltimore MD 2IZZ0 

DearMr.Bleichfeld: 

Think you for your comments concerning the Middle River Employment Center Acctts Study, 
MRECAS, formerly MO 43 extended. You suppon for Allemativej D uid Fl modified hu been noted. 
Your comments hive been included in the project record and will be considered during die decision 
miking process. 

The 45-mph speed limit was determined to be ippiopriate based upon the roid design, roadside 
landscaping and expected travel speeds. The curves that are shown in the road concepts.are needed to 
minimize community and environmental impacts and provide access to the developable parcels in a way 
to minimize secondary effects on the natural environment. 

The State Highway Administration (SHA) is not altering the design of the ahematives because of 
the historical sites; however, SHA will need to continue to coordinate with the Maryland Historical Trust 
and other parties interested in these historic resources in an effort to safeguard the characteristics that 
make them National Register eligible. The resources are eligible for the architecture of cenain buildings 
and for the important role the Martin Company played in local, state, and national history. 

The MRECAS study team is currently evaluating citizens comments received at and subsequent 
to the Public Hearing. After full and thorough evaluation of these comments, the study team will 
formulate a recommendation to present to the State Highway Administrator for the selection of in 
alternative. In meantime, refinements will continue to be made to the proposed alternatives, where 
feasible, to address citizens concerns. 

Thank you again for your comments. Your name is on the mailing list and you will be notified of 
any future events on this project. If you have any questions in the meantime, please contact the Project 
Manager, Ms. Heather Murphy, at 410-545-8571 or at 1 -100-548-5026. 

Very tnily yours, 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering, 

Heather Murphy v' 
Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 

My telephone numbar is „______—. 

Maryland Ralay Seivtee tor Impaired Htaring or Soaach 
t-aOO-735'2258 Siaiawioa Toll Free 

Mailing Addrata: P.O. Bon 717 • Baltimore. MD 21203-0717 
Strait Addraaa: 707 North Calvirt Street • Baltlmora. Maryland 21202 

rs STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

Middle River Employment Center 
Access Study (MRECAS) 

Combined Location/Design Public Heating 
Wednesday, June 16,1999 

Kenwood High School 

PLEASE PRINT 

NAME /Wfl^ KunfHftn.P 

ADDRESS     HOlfi    UyA-ITM    ^Arr U  CT- 

DATE fr/frf" 

r 

cmrrrowN Bfiv Ti^tete STATE M)     ZIP CODE »1'*00 

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

•*I^    ft"A    PVR      /^f^nori^       f)-r*oX>     Oft     "D.  

•Pereons who have received a copy of this brochure through the mall are 
 already on the project Mailing List 

D  Pleaae add my/our name(s) to the Mailing List 

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

Middle River Employment Center 
Access Center Study (MRECAS) 
PROJECT NO. BA847A11 
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t. V. WILUAMt. H 

L. M. WIUMMt. M 

I. J. OKUCHID. CMC VCt MCI 

W. 0. XIMMCftMANN, titt*tu*t* 

^r 
WILLIAMS CONSTRUCTION COMPANY, INC. 

GENERAL CONTRACTORS 

8660 PU1.A6KI HIGHWAY 

BALTIMORE, MO. 21237-3086 

PHONE: 14101686-1000 

FAX (4101686-2959 

loly 6,1999 

-JULirSS/.- «.*' 

Ms. Hitiha Majiky, Project Engineer 
Project Pluming Divnioo 
MuylSH) State Hifhwiy Admmisntion 
MiiteopC-301 
707 North OWot Street 
Bittimort, MryluKi 21202 

r 
Rt Middle Rivet Emptoyment Center Accm Study (MRECAS) 

- In Fivor of tte Rmrte 43 ErtemkiD to Easttn Blvd. 
• Sptcitlctlly In Support of AlterBitfv«D(Modin«i) 

OeirMs.Minptiy-. 

AJ > busmissnum in the Essex/Middle Km so, 1 Jtrontly mppott die ejetemion of Route 43 to 
EsstemBM. Ifctlthitit ii not only good for the economic devetepnent in the reilwt it miy relieve 
some of die congestion. The best tlignnwnt for th« md is owpestiomkly Altemttive D (Modified), 
which imong all the altenutivts provides die greatest opportunity for economic grow* and development 
In our area. 

Ve^rtnilyyoun, 

Wimant G. Zimmermaim 
Treasurer 

r- 

Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

July !3,1999 

Parris N. Glendsfling 
Qov«mor 

John D. Porcari 
S4C>ftary 

Parker F. Williams 
AorrxmlUttC 

Mr. William G. Ztnunemnann, Treasurer 
Williams Constntction Co., Inc. 
8660 Pulaski Highway 
Baltimore MD 21237-3086 

Dear Mr. Zimmermann: 

Thank you for your comments eonceming the Middle River Employment Center Access 
Study, MRECAS, formerly MD 43 extended. Your support for Alternative D modified has been 
noted. Your comments have been included in the project record and will be considered dunng 

the decision making process. 

The MRECAS study team is currently evaluating citizens comments received at and 
subsequent to the Public Hearing. After full and thorough evaluation of these comments, the 
studv team will fotmulate a recommendation to present to the State Highway Administrator for 
the selection of an attemative. In the meantime, refinements will continue to be made to the 
proposed alternatives, where feasible, to address einiens concerns. 

Thank you again for your comments. Your name is on the mailing list and you will be 
notified of anv future events'on this project. If you have any questions in the meantime, please 
contact the Project Manager, Ms. Heather Murphy, at 410-545-8571 or at 1-800-548-5026. 

Very truly yours, 

Cynthia D. Simpson 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

By:       ^L^l^/I.,/, 
Heather Murphy      t- 
Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 

My tetophofte number is . 
MaiYlmd Belay Senrto lor impaired H«»nng at Spetch 

1-800-735-2258 SlawwiOo Toll FfM 
Mailing A«drt«a: P.O. Box 717 • B.lllmora. MD 21201-0717  

Strwt AUdrMt: 707 Norlh C«lv»rt StrMt • Baltlmor*. Maryland 21202 
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Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

July 13,1999 

Pams N. Glendening 
Govwnor 
John D. Porcarl 

Parker F. Williams 
AomimfitrsiO' 

Mr. Malcolm Wood 
1402 Burke Road 
Baltimore MD 21220 

Dear Mr. Wood: 

Thank you for your comments concerning the Middle River Employment Center Access 
Study, MRECAS, formerly MD 43 extended. Your support for the No-Build Alternative has 
been noted. Your comments have been included in the project record and will be considered 
during the decision making process. 

The MRECAS study team is currently evaluating citizens comments received at and 
subsequent to the Public Hearing. After full and thorough evaluation of these comments, the 
study (earn will formulate a recommendation to present to the State Highway Administrator for 
the selection of an alternative. In the meantime, refinemenls will continue to be made to the 
proposed alternatives, where feasible, to address citizens concerns. 

Thank you again for your comments. Your name is on the mailing list and you will be 
notified of any future events on this project. If you have any questions in the meantime, please 
contact the Project Manager, Ms. Heather Murphy, at 410-545-8S7I or at 1-800-548-5026. 

Very truly yours, 

Cynthia D. Simpson 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

By:       ^W^w^W'^ 
Heather Murphy 
Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 

My teleption* number is . 

Maiyiand R*tay Sanrict tor impaired Hearing er Spate* 
t -BOO-735-2258 Slalawide Ton Fret 

Mailing Addrni- P.O. Bon 717 • Battlmora. MO 21Z0J-O717 
Btr»»l Addr»««: 707 North Calvarl Str««t * Baltlmcf. Maryland 21202 

JULY 10, IMC 

MS. HEATHER MURPHY 
PROJECT MANAGER 
9HA MAIL STOP O301 
P.O. BOX 717 
BALTIMORE, MD. 212DM717 

DEAR MS. MURPHY, 

I WANT THE NO BUILD ALTERNATIVE FOR THE MIDDLE RIVER EMPLOYMENT 
CENTER ACCESS STUDY. BALTIMORE COUNTY DOES NOT NEED MD. 43 EXTENDED 
FROM US. 40 TO MD. 150. THERE ARE ENOUGH ACCESS ROADS TO MD. 150. THE STATE 
OF MARYLAND AND BALTIMORE COUNTY SHOULD NOT BE PROMOTING THE PARTIAL 
DESTRUCTION OF THE 1000 ACRE A.V. WILLIAMS FOREST AND WETLANDS NO MATTER 
WHATTHE ZONING OF THAT PROPERTY IS. THE A.V. WILLIAMS PROPERTY IS AN 
IMPORTANT HABITAT FOR FOREST INTERIOR DWELLING BIRDS AND OTHER WILDLIFE 

ACCORDING TO THE MRECAS. THE STATE AND NATIONAL AMBIENT AIR QUAUIY 
STANDARDS WILL NOT BE EXCEEDED BY ANY OF THE ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED. 
ANY MAJOR HIGHWAY IN THE AREA IS GOING TO BRING LARGE AMOUNTS OF 
VEHICULAR TRAFFIC AND LARGE AMOUNTS OF POLLUTING EXHAUST FUMES. THERE IS 
A SIMPLE SOLUTION TO SOLVE POLLUTING THE AIR WITH VEHICULAR EXHAUST AND 
NOISE ON THE PROPOSED MD. 43 EXTENSION, IF THERE IS NO ROAD THERE IS NO 
POLLUTION. 

THE MARYLAND HISTORICAL TRUST CONCURED WITH THE DETERMINATION 
THAT ALL OF THE BUILDING ALTERNATES WILL HAVE AN ADVERSE AFFECT ON 
CULTURAL RESOURCES ELIGIBLE FOR THE NATIONAL REGISTER OF HISTORIC PLACES. 
THIS IS ANOTHER GOOD REASON TO SCRAP THE MRECAS, THE RESIDENTS WHO LIVE 
IN THIS AREA WANTTHBR QUALITY OF LIFE TO IMPROVE NOT BECOME WORSE IN 

JSUMMARY, THE MRECAS WILL DO GREAT HARM TO THE ENVIRONMENT BY CAUSING 
THE DESTRUCTION OF FORESTS, WETLANDS AND WILDLIFE AND CAUSING LARGE 
AMOUNTS OF AIR WATER AND NOISE POLLUTION. IN MY VIEW. IF THE MRECAS IS 
IMPLEMENTED. IT WILL CAUSE VASTLY MORE HARM TO THE AREA THAN ANY 
SUPPOSED BENEFIT. 

MALCOLM WOOD 
1402 BURKE RD. 
BALTIMORE MD. 21220 

MALCOLM WOOD 
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Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

Julv 12,1999 

Parrls N GlendeninC 
Govwow 
John D PofCan 
Stcttrtty 
Parker F. Williams 
Adirtnrtrrator 

Mr. Les Richaidson 
Richardson Fann 
S828 Ebenezer Road 
White Marsh MD 21162 

Dear Mr. Richardson: 

Thank you for vour eomraems concerning the Middle River Employment Center Access 
Study MRECAS, formerly MD 43 extended. Your support for Alternative D modified has been 
noted. Your comments have been included in the project reconl and will be considered during 
the decision making process. 

The MRECAS study team is currently evaluating citizens comments received at and 
subsequent to the Public Hearing. After full and thorough evaluation of these comments, the 
studv team will formulate a recommendation to present to the State Highway Admuustrator for 
the selection of an alternative. In the meantime, refinements will connnue to be made to the 
proposed alternatives, where feasible, to address citizens concerns. 

Thank you again for your comments. Your name is on the mailing list and you will be 
notified of any future events on this project. If you have any questions in the meantimevple»se 
contact the Project Manager, Ms. Heather Murphy, at 410-545-8571 or at 1-800-548-5026. 

Very truly yours, 

Cynthia D. Simpson 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

By:      :24~3£^2^Z, 
Heather Murphy f 
Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 

My lelephon* numbc' '* - 

Maryland Rtlay S«fvice lor Impaired Heartng or So««ch 
1.800-735-2258 Slalanida Toll Frae 

Mslllng Addrw: P.O. 8o» 717 • Baltlmora. MO 212W-0717 
Strmt Addrais: 707 North Calyart Straal • Baltlmor*. Maryland 21102 

m 
STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

Middle River Employment Center 
Access Study (MRECAS) 

Combined Location/Design Public Hearing 
Wednesday, June 16,1999 

Kenwood High School 

"LEASE PRINT 

NAME      6.eS    |£oU^*t:n fi.i*Lrkl\Fofns DATE   i/^f 7 

ADDRESS     jfr^S     pbeiez-ef CnJ.  

CITY/TOWN \J\uh   l^OISh STATE    f^O    ZIP CODE   ^H( t?— 

VW* wi«h to comment or Inquire about the following aapects of this project: 

IL/I>.I«-     I  JC-    far*     Sc«6.    ft     He.   U«,l    g W^-tJ  & '*- 

-Permtt.l   to  be.   Q S^g//  /•/--«£   /^    /fry    ^   ttr    l?en-f<*1 

rut'-ie.   rtr fL\   fad.     Tk,-. dc^t'JsJ.*.-    ff  /hi   roo 

fke. Wi.-^A^y,   [ii.e"   -trctf.t     , f  c-orres- ^Pr^y     77 fc  

e   n.'*-*/   5lie.  -tic th* •i-lL*i-c   -fn.r  c<• ,„/•  

•Persons who have received a copy of this brochure through the mail are 
already on the project Mailing List 

I   I  Please add my/our name(s) to the Mailing List 

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

Middle River Employment Center 
Access Center Study (MRECAS) 
PROJECT NO. BA847A11 
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Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

"July 22,1999 

Pwrls N. Glendening 
Qovwnei 
John D. Porcari 
S*ei*Wy 
Partcer F. Williams 

Mi. Ray Reiner 
Oliver Beach Improvement Association, Inc. 
P.O. Box S7 
Chase MD 21027 

Dear Mr. Reiner: 

Thank you for your comments concerning the Middle River Employment Center Access 
Study, MRECAS, formerly MD 43 extended. The Oliver Beach Improvement Association's 
support for Alternative D modified has been noted. Their comments have been included in the 
project record and will be considered during the decision making process. 

The MRECAS study team is crarently evaluating citizens comments received at, and 
subsequent to, the Public Hearing. After full and thorough evaluation of these comments, the 
study team will formulate a recommendation to present to the State Highway Administrator for 
the selection of an alternative. In the meantime, refinements will continue to be made to the 
proposed alternatives, where feasible, to address citizens concerns. 

Thank you again for the Oliver Beach Improvement Association's comments. The 
Association is on the mailing list and will be notified of any future events on this project If you 
have any questions in the meantime, please contact the Project Manager, Ms. Heather Murphy, at 
410-545-8571 oral 1-800-548-5026. 

Very truly yours, 

Cynthia D. Simpson 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

By:      'tt^zL.'n4~({, 
Heather Murphy 
Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 

My totephon* numbtf l»  

Maryand Relay Swvtw lor imptirM MMrtng oc SpMch 
1-800 735-2258 Slltnrld* Toll Fce> 

Mailing Addraat: P.O. Box 717 • Baltlmor*. MD 21203-0717 
StrMt Addmi: 707 North Cllvtrt Strxt • Baltlmon. Maryland 21202 

r* 

OLIVER BEACH IMPROVEMENT ASSN. INC. 
Post Office Box 57 

Chase, Maryland 21027 

July 13, 1999 

Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 
Box 71? 
Baltimore, Maryland 21203 

To Whom It Hay Concern, 

The Oliver Beach Inprovement Association, Inc. would like to go on 
record as supporting the extension of Route 43 from Pulaski Highway l" 
Pastern Avenue. We also support the route of Modified D for this 
project. Although we are in sympathy with the residents whose homps wHl 
be Cestroyed, we believe the benefits to the overall coimwnlty fcr out 
way the negatives. 

We support the extension because: 

1. It would, as we see it, benefit our local businesses in the area fy 
making tiiem more accessible. 
2. It would relieve the heavy amount of traffic flow on our antiquated 
roads, such as Ebenezer Rd. 
3. It would open up this last expanse of land area in Baltimore Couniy 
for large businesses, and would provide more job opportunities to th? 
residents of our surrounding conminltles. 
«. We support Modified 0 due to the fact that it seems to be less 
environmentally damaging and also less disruptive to the residents on 
Birdltlver Road. 

We would encourage you to be very sensitive to the needs of the 
residents whose lives and homes will be disrupted, and to provide  f*.ir 
and equitable compensation. 

Sincerely, 

Rayfeelnpr - Presideri 
Oliver Beach Invrovenent Association, Inc. 
P.O. Bx. 57 
Chase, Maryland 2J02? 
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Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

August 2.1999 

Parris N. Glendening 
Go«rnor 

John D. Porearl 
Stemary 

Parker F. Williams 
Adminittreror 

Mr. Elmer Yingling 
6533 Blackhead Road 
Baltimore MD 21220 

Dear Mr. Yingling: 

Thank you for your comments concerning the Middle River Employment Center Access 
Study, MRECAS. formerly MD 43 extended. Your support for the No-Build Aiternativehas 
been noted. Your comments have been included in the project record and will be considered 
during the decision making process. 

During our study we examined both of your suggestions to upgrade Ebenezer Road and 
extend Campbell Boulevard to MD 150. Both of these alternatives were dropped from further 
consideration due to the large number of homes that would be impacted either directly or 
indirectly with either option. Both of these options also did not provide for direct access to 1-95 
that is needed to fully realize the economic development potential of the entire area. 

The MRECAS study team is currently evaluating citizens' comments received at and 
subsequent to the Public Hearing. After full and thorough evaluation of these comments, the 
study team will fonnulate a recommendation to present to the State Highway Admimstrator for 
the selection of an alternative. In the meantime, refinements will continue to be made to the 
proposed alternatives, where feasible, to address citizens' concerns. 

Thank vou again for your comments. Your name is on the mailing list and you will be 
notified of any future events on this project. If you have any questions in the meantime, please 
contact the Project Manager, Ms. Heather Mmphy, at 410-545-8571 or at 1-800-548-5026. 

Very truly yours, 

Cynthia D. Simpson 
— Deputy Director 

Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

By:      -^ rflL^ ^V\^/jy 
Heather Murphy ' 
Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 

My telephone numtotf is  

Marylant) R»l»y Service KK Impaired Heating or Speech 
1-800-735-225B SIBtewide Toll Free 

Melllng Addree*: P.O. Box 717 • Beltlmore. MO "M'-O7" ,,„„, 
 Street Addreee: 707 North CeWert Street • Belllmore. Maryland 21202  

r^ 
STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

Middle River Employment Center 
Access Study (MRECAS) 

Combined Location/Design Public Hearing 
Wednesday, June 16,1999 

Kenwood High School 

PLEASE PRINT 

ADDRESS 6£~Z3 ffZ/K*/f W    #** / 

DATE iUlfff 

crrmowN 'Q/Uhma ra. STATE ^p    ZIP CODE  fl&£a 

I/We wish to commant or Inquire about the following aspects of this project  

y*'5 lom.U,,*; Ja/{Bi-k,*ku,Atf   i< Mot Met Ji/.  /* u/*r ferj JS,"* 

pt*flt, i»,rktj /A- n-.tAJU tiver #re#> fht. rvt-Js hin/Jfr He J-r^f^'C 

IX/'  JhH i 

Oii.1-£o/>><, titles SHJJ u-tJ'*      l-rj«f   f;./u>,*t •'»$:  ry*.    ItA-fa,*,, 

lien   khtt t,«(f rnterr,.s<i Uttfit-d UL:-,S   /'*   AC <iAr(-*~s 

!:r-:'t~1    '<'••'' I'+Me+l*' rvf,J'~+s*>*   Bisj Rider Ffind, 

h'i< S  Tfft 

•Persons who have redetved a copy of this brochure through the mall are 

already on the project Mailing List 

(~l  Please add my/our name(s) to the Mailing List 

I   I Please delete my/our namefs) from the Mailing List 

Middle River Employment Center 
Access Center Study (MRECAS) 
PROJECT NO BA847A11 
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Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

July 2.1999 

Parris N. Glendening 
Oownsr 
John D. Porcari 
Sacrrary 

ParKer F. Williams 

r~* 

Mr. Thomas J. lacoboni 
Ptesidenl 
lacoboni Site Specialists, Inc. 
9301 Philadelphia Road 
Baltimore MD 21273 

Dear Mr. lacoboni: 

Thank you for your comments concerning the Middle River Employment Center Access 
Study, MRECAS, formerly MD 43 extended. Your support for the project has been noted. Your 
comments have been included in the project record and will be considered during the decision 
making process. 

The MRECAS study team is currently evaluating citizens comments received at and 
subsequent to the Public Hearing. After full and thorough evaluation of these comments, the 
study team will formulate a recommendation to present to the State Highway Administrator for 
the selection of an alternative. In the meantime, refinements will continue to be made to the 
proposed alternatives, where feasible, to address citizens concerns. 

Thank you again for your comments. Your name is on the mailing list and you will be 
notified of any future events on this project. If you have any questions in the meantime, please 
contact the Project Manager, Ms. Heather Murphy, at 410-545-8571 or at 1-800-548-5026. 

Very truly yours. 

Cynthia D. Simpson 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

By: 
Heather Murphy 
Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 

My MltpHone number is . 

Maryland Relay Servica for imDatred Hainng or Speech 
1-800-735-2258 Statewide Toll Free 

Malting Address: P.O. Bo» 717 . Battlnore. MD 2t2O»-0717 
Siraai Addresa: 707 North Caiven Street • Battimcre. Maryland 31202 

Subj:     Rabimad mall: Host unknown (Nam* mmr. ahajaala.md.ua: heal not found) 
[Me:    6/25/99 1:53:5S PM Eastern DeyligM Time 
Pram:   MAHER-DAEMONewl.com (Man Deltvwy Subsystem) 

' SMULSRieadcom 

The original massage was recehed al Fri, 25 Jun 1969 13:53:18 -0400 (EOT) 
from rootQtocalhost 

"•ATTENTION — 

An e-mail you sent to an Memet destination could not be defmewd. 

The httetnet address is fisted in the section labeled: 
"— The following addresses had pemtanent fetal enors —". 

The reason your e-mail could not be delivered is listed in the section labeled: 
"— Transcrtpt of Session Foliows —*. 

The line beginning with •«<- describes the spec*: reason your e-mail could 
not be dettvefed. The next line contains a second enw message which Is a 
general translation for other e^naH sends. 

Please direct farther questions regarding this message to the e-mail 
administrator or Postmaster ot that destination. 

— The todCMring addresses had pemtananl fatal enorn — 
<Hmurphyeaha.state.md.us> 

— Transcript of session fodows — 
550 <HmunphyQahastate.md.us>... Host unknown (Name server aha.state.md.us: host not found) 

Final-Recipient.- RFC822; Hmuiphyftaha.8tate.md.us 
Action: Med 
Status: 5.1.2 
Remote-MTA- DNS: sha.8tate.md.ua 
LastAttempt-Oete: Fri. 25 Jun 199913:53:36 -0400 (EOT) 

Received: from SIMUL8Rieaol.com 
by ImolT.mx.aoTcom pMOtCO.21) W qUFTOGBIZ (3873) 
for «Hmun>hyeaha.state.mdus»; Fit, 25 Jun 1S99 13:53:18 -MOO (EOT) 

Retum-psth: SIMULBRieaol.com 
From: SMUUIRieaol.com 
Messaged: <24bedb2d.24a51c0teaol.com> 
Data: Fri. 25 Jun 199913:53:19 EOT 
Siftiect Route 43 Extension 
To: Hmufphygaha.state.md.us 
MME-Version: 1.0 
Content-Type: texVpMn: chacset^'us-esciT 
Content-Transfor-Encoding: Tbtt 
XMaOer. AOL 4.0 for Windows 95 sub 13 

n writing to let you know thai I am In bvorof the Route 43 extension. I 
uelieve this win be benetcW for the residents 01 Baltimore County and 
will stimulate growth In the area. This much needed growth allows the County 
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to grew, toincmsBejobs, to mcreese Its tax base, and to Keep property 
taxes down. TNs beneHts afl residents of BaWmow Cour«y. 
Bafllmare County has not had a growth area since Owtngs Mills New Town and 

;e Marsh were estabHstwt as growth areas almost two decades ago. Both of 
ttwse areas are almost built to capacity. Without anrther area m which to 
expand. Baltimom County will be fceed with a declining populaBon, decreased 
property values, and higher property taxes-much like the present condition 
of Baltimore City   Baltimom County heeds this growth. 

Route 43 Is the only viable area to allow tMs growth to continue, lutge 
you to support the extension of Route 43. You are welcome to share my (tews. 
Ihankyou. 

Thomas J. taeobonl 
President lacobori Site SpedaDsts, toe. 
9301 Philadelphia Road 
Baltimom. Maryland 21237 
410486-2100 

-Heedan- 

Recehed: Item ity-ydCO.mx.aol.eom (rty.yd03.mafl.aol.eem [172.18.150.31) by slr-yd04.tn*.eol.eom 669.51) with SMTP; M. 

2SJim 1»» 13:53:58-0400 .^^^.rm e- ^ .. 
Racelwd: lorn lmo17.rm.aol.eom 0mo17.mx.aot.com 1198.81.17.7]) by iVird(a.nix.aol.eom («) with SMTP; Fit. 25 An 
1999 13:53:38 4400 
Received: torn kicalliust (loeetwst) 

by lino17.nK.BO(.eom (8.8.8flJ.7.3/AOlr2.0.O 
with Internal id NOA18809: 
Fli, 25 Jun 199913:53:36 4X00 (EOT) 

Date: Frt, 25 Jun 1999 13:53:38 -0400 (EOT) 
From: Mail Dellvery Subsystem •<»itA«XFW>«MON©aol.eom> 
Sirt^ect Returned mafl: Hoet unknown (Name saner aha.state.md.us: hoet not »Mind) 
Mess«»M: <19990ea517S3.NAAia8O9eiiiiu17.ira.aol.com> 
Tb: SMUURieaol.cem 
MWE-Vmton: 1.0 
Content-Type: muttfpaitfreport: report-«ype=delwry-«tatus; 

tlounilaiy3-MAA168a9.930333218/lmo17.nn.aol.eom* 
Auto-Sutxrmed. euto-genereted (Wkire) 
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Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

July 2 1999 

Perri* N Glenoening 
Qatrntr 
John D Pofcari 

Parker F. Williams 

Mr. Francis X. Knott 
Cbauman 
Pannera Msnagemenl Company 
105 W. Chesapeake Avenue Suite 307 
Towjon MD 21285-0715 

Dear Mr. Knott: 

Thank you for your comments concerning the Middle River Employment Center Access 
Study, MRECAS, fbiroerly MD 43 extended. The Partners Management Company support for 
Alternative D and Alternative D modified has been noted. Their comments have been included in 
the project record and will be considered during the decision making process. 

The MRECAS study team is cuirenlly evaluating citizens comments received at and 
subsequent to the Public Hearing. After full and thorough evaluation of these comments, the 
study team will fonnulate a recommendation to present to the State Highway Administrator for 
the selection of an alternative. In the meantime, refinements will continue to be made to the 
proposed alternatives, where feasible, to address citizens concerns. 

Thank you again for the Partners Management Company comments. The Company is on 
the mailing list and you will be notified of any fimire events on this project If yon have any 
questions in the meantime, please contact the Project Manager, Ms. Heather Murphy, at 
410-545-8571 or at 1-800-548-5026. 

Very truly yours, 

Cynthia D. Simpson 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

By: /•i,-i/. «-5- 
Heather Muiphy 
Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 

My Wtphon* numtMr is ^—— 

Maryttnd R«l»y S«ivfc« Iw Impniraa HMnng or Spucn 
1.S00-735-22SS St«t«wfd« Toll Fm 

Mailing Addrtss: P.O. Bon 717 • BlMlmoro. MD 21203-0717 
Strict Addroas: 707 North Calvart Straat • Baltimora. Maryland 21202 

Partners 
M A M A It C M C N T    C O M * A »• r 

109 W. CHKaAPCAKC AVCKUK 
aurrmaorr 
rowwoH. Moaiao* 
r.o. »<w io»ia 
•ALTIMOM. Moaiaaa«7ia 
410 tn 
rAx4i»«ai-82aa 

June 28,1999 
JLK30!S9A" FNSSnF 

Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 
Office of Planning and Preliminary Engineering 
Post Office Box 717 
Baltimore, MD 21203 

Re:  Middle River Employment Center 
Access Study (MRECAS) 

To Whom It May Concern: 

On behalf of our stockholders, partners and clients, I would like to express my strong 
support for the extension of Maryland Route 43, especially for Alternative D & D - 
Modified. 

Our company owns and operates over 1,200 residential dwellings in the study Area. 
We believe that this extension would positively impact our residents by giving them 
easy highway access to both the Central County Corridor and the North - South 
Interstate Highway System. In addition, as indicated in studies prepared by other 
parties, the entire eastern end of Baltimore County may benefit by the economic 
development following the completion of Route 43. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you would like to discuss this further. 

Sincerely, 

Francis X. Knott 
Chairman 

FXK:dl 

rXK\MIVKT-4VEXT.DOC 
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n- 

Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

July 1,1999 

Pa'fisN GlendeninB 

John D. Pofcati 
5«Cf*llTV 
Parker F. Williams 
edwrnmrant 

Mr. ft Mrs. Paul Perkovich 
5130 Clifford Road 
Perry Hall MD 21128 

Dear Mr. ft Mre. Perrovich: 

Thank you for your comments concerning the Middle River Employment Center Access 
Study, MRECAS. formerly MD 43 extended. Your support for the No-Build Alternative has 
been noted. Your comments have been included in the project record and will be considered 
during the decision making process. 

The MRECAS study team is currently evaluating citizens comments received at and 
subsequent to the Public Hearing. After full and thorough evaluation of these comments, the 
study team will formulate a recommendation to present to the State Highway Administrator for 
the selection of an alternative. In the meantime, refinements will continue to be made to the 
proposed alternatives, where feasible, to address citizens concerns. 

Thank you again for your comments. Your name is on the mailing list and you will be 
notified of anv future events on this project. If you have any questions in the meantune, please 
contact the Project Manager, Ms. Heather Murphy, at 410-545-8571 or at 1-800-548-5026. 

Very truly yours, 

Cynthia D. Simpson 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

By: 
A. H&tther Murphy 

/'     Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 

My teleptwne number it • 

Maryland Relay Servict lor Impaired Hearing or Speech 
1-B00-73S-2258 Statewide Ton Free 

Mailing Addreea: P.O. Bet 717 • Baltimore. MO 21203-0717 
Street Addreae: 707 Worth Caiverl Street» Baltimore. Maryland 21202 

r^- STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

Middle River Employment Center 

Access Study (MRECAS) 
Combined Locution/Design Public Hearing 

Wednesday, June If, 1999 
Kenwood High School 

PLEASE PRINT 

NAME THUL   *• rtktitltf&L   TkfW-CH       DATE (f-AI'tf 

ADDRESS  fS/ao   C-oiFfftrtD     iRofiD  

CITY/TOWN fkMlf MU STATF/ffZ)    ZIP CODE   ^//? # 

I/We vrtsh to comment or Inquire about the following aspects of this project 

gCW-Q > /i^T   TVi*    JJArtl   A^ stes 

 SfiCV    /G&ftr&ntJneyd       rtiAlfo   MALL 

•Pemons who have received a copy of this brochure through the mall are 

already on the project Mailing List 

B Please add my/our name(») to the Mailing List 

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

Middle River Employment Center 
Access Center Study (MRECAS) 
PROJECT NO. BA847A11 
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Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

July 1,1999 

Parris N. Glendening 
Govtmo* 
John D. Porcari 

Parker F. Williams 
Adrmndtratw 

Mr. Joseph Melvin 
7S41 Bel Air Road 
Baltimore MD 21236 

Dear Mr. Melvin: 

Thank you for your comments concerning the Middle River Employment Center Access 
Study, MRECAS, fotmerly MD 43 extended. Your support for Alternative D has been noted. 
Your comments have been included in the project record and will be considered during the 
decision making process. 

The MRECAS study team is currently evaluating citizens comments received at and 
subsequent to the Public Hearing. After Rill and thorough evaluation of these comments, the 
study team will formulate a recommendation to present to the State Highway Administrator for 
the selection of an alternative. In the meantime, refinements will continue to be made to the 
proposed alternatives, where feasible, to address citizens concerns. 

Thank you again for your comments. Your name is on the mailing list and you will be 
notified of any future events on this project. If you have any questions in the meantime, please 
contact the Project Manager, Ms. Heather Murphy, at 410-545-8371 or at 1 -800-548-5026. 

Very truly yours, 

Cynthia D. Simpson 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

KJXL~L~^ 
jt- Heather Murphy 
l:      Project Manager 

Project Planning Division 

My tttophon* number Is _ 

Maryland Relay Service for Impaired H«artnQ or Spaadi 
1-B0O-735-2258 Stalswld* Toll Frae 

Mailing Addreaa: P.O. Bon 717 • Balllmort. MD 31203-0717 
Slr«»t Addraaa: 707 Morlh C«lv«n str*«t • Baltlmora. Maryland 21202 

r^ 

STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

Middle River Employment Center 
Access Study (MRECAS) 

Combined Location/Design Public Hearing 
Wednesday, June 16,1999 

Kenwood High School 

it 

I 

PLEASE PRINT 

NAME ~Zot.£0#     n/leLxh^ DATE ^5 '79 
ADDRESS       MA  

—Maam ting > ALII ubmvua; 
mi MMrM 

CITVTTOWN STATE ZIP CODE 

I/We wish to comment or im»li % about the following aspects of this project: 

UJajtA  sLrAt? am   /At frfA/UYi 

•r— r-t:*.» r.'.T cr«.'J3M 
' '""iBilAiuiWI      

Middle River Employment Center 
Access Center Study (MRECAS) 
PROJECT NO. BA847A11 
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Mary land Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

July 2,1999 

Parris N. Qlendtning 
GMr not 
John D, Porcsri 
Sacwwy 

Parker F. Williams 
Adrnirtiirratiy 

Ms. Maiyann Pastore 
6101 E. Lombard Street 
Baltimore MD 21224 

Dear Ms. Pastore: 

Thank you for your interest concerning the Middle River Employment Center Access 
Study, MRECAS, formerly MD 43 extended. 

Your name is on the mailing list and you will be notified of any future events on this 
project. If you have any questions in the meantime, please contact the Project Manager. Ms. 
Heather Murphy, at 410-545-8571 or at 1-800-548-5026. 

Very truly yours. 

Cynthia D. Simpson 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

jp-Hefeher Murphy 
I     Project Manager 

Project Planning Division 

My tefipfton* numbtr is _ 

Maiyland Relay Sftnriee for Impaired Hesrtrtg or Speech 
1-600-735-2258 Statewide Toll Free 

Mailing Addreae: P.O. Bos 717 • Banimor*. MD 212034717 
Street Addreee: 707 North Calvert Street • Beltimore. Marylend 21202 

r< 

"~VW 

STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION -• 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS | 

Af/drf/f River Employment Center v fe 
Access Stutty (MK£CAS) '% 

Camhlneil LaooioH/Dtsifn Public Hearing P. 
Wednisiay, June 16,19ft || 

Kenwood High School j£s 

PLEASE PRINT 

NAME yM /M -/A VA/       pAS TO/? IZ.       DATE t/j'//?? 
ADDRESS   ^/<g/     £-     J-ny^^tffin      ST.  

l/Wt wlah to comment or Ingulm about the following aapecta of thla projaot 

/- /V/g    / M   r//£    P£/?/> y */?/!£. 

JUE.—<L£. 67/i£/?7- VASC./Z:S?A/    7~a   Aifr 

Middle River Employmant Contar 
Accasa Cantor Study (MRECAS) 
PROJECT NO. BA847A11 
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Middle River Employment Center Access Study 
Final Environmental Impact Statement/Final Section 4(f) Evaluation 
Section VI. Comments and Coordination 

Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

June 28,1999 

Parrls N. GlenderTmg 
Oovtmor 
John D. Porcart 
3*cr«tary 

Parker F. Williams 
AdrntniiiTMor 

Mr. Richard Cassell, P. £. 
Coordinator 
Office of Engineering and Construction 
Baltimore County Public Schools 
9610 Pulaski Park Drive Suite 204 
Baltimore MD 21220 

Dear Mr. Cassell: 

Thank you for your comments concerning the Middle River Employment Center Access 
Study, MRECAS, formerly MD 43 extended. The Baltimore County Public Schools comments 
have been included in the project record and will be considered during the decision making 
process. 

The MRECAS study team is currently evaluating citizens comments received at and 
subsequent to the Public Hearing. After full and thorough evaluation of these comments, the 
study team will formulate a recommendation to present to the State Highway Administrator for 
the selection of an alternative. In the meantime, refinements will continue to be made to the 
proposed alternatives, where feasible, to address citizens concerns. If the recommended 
alternative is Alternative E or I modified the State Highway Administration will make every 
effort to minimize the impacts to Chase Elementary School. 

Thank you again for the Baltimore County Public Schools comments. We will keep the 
school system informed as we proceed with the project. If you have any questions in the 
meantime, please contact the Project Manager, Ms. Heather Murphy, at 410-545-8571 or at 
1-800-548-5026. 

Very truly yours, 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

By: ^L »-- ^+•^' 
Heather Murphy 
Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 

My telephone number is ^ ———_—_ 
Maryland Relay Service lor Impaired Hearing or Speech 

1-800-735-2258 Statewide Ton Free 

Mailing Addresa: P.O. Box 717 • Baltimore, MD 21203-0717 
Street Addreaa: 707 North Calvert Street * BaHlmort. Maryland 21202 

BALTIMORE COUNTY PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
Dhfekm orrhyakal racOHka 
EatgfaMertaic mod Construct km 
9610 PulMtd Parit Drive - Salt. 204 
BaWmete. MD 11220  piioi»r4im«i7.ia«i ruMmttn-m* 

June 14, 1999 -,..«.. 

Ms. Heather Murphy 
Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 
Office of Planning and Preliminary Engineering 
Box 717 
Baltimore, Md. 21202 

Subject: Baltimore County Public Schools Preliminary Comments 
Reference:       MRECAS/Prqject No. BA847A11 

Dear Ms. Murphy: 

Baltimore County Public Schools has reviewed the referenced data relative to the Middle River 
Employment Center Access Study. Though not specifically adjoining the Chase Elementary School 
site, all alternates to some extent, will affect various bus routes and traffic flow relative to the school. 
These are items which can be addressed by Baltimore County Public Schools via planning and 
scheduling means. 

Of particular interest are Alternates E and 1 - modified. Both of these alternates will result in 
construction within the proximity of said Chase Elementary School.   All construction activities 
including noise, construction traffic, equipment movement and location of staging areas and material 
storage may have a direct impact upon the schools learning environment. These are all concerns that 
can be addressed but will require close coordination with Baltimore County Pubic Schools. Needless 
to say, these two options appear somewhat less attractive than the others offered. 

Baltimore County Public Schools requests that you keep us informed relative to the progress 
alternate selection portion and design portions of this project. Thank you for this opportunity to 
provide these early stage comments. 

Very truly yours. 

i^.G**^ 
Richard H. Cassell, P. E. 
Coordinator 
Office of Engineering and Construction 
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Middle River Employment Center Access Study 
Final Environmental Impact Statement/Final Section 4(f) Evaluation 
Section VI. Comments and Coordination 

Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

June 30, 1999 

Partis N. Glendaning 

John O. Porcari 

Parker P. Williams 
Aem>r>i*;r»lor 

Mr. Bruce S. Campbell, III 
Senior Vice-President 
Director of Land Development 
Nottingham Properties, Inc 
100 West Pennsylvania Avenue 
TowsonMD 21204-4589 

Dear Mr. Campbell: 

Thank you for your comments concerning the Middle River Employment Center Access 
Study, MRECAS, formerly MD 43 extended. The Nottingham Properties, Inc. support for 
Alternative D modified has been noted. Their comments have been included in the project 
record and will be considered during the decision making process. 

The MRECAS study team is currently evaluating citizens comments received at and 
subsequent to the Public Hearing. After full and thorough evaluation of these comments, the 
study team will formulate a recommendation to present to the State Highway Administrator for 
the selection of an alternative. In the meantime, refinements will continue to be made to the 
proposed alternatives, where feasible, to address citizens concerns. 

Thank you again for the Nottingham Properties, Inc comments. The Company is on the 
mailing list and you will be notified of any future events on this project If you have any 
questions in the meantime, please contact the Project Manager, Ms. Heather Murphy, at 
410-545-8571 or at 1-800-S48-5026. 

Very truly yours, 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 

— Preliminary Engineering 

By: 
Heather Murphy 
Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 

My talaphonc number is , ________ 

Maryland Rtiay Service lor Impeirw Hearing or Soaech 
1600-7352258 Statewide Toll FrM 

Mailing Addrot: P.O. Box 717 • Battlmo•. MD 2120J-0717 
StrMt Addr>»: 707 North Calvon Strnt • Baltlmor*. Maryland SI202 

Nbttindiam 
PropCrtJCS/rt 1(10 w,s Ptwnyrv.•. »vtnu«/To«ioa mryuod JlKM.45a9/Hi0| tli-OHi'tUl H10) *!<-«0!a 

June 23,1999 

Ms. Heather Murphy, Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 
Maryland State Highway Administration 
Mailstbp C-301 
707 North Calvett Street 
Baltimore, MD 21202 

Jl*05'»*!t0., 0 0?: 

Re: Middle River Employment Center Access Study (MRECAS) 
Rt. 43 Extended - US 40 to MD 150 

Dear Ms. Murphy: 

Nottingham Properties, Inc. would like to offer our strong support for the easterly extension of 
Maryland Route 43 to Eastern Boulevard. This roadway extension is a critically necessary addition 
to the infrastructure serving Eastern Baltimore County. It will open up hundreds of acres of 
industrially zoned land which can facilitate the creation of thousands of new jobs. This project can 
significantly help spur the economic revitalization of this pan of Baltimore County. 

In terms of a specific alignment. Alternative D-Modifitd affords the best balance between 
developable acres served versus social and environmental impacts. D-Modified, by far, provides 
direct access to the greatest amount of developable land while having the least combined impact to 
streams and wetlands and affecting only one additional property. Finally, D-Modified is among the 
alternates which terminate on Eastern Boulevard in the vicinity of Martin State Airport. This location 
will provide direct access to I-9S for the many businesses already located in this area and will be 
much less impacting than the other proposed terminus in the Bengies area which has a much greater 
residential character. 

We would like to thank you for this opportunity to express our support for alternative D-Modlfled 
and agaiiTsay how important this project con be to the economic vitality of Eastern Baltimore 
County. 

Bruce S. Campbell, HI 
Senior Vice President 
Director of Land Development 

BSCiii/jg 

Robert L. Harmon 
P. Douglas Dollenberg 
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Middle River Employment Center Access Study 
Final Environmental Impact Statement/Final Section 4(f) Evaluation 
Section VI. Comments and Coordination 

Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

June 30,1999 

Parrrs N. Glenderting 
Gownor 
John 0. Pwcarf 
S*Cf«l»ry 

Parker F. Williams 
AdnwnifirtiGr 

Ms. Patricia A. Sullivan 
6536 Black Head Road 
Baltimore MD 21220-1211 

Dear Ma. Sullivan: 

Thank you for your comments concerning the Middle River Employmenl Center Access 
Study, MRECAS, formerly MD 43 extended. Your support for the No-Build Alternative has 
been noted. Your comments have been included in the project record and will be considered 
during the decision making process. Direct as well as secondary and cumulative impacts of 
building this roadway have been evaluated in a Draft Environmental Impact Statement. 

The MRECAS study team is currently evaluating citizens comments received at and 
subsequent to the Public Hearing. After full and thorough evaluation of these comments, the 
study team will formulate a recommendation to present to the State Highway Administrator for 
the selection of an alternative. In the meantime, refinements will continue to be made to the 
proposed alternatives, where feasible, to address citizens concerns. 

Thank you again for your comments. Your name is on the mailing list and you will be 
notified of any future events on this project. If you have any questions in the meantime, please 
contact the Project Manager. Ms. Heather Murphy, at 410-545-8571 or at 1-I0O-548-5026. 

Very truly yours, 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

By: -•l- '- 
Heather Murphy 
Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 

My tetaphone numDftr ts _ 

Marytand Petay Sarvice '0' Impairad Hearing or Spaach 
1.B00-735-22Se Stataoifla Toll Fraa 

Mailing Addraaa: P.O. Bon 717 • Baltlmora. MO 21201-0717 
Straat Addraaa: 707 North Calvart Straal • Baltlmora. Maryland JIMJ 

STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

Middle River Employmenl Center 
Access Study (MRECAS) 

ComNned Location/Design Public Hearing 
Wednesday, June 16,1999 

Kenwood High School 

PLEASE PRINT 

NAME   Pail idJW. A-S<Jt'\le^- DATE qtofh 
ADDRESS fcC3£   /bUdcUetJ & •  

CITY/TOWN   DtUh>       STATE  &<>       ZIP CODE ca/^At -fJtp 

l/W« wish to comnwnt or Inquire about ttie fallowing aspects of this project: 

1 See.   nt>   re^,^ -h>   iLtie*A  3f. 4i, r*~   T~ -ft^w „P 
4te.  no busy  a^'cu. °fkc<c tire »-kuA<j /ni.^ e^si^ 
flags   n**s H,   Us±r„   tot,   ,*c^A^ -Hf AJU &.U^„ 

Jh«->   Mi~y   Kads   Jn LOC   nee^t +0   ^ iS>    Pa±(e,„  ftvU-Lo   (>*. 

Jpehre. Htw, re^l,-,^. p+Afl, do ne^- i*->**J ~h> be 1 *, 

t^C MCA-. AH O* -Mesc ftKnk turt, e+s.'L "-c^tss.f,!, 

fr jLeSp*   Stem    -fa;,,    -h   g.U^   -fe. rfumfftj   •  44.'*   SU, 

M    of -M.C    tUT^lruc*^   in   -He   /*&*   ¥t» LfCo^l,   i^kA*   CLi,^* 

•Persons who have received a copy of this brochute through the mall are 
already on the project Mailing List  

•  Please add my/our name(s) to the Mailing List 

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

Middle River Employment Center 
Access Center Study (MRECAS) 
PROJECT NO BA847A11 

T 
^J"! 
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Middle River Employment Center Access Study 
Final Environmental Impact Statement/Final Section 4(f) Evaluation 
Section VI. Comments and Coordination 

Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

June 28,1999 

Parris N. Gtandening 
Qovwnor 
John D. Porcari 
S«rtt«fy 
Parker F. Williams 
AomtnisTrelor 

Ms. Baibara Vaught 
3600 Wheel House Road 
Baltimore MD 21220 

Dear Ms. Vaught: 

Thank you for your comments concerning the Middle River Employment Center Access 
Study. MRECAS, formerly MD 43 extended. Your support for the No-Build Alternative has 
been noted. Your comments have been included in the project record and will be considered 
during the decision making process. 

The MRECAS study team is cunently evaluating citizens comments received at and 
subsequent to the Public Hearing. After full and thorough evaluation of these comments, the 
study team will formulate a recommendation to present to the State Highway Administrator for 
the selection of an alternative. In the meantime, refinements will continue to be made to the 
proposed alternatives, where feasible, to address citizens concerns. 

Thank you again for your comments. Your name is on the mailing list and you will be 
notified of any ftiture events on this project. If you have any questions in the meantime, please 
contact the Project Manager, Ms. Heather Murphy, at 410-545-8571 or at 1-800-548-5026. 

Very tnily yours, 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminaiy Engineering 

By:      %~d*. 'T^L, 
Heather Murphy 
Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 

My telephone number is . 

Maiyiand Relay Service tor Impaired Hearing or Speech 
1-800-735-2258 Statewide Toll Free 

Malting AddreM: P.O. Bos 717 • B»ltlmor«. MO Iia03-0717 
Street Addrew: 707 Worlh Calvert Street • Baltimore. Meryljnd 21202 

STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

Middle River Employment Center 
Access Study (MRECAS) 

Combined Location/Design Public Hearing 
Wednesday, June 16,1999 

Kenwood High School 

PLEASE PRINT 

NAME HbaYka + a    Mau^i.-t DATEjki/f 

ADDRESS UfonnVptA Wojg £  fiJ 

crmrowN <ftoL7i»,aM STATE nj     ZIP CODE SJJUJL 

I/WB wish to comnwrt or Inquire about the following »apecte of lhl» project 

•),)_»  JAHJ-^UJ  a^^-OU   Alii^fru,  ^Yn<mt>f(.*t4*i:M*y  

«/!> yrfyti J *. *1L,I.  IJ\ ^ir^i ii.—Tit Jifftif 7fa/U suAtJ. <i A-4!A— ntlAn. 

.AHrt/A.1 jTZ&k. tfN <y»^^fe3^iflit!l«<<^^^ *'•<• 

•PemonB who have received a copy of thl» brochure through the mall am 

already on the project Mailing U»t  

• Pleaae add my/our name(s) to the Mailing U»t 

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

Middle River Employment Center 
Access Center Study (MRECAS) 
PROJECT NO. BA847A11 
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Middle River Employment Center Access Study 
Final Environmental Impact Statement/Final Section 4(f) Evaluation 
Section VI. Comments and Coordination 

Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

June 28,1999 

Pirris N. Gltndening 
Govamc 
John D. Poreari 
S«er«tiry 
Parker P. Williams 
Aofnirastritor 

r 

Ms. Denise Hoffman 
991 Rohe Farm Lane 
Baltimore MD 21220 

Dear Ms. Hoffman: 

Thank you for your comments concerning the Middle River Employment Center Access 
Study, formerly MD 43 extended. Your general support for the project but opposition to Fl 
modified has been noted. We understand your concerns about impact to 'White Marsh Farms 
with Alternative F-l modified. Your comments have been included in the project record and will 
be considered during the decision making process. 

The State Highway Administration held a Public Hearing on June 16 where citizen 
comments were received.' After a full and thorough evaluation of these comments, the study 
team will formulate a recommendation for the selection of an alternative. We are concerned 
about the impacts that this project may cause to the community and we will make every effort to 
minimize them if Alternative F-l modified is choosen. 

Thank you again for your comments. Your name is on the mailing list and you will be 
notified of any future events on this project. If you have any questions in the meantime, please 
contact the Project Manager, Ms. Heather Murphy, at 410-545-8571 or at 1-800-548-5026. 

Very truly yours, 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

By:        <2L,*L,*yv7-Js 
Heather Murphy 
Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 

cc:       The Honorable Michael S. Collins, Senator 

My lalcpnone numbar is. 

Matyiand nefcy Stmct lw Imptirea H«aifng or Spttcn 
1-B00-73S-225* Stat«««de Toll FrM 

Mailing *ddr«»»: P.O. Bo« 717 • Baltlmoro. MD 21203-0717 
SUM! Adflrm: 707 North Cdvort Str»tt • Baltlmoro. Maryland 21202 

r^ 

May 12,1999 

991 Rohe Farm Lane - 
Baltimore, MD 21220 « 
410-780-9080 ?' 

Ms. Heather Murphy 
SHA Project Manager 
Office of Planning and Preliminary Engineering 
State Highway Administration 
707 North divert Street 
Mail Stop C301, 
Baltimore, MD'21202 

Re: Middle River Employment Center Access Study (MRECAS) 

Dear Ms. Murphy: 

: I am writing this letter to voice my concern and opposition regarding one of the five build 
alternatives to extend MD 43 specifically Alternative Fl-Modifled.   My husband 
and I live in the former Rohe Farm development now known as White Mareh Farms that 
borders Bird River Road, Rohe Farm Lane, and Holly Hill Cemetery. We bought our 
home nearly five years ago under the assumption that we had found a safe and tranquil 
neighborhood in which to live. All homes in our development have been sold (averaging 
in cost from S150K to over S200K), and we now have a diverse community of proud 
homeowners. In the event the Fl-Modified alternative of the MD 43 extension is 
approved, our community will have a busy, four-lane highway virtually in our backyard! 

I understand and support the extension of MD 43, although I realize that regardless of the 
alternative selected, it will greatly change the rural atmosphere that we have all come to 
appreciate. But please reconsider placing a four-lane highway that will bring noise, 
pollution, litter, and unwanted traffic alongside The White Marsh Farms community. 
This alternative will definitely have a negative impact on our community and its citizens. 

I thank you on behalf of all homeowners in our community for any consideration you can 
give us. 

Sincerely, 

Denise B. HofljMn 

cc. Senator Michael Collins 
418 Eastern Avenue 
Essex. MD 21221 
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MICKAHJ. Cotum 
On uncMnW Otitutt 

Bifttnnre and HaHbtd Counbei 

Battmore Coamf Ddcgsaon 

4it Ewtm Beutnnud 
BtkHnorc. Mi^yUnd txiM-tTK 

Eeonomk tnd Eoirownentii 
Ainki Coflunfmc 

n 

^e Senate ofCMaryland 
ANNAPOUS, MAIWIAND xi40i-i99i 

118 Jiflio Semn Office SuiWInj 
AnnpoSt, KUITUM! Zt4(»'i99i 

AEr4JO-t41'3tSO 

1^6 7,1999 

Ms. Heather Murphy, Project Manager 
Office of Planning tnd Preliminary Engineering 
State Highway Administration 
707 North Calvert Street 
Mail Stop C301 
Baltimore MD 21202 

Dear Ms. Murphy: 

Recently one of my constituents, Ms. Denise B. Hofflnan, wrote to you regarding her 
concerns with MD 43 Extended Alternative Fl-Modified. She believes that this alternative will 
have a dramatic, negative impact on the White Marsh Farms community. 

At the same time, Ms. Hoffman understands the need for this improvement, and she even 
supports it She just hopes that you will take time to consider her thoughts and the thoughts of 
those in her community before making a final decision. 

1 know that there will be a meeting this month to give residents an opportunity to give 
their input. This is why I am writing to you now. Your careful consideration is very important to 
residents in the affected areas; that makes iti extremely important to me. 

Thank you in advance for taking the time to listen and understand. We all know that the 
best possible conclusion will be reached if all concerns are given the appropriate attention. 

Very truly yours, 

MJOmlc 
cc:      Ms. Denise B. Hoffman 

991 Rohe Farm Lane 
Baltimore MD 21220 
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n- 

Maryland Department ot Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

Partis N. Glendening 

Jonn D. Porcsf i 
S«enwry 
Parker F. Williams 
Adimnittrataf 

June 29,1999 

Mr. Donald E. Jones 
3823 Gambuill Road 
White Marsh MD 21220 

Dear Mr. Jones: 

Thank you for your comments concerning the Middle River Employment Center Access 
Study, MRECAS, formerly MD 43 extended. Your support for the No-Build Alternative has 
been noted. Your comments have been included in the project record and will be considered 
during the decision making process. 

The MRECAS study team is currently evaluating citizens comments received at md 
subsequent to the Public Hearing. After fuil and thorough evaluation of these comments, the 
study team will formulate a recommendation to present to the State Highway Administrator for 
the selection of an alternative. In the meantime, refinements will continue to be made to the 
proposed alternatives, where feasible, to address citizens concerns. 

Thank you again for your comments. Your name is on the mailing list and you will be 
notified of any future events on this project. If you have any questions in the meantime, please 
contact the Project Manager, Ms. Heather Muiphy, at 410-545-8571 or at 1-800-548-5026. 

Very truly yours, 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

By. tv^t-rt> /•,. 
Heather Murphy '   ^ 
Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 

My Ittophone number Is _ 

Marytant) Relay Service lor ImcairM Hearing or Sp««ch 
1-800-7 35-2256 Sltttwtde Toll FrM 

Mailing Addresst CO. Bo« 717 • Baltimore. MO 21103-0717 
Street »ddr««: 707 North CaWetl Streel • Baltimore. Maryland 21302 

r^ 

r 

STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

Middle River Employment Center 
Access Study (MRECAS) 

Combined Location/Design Public Bearing 
Wednesday, June 16,1999 

Kenwood High School 

PLEASE PRINT 

NAME     T^U.*^  fr^er  

ADDRESS ^TS-^S    /&sm A^r/J y<?A> 

DATE £'/<£ -f* 

ZIP ZOKX.S na-fi. 

KWe wish to comment or Inquire about the following aspacta of this project 

'YQ 

/» 

*Par»ons who have received a copy of this brochure through the 
 already on the project Mailing Ust \ //T~7~^—/l,^ 

Ijl   Please add my/our name(3) to the Mailing Ust    \  f%J,,y^AJ/x- 

LJ   Please delete my/our namo(s) from the Mailing Ust /"T?/^/* , 

Middle River Employment Center 
Access Center Study (MRECAS) 
PROJECT NO. BA847A11 

VI-68 
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Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

June 29,1999 

Ptrrli N. Glendenrng 
Govmo. 

John D. Porcart 
Stcritary 
Parker F. Williams 
Avnlniftt'Atdf 

r- 

Mr. Mark N.Carl 
2103 Oakland Road 
Baltimore MD 21220 

Dear Mr. Carl: 

Thank you for your comments concerning the Middle Rivet Employment Center Access 
Study. MRECAS, formerly MD 43 extended. You support for Alternative D modified has been 
noted. Your comments have been included in the project record and will be considered during 
the decision making process. 

The MRECAS study team is currently evaluating citizens comments received at and 
subsequent to the Public Hearing. After full and thorough evaluation of these comments, the 
study team will formulate a recommendation to present to the State Highway Administrator for 
the selection of an alternative. In meantime, refinements will continue to be made to the 
proposed alternatives, where feasible, to address citizens concerns. 

Thank you again for your comments. Your name is on the mailing list and you will be 
notified of any future events on this project. If you have any question* is Die meantime, please 
contact the Project Manager, Ms. Heather Murphy, at 410-545-8571 or at 1-800-548-5026. 

Very truly yours, 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

By:     ^L^L   "m-^ti 
Heather Murphy       '" 
Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 

My telepnone numbar is _ 

Mityfary) Relay Swvice lor Impaired HMrtno <x 
1-800-735-2258 Siattoitfa Toll Frw 

Mailing Addrtlt: P.O. Boi 717 • Banlmora. Mt> JiaOS-OMT 
Sue.i Addr«u: 707 North Camn Straat • Batlimera. Marjtand 21203 

STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

Middle River Employment Center 
Access Study (MRECAS) 

Cembined Location/Design Public Htaring 
ffednaday, June 16,1999 

Kenwood High School 

,*JMr>r*c~ £,. rv (.^... 

PLEASE PRINT 

DATE hit-?? 

ADDRESS a 10l>       PAK-LII-S     (U  

CITY/TOWN /k  /T""" STATE AK)   aPCODE  2'/22-0 

I/Wo wish to comment or Inquire about the following aspects of Bite project 

r^ US   tH 1/       fca. 4* LZ. 

*P*isona who have received a copy of this brochure through the mail are 
already on the project Mailing List 

• Please add my/our name(a) to the Mailing List 

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

Middle River Employment Center 
Access Center Study (MRECAS) 
PROJECT NO. BA847A11 
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Middle River Employment Center Access Study 
Final Environmental Impact Statement/Final Section 4(f) Evaluation 
Section VI. Comments and Coordination 

Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

June 29.1999 

Parris N. Glandaning 
Qo**nai 

Jcfm D. Percari 
S«CfWry 

Parker F. Williams 

Mr. Carl A. Stallard 
Beacon Light Marina 
825 Bowleys Quarters Road 
Baltimore MD 21220 

Dear Mr. Stallard: 

Thank you for your comments concerning the Middle River Employment Center Access 
Study, MRECAS, formerly MD 43 extended. Your support for Alternative D modified has been 
noted. Your comments have been included in the project record and will be considered during 
the decision making process. 

The MRECAS study team is currently evaluating citizens comments received at and 
subsequent to the Public Hearing. After full and thorough evaluation of these comments, the 
study team will formulate a recommendation to present to the State Highway Administrator for 
the selection of an alternative. In meantime, refinements will continue to be made to the 
proposed alternatives, where feasible, to address citizens concerns. 

Thank you again for your comments. Your is on the mailing list and you will be notified 
of any future events on this project. If you have any questions in the meantime, please contact 
the Project Manager, Ms. Heather Murphy, at 410-545-8571 oral I-800-548-5026. 

Very truly yours, 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

By:      -iL^tL. O^^J- 
Heather Murphy       t " 
Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 

My t«!ephon» numbar it _ 

Maryland Rrtay Servie* for impaimd Hearing or Soaech 
1-e0O-735-225B Stawwitft Toll Fre» 

Mailing Addreaa: P.O. Box 717 * Baltimore, MO 21203-tr717 
Stract Addraaa: 707 North Calvart Strtat • Baltimore. Maryland 21202 

r^ STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

Middle River Employment Center 
Access Study (MRECAS) 

Combined Location/Design Public Hearing 
Wednesday, June J6,1999 

Kenwood High School 

PLEASEPRINT   fie-zc* ~ ^ •)^T   ^^•"w^ 

NAME DATE /- ir-lf 

ADDRESS    ?3.r    (hp^lz^f   QT£f      <ftS 

CmTTOWN       fi»   // 0. STATE A? 0 ZIP CODE   7-/7-Z. O 

t/We wish to comment or inquira about the following aapacta of this project: 

<*    AS A f 

•Persons who have received a copy of thi* brochure through the mall are 
already on the project Mailing List 

• Please add my/our name(s) to the Mailing List 

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

Middle River Employment Center 
Access Center Study (MRECAS) 
PROJECT NO. BAB47A11 

^1 
VI-70 



Middle River Employment Center Access Study 
Final Environmental Impact Statement/Final Section 4(f) Evaluation 
Section VI. Comments and Coordination 

Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

June 29,1999 

Pafris N. Glendening 
Gflfctrnor 

John D Porcari 
S«cr»t»ry 

Parker F. Williams 
AdiTtiflmrator 

Anthony & Sylvan Pools 
9716 Belair Road 
BaltimorrMD 21220 

To Whom It May Concern: 

Thank you for your comments concerning the Middle River Employment Center Access 
Study, MRECAS, formerly MD 43 extended. The Anthony &. Sylvan Pools support for 
Alternative D modified has been noted. The company comments have been included in the 
project record and will be considered during the decision making process. 

The MRECAS study team is currently evaluating citizens comments received at and 
subsequent to the Public Hearing. After full and thorough evaluation of these comments, the 
study team will formulate a recommendation to present to the State Highway Administrator for 
the selection of an alternative. In meantime, refinements will continue to be made to the 
proposed alternatives, where feasible, to address citizens concerns. 

Thank you again for your comments. The company is on the mailing list and you will be 
notified of any future events on this project. If you have any questions in the meantime, please 
contact the Project Manager, Ms. Heather Murphy, at 410-545-8571 or at 1-800-548-5026. 

Very truly yours. 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

By:    'ZL^L- "ryu-fit/ 
Heather Murphy 
Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 

My telephone number It . 

Maryland Relay Sendee lor impaired Htantig or Speech 
1 -800-735-2258 Statewide Toll Free 

Mailing Addrete: P.O. Box 717 • eeltlmore. MO 21203-0717 
Street Addrees: 707 North Celvert Street • Baltimore. Maryland 21202 

STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

Middle River Employment Center 
Access Study (MRECAS) 

Combined Locatton/Deslgn Public Hearing 
Wednesday, June 16,1999 

Kenwood High School 

,;._;; ifcjc-r 

PLEASE PRINT 

NAME fttJTHvn^    ? SSL>MI)  K0O1L5 

ADDRESS  f7<6>    Z&gt-*-l£-     KjObb  

DATE. 
rtkxjc '91 

CITY/TOWN   .DAt-TP- STATE ^th      ZIP CODE 0^/3.36, 

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

M>j     PAMP/HJH     tS    i/O     T^fj-VolC  cV 7} 
Al0.bn=lt=-tl.    rr    i-S   TTf^"   Slf^STT—    S^ A.c'Tz O«->     FJP/O- 

rb 

€• PfrrriUSH  OP 

*Per»ons who have received a copy of this brochure through the mail are 
already on the project Mailing List 

Kl  Please add my/our name(s) to the Mailing List 

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

Middle River Employment Center 
Access Center Study (MRECAS) 
PROJECT NO. BAB47A11 
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Middle River Employment Center Access Study 
Final Environmental Impact Statement/Final Section 4(f) Evaluation 
Section VI. Comments and Coordination 

Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

June 29, 1999 

Parris N. Glendening 
Qovamor 

Jonn 0. Porcari 
Stenaty 

Parttef F. Williams 
AcJmJ rntV9 (Of 

Ms. Joyce Deaver 
90S Cold Spring Road 
Baltimore MD 21220 

Dear Ms. Deaver: 

Thank you for your comments concerning the Middle River Employment Center Access 
Study, MRECAS. formerly MD 43 extended. Your support for the No-Build Alternative has 
been noted. Your comments have been included in the project record and will be considered 
during the decision making process. 

The MRECAS study team is currently evaluating citizens comments received at and 
subsequent to the Public Hearing. After full and thorough evaluation of these comments, the 
study team will formulate * recommendation to present to the State Highway Administrator for 
the selection of an alternative. In the meantime, refinements will continue to be made to the 
proposed alternatives, where feasible, to address citizens concerns. 

Thank you again for your comments. Your name is on the mailing list and you will be 
notified of any future events on this project. If you have any questions in the meantime, please 
contact the Project Manager, Ms. Heather Murphy, at 410-545-8571 or at 1-800-548-5026. 

Very truly yours, 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

By:       H/c^Cl^. -T-H-yV 
~* Heather Murphy 

Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 

My telephone number is. 

Maiytand Relay Service tor ImpairM Hairing or Speacn 
1-800-735-2258 Slalawrde Toll Free 

Mailing Addreea: P.O. Bo« 717 • Baltimore. MD 21203-0717 
Slreel Addren: 707 North Calverl Slreel • Beltlmore. Maryland 21202 

STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

Middle River Employment Center 
Access Study (MRECAS) 

Combined Location/Design Public Hearing 
Wednesday, June 16,1999 

Kenwood High School ' f'i :?:•?- ••. 

PLEASE PRINT 

NAME Joyce Deaver DATE    6/19/99 

ADDRESS      905  Cold   Spring Road 

CITY/TOWN   Baltimore STATE   "D ZIP CODE    ?12?0 

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

jTS        If this project  cannot  be  completed without   Impacting 

historic sites,  critical areas,  wetlands,  etc..  then I 

vote for a  Ho  Build.   

'Persons who have received a copy of this brochure through the mall are 

already on the project Mailing Ust  

I   I   Please add my/our name(s) to the Mailing List     ^^^ 

LJ  Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing Ust 

Middle River Employment Center 
Access Center Study (MRECAS) 
PROJECT NO. BA847A11 

VI-72 
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Middle River Employment Center Access Study 
Final Environmental Impact Statement/Final Section 4(f) Evaluation 
Section VI. Comments and Coordination 

Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

June 23,1999 

Parris N. GlenOening 
Qmtrnoi 
John D. Porcari 
S»Cr«Wy 

ParKer F. Williams 
AdmintwriKx 

r^ 

Mr. Robert Alex 
Community Manager 
Pascal-Tumer Homes 
3300 Eastern Boulevard 
BaltimpreMD 21220 

Dear Mr. Alex: 

Thank you for your comments concerning the Middle River Employment Center Access 
Study, MRECAS, fotmerly MD 43 extended. Your support for Alternative D modified has been 
noted.' Your comments have been included in the project record and will be considered during 
the decision making process. 

The MRECAS study team is currently evaluating citizens comments received at and 
subsequent to the public hearing. After full and thorough evaluation of these comments, the 
study team will formulate a recommendation to present to the State Highway Administrator for 
the selection of an alternative. In the meantime, refinements will continue to be made to the 
proposed alternatives, where feasible, to address citizens concerns. 

Thank you again for your comments. Your name is on the mailing list and you will be 
notified of anv future events on this project If you have any questions in the meantime, please 
contact the Project Manager, Ms. Heather Mmphy, at 410-545-8571 or al 1-800-548-5026. 

Very truly yours, 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

By: 
Heather Murphy " 
Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 

My telephone number is . 

Mirylend Rway Service tot impaired Heennp or Speech 
t-800-735-2258 Slatewide Ton Free 

Milling Addreu: P.O. Bon 71? • Benlmore. MO 21J03-0717 
Street Addreea: 707 North Calven Street • Bellimore  Meryuno 2U02 

PASCAL-TURNER HOMES 
COMMUNITY MANAGEMENT DIVISION 

Office Location: 
123 Whkae Slop Roa) 
MUmore. Merylend 21220 
(410)33S-S3S8 
(410)574.3255 (FeolmJe) 

June 16.1999 

Mailing Addrees for Convepondence: 
3300 Eettem Boukvard 
BeUmora. Muylend 21220 

Southain Maryland 

21400 SiiMten Drtre 
lejmgton P«*, Marylend 20aS3 
(301)aS2-312r 
t301)aB2-9173<FBClM» 

JUia:SS*4o:30tP- 

Ms. Healtier Murphy, Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 
Maryland State Highway Administration 
Mailstop C-301 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 

RE:     Middle River Employment Center Access Study (MRECAS) 
• In Favor of the Route 43 Extension to Eastern BoutevarcT 
• Soeeificallv in Support of Alternative D (Modified) 

Dear Ms. Murphy. 

As a businessman in the Essex/Middle-River area, I strongly support the extension of 
Route 43 to Eastern Boulevard. The best alignment tor that road is unquestionably 
Alternative D (Modified), which among all the alternatives provides the greatest 
opportunity for economic growth and development in our area. 

Very truly youra, 

PASCAL-TURNER HOMES 
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Middle River Employment Center Access Study 
Final Environmental Impact Statement/Final Section 4(f) Evaluation 
Section VI. Comments and Coordination 

Maryland Department of Transportation 
State hfighway Administration 

June 24,1999 

Parris N. Glendening 
Qovtmer 

John 0. Porcari 
Saeftufy 
Parkar F. Williams 
Aflmtniltritor 

Mr. Edwin A. Dempsey 
1317 Third Road 
Baltimore MD 21220 

Dear Mr. Jones: 

Thank you for your comments concerning the Middle River Employment Center Access 
Study, MRECAS, formerly MD 43 extended. Your support for the No-Build Alternative has 
been noted. Your comments have been included in the project record and will be considered 
during the decision making process. 

The MRECAS study team is currently evaluating citizens comments received at and 
subsequent to the public hearing. After full and thorough evaluation of these comments, the 
study team will formulate a recommendation to present to the State Highway Administrator for 
the selection of an alternative. In the meantime, refinements will continue to be made to the 
proposed alternatives, where feasible, to address citizens concerns. 

Thank you again for your comments. Your name is on the mailing list and you will be 
notified of any future events on this project. If you have any questions in the meantime, please 
contact the Project Manager, Ms. Heather Murphy, at 410-545-8571 or at I-800-548-5026. 

Very truly yours. 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

By: / / 
Heather Murphy 
Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 

My tatephona number IK _ 

Maryland Relay Service tor imp&irad Heanng or Some* 
1.800-735-2258 Statawlda Toll Fres 

Mailing Addrasa: P.O. Box 717 • Banlmora. MC 21203-0717 
Straw Addraaa: 707 North Calvart Slraet • Balllmort   Maryland 21302 

STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

Middle River Employment Center 

Access Study (MRECAS) 
Combined Location/Design Public Hearing 

Wednesday, June 16,1999 
Kenwood High School 

PLEASE PRINT 

NAME     EDWrf     /?•    OlzHr&er   DATE   A-11-9T 

ADDRESS       I* in   THi fjQ     /f D.  

CITY/TOWN     t2>f>LTiMclie STATE HO        ZIP CODE a,**a 

MWe wiah to comment or Inquire about the following aspects of this project: 

r^      /»J //"   n//li.     GexTKr.V THE LfisT fieMrfyst- 
wli-opfiress />  rue W J-AAG-CST cvvrH"SASTMS- 

fersons who have received a copy of thla brochure through the mall are 

'Ireatly on the project Mailing List 

D  Please add my/our name(a) to the Mailing List 

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

Middle River Employment Center 
Access Center Study (MRECAS) 
PROJECT NO. BA847A11 
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Middle River Employment Center Access Study 
Final Environmental Impact Statement/Final Section 4(f) Evaluation 
Section VI. Comments and Coordination 

r- 

Maryland Depatiment of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

June 28,1999 

Parris N. Glendening 
Govtmor 
John 0. Porcari 
AKtnltry 

Parker F. Williams 
Admintsvitor 

Ms. Tmdi T. Carski, Trustee 
Ms. Anna Thau Trust 
14258 Baldwin Mill 
Baltimore MD 21013 

Dear Ms. Carski: 

Thank you for your comments concerning the Middle River Employment Center Access 
Study MREC AS, foimerly MD 43 extended. Your support for Alternative D and F-l modified 
and opposition to the Alternatives 1 modified Alternative E and Alternative D modified has been 
noted. Your comments have been included in the project record and will be considered during 

the decision making process. 

The MRECAS study team is cunently evaluating citizens comments received at and 
subsequent to the Public Hearing. After full and thorough evaluation of these comments, the 
study team will formulate a recommendation to present to the State Highway Administrator for 
the selection of an alternative. In the meantime, refinements will continue to be made to the 
proposed alternatives, where feasible, to address citizens concerns. 

Thank you again for your comments. Your name is on the mailing list and you will be 
notified of any future events on this project. If you have any questions in the meantime please 
contact the Project Manager. Ms. Heather Murphy, at 410-545-8571 or at 1-800-548-S026. 

Very truly yours, 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

By:     '7L<XL*.'?Vi^.,l. 
Heather Murphy     ' * 
Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 

My telephone number is . 

Marvlana Relay Seivice tor Impaired Heannj or Speech 
1 -600-735-8258 Statewide Toll Free 

Melting Addre.l: P.O. Box 717 • Baltimore. MD S1MS-0717 
Street Addreei: 707 North Calveii Street» Baltimore. Maryland Z1202 

r^ 
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

Middle River Employment Center 
Access Study (MRECAS) 

Combined Location/Design Public Hearing 
Wednesday, June 16,1999 

Kenwood High School 

PLEASE PRINT    _ _          
Tfujbs.  1. Cfce.5W.l    T*»STEE 

NAME AK^OTHAQ 7ajisT  

ADDRESS I43l5$    D^»-a>*<l>>     K««-i-     £-& 

DATE 6/WT? 

cmrn-owN B»«-t>^<^ STATE KV   ZIP CODE t?<o^ 

l/W* wish to comment or Inquire about the following aspects of this project 

f/LlT f l-HoJXflpJi    A^ft    Air  t>)    AfcC     BFSr    iK> 

fift.    Ktl^"nt2.nJC    TTftArFtC    'Tft     c l"i*V  

^g> ACT   t   HoAiPtCP    APPfHA-J     To*    citfeutTowt 

PPgt 
AMb     U.T  l-hcPvftg-4     Jf4T>oO    g'T  

ow  BASIS   »>F RS^   v-uftc   e«.Mpet.7UM 
<UJ5   PJ*6e*    ^c   PA^»g^rfgx   Arrg^Txb 

*P«r»on» who have received a copy of this brochure through the mall are 

already on the project Mailing List  

I   I  Please add my/our name(s) to the Mailing List  

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

Middle River Employment Center 
Access Center Study (MRECAS) 
PROJECT NO. BA847A11 



Middle River Employment Center Access Study 
Final Environmental Impact Statement/Final Section 40) Evaluation 
Section VI. Comments and Coordination 

r^ 

Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

June 29, 1999 

Parris N. Glendening 
Govamor 
John D. Porcari 
Svemary 
Parker F. Wiliiams 
Admlnitrrattr 

Ms. Betty C. Harper 
410 Genies Avenue 
Baltimore MD 21222 

Dear Ms. Harper. 

Thank you for your comments eoncenung the Middle River Employment Center Access 
Study, MRECAS, formerly MD 43 extended. Your comments have been included in the project 
record and will be considered during the decision making process. Currently none of the 
proposed alternatives directly impact the Queen of Peace Church or the Holly Hills Memorial 
Gardens Cemetery. 

The MRECAS study team is currently evaluating citizens comments received at and 
subsequent to the Public Hearing. After full and thorough evaluation of these comments, the 
study team will formulate a recommendation to present to the State Highway Administimtor for 
the selection of an alternative. In the meantime, refinements will continue to be made to the 
proposed alternatives, where feasible, to address citizens concerns. 

Thank you again for your comments. Your name is on the mailing list and you will be 
notified of any future events on this project If you have any questions in the meantime, please 
contact the Project Manager, Ms. Heather Murphy, at 410-545-8571 or at 1-800-548-5026. 

Very truly yours, 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Oflice of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

By:       >2/~l£t~~'?*Utl/' 
Heather Murphy 
Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 

My telephone numbet is _ 

Maryland Relay Service lor Impaired Heanng or Speech 
1-SOO-735-J2S8 Siaiewiae Toll Free 

Mailing Adoreta: P.O. Bo< 717 • Baltimore. MD 21203-0717 
Street Addreee: 707 North Caivert Street • Baltimore. Maryland 21202 

STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

Middle River Employment Center 

Access Study (MRECAS) 
Combined Locatum/Doign Public Hearing 

Wednesday, June 16,1999 
Kenwood High School 

PLEASE PRINT 

NAME """fig-ftt/ 0-   rfftf-KS-  DATE   6 (7?'} 

ADDRESS     4(0    GejLtm,    4<U.   

CITY/TOWN      ^SAOO. STATPJ££i_  ZIP COPE ^Ajia. 

I/We wi«h to comment or Inquire about ttw following aspects of this project: 

% 
CSk^JU 

Aaa^ 

ItdaJL thAi^ 

sxjct   &u.    U/e.   A+*J 

JL 
term.   /Kl*4A.',  ,/~i ^V><. 

'*£ .  

•Persona who have received a copy of this brochure through the mall are 
already on the project Mailing List 

BPIease add my/our name(s) to the Mailing List. 

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

Middle River Employment Center 
Access Center Study (MRECAS) 
PROJECT NO. BA847A11 
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Middle River Employment Center Access Study 
Final Environmental Impact Statement/Final Section 4(f) Evaluation 
Section VI. Comments and Coordination 

Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

June 23,1999 

Parris N. Glendenlng 
Govtfnor 

John 0. Porcari 
Socretary 

Parker F. Williams 
Adminittrttor 

r^ 

Ms. Charlotte Oktavec 
1322 Goose Neck Road 
Baltimore MD 21220 

Dear Ms. Oktavec: 

Thank you for your comments concerning the Middle River Employment Center Access 
Study. MRECAS, formerly MD 43 extended. Your support for Altemative D and Alternative D 
modified has been noted. Your comments have been included in the project record and will be 
considered during the decision making process. 

The MRECAS study team is currently evaluating citizens comments received at and 
subsequent to the public hearing. After full and thorough evaluation of these comments, the 
study team will formulate a recommendation to present to the State Highway Administrator for 
the selection of an altemative. In the meantime, refinements will continue to be made to the 
proposed alternatives, where feasible, to address citizens concerns. 

Thank vou again for your comments. Your name is on the mailing list and you will be 
notified of any future events on this project. If you have any questions in the meantime, please 
contact the Project Manager, Ms. Heather Murphy, at 410-545-857] or at 1-800-548-5026. 

Very truly yours, 

Louis H. Ege, Jr: 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

By^  •'•   ' 
/ 

Heather Murphy 
Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 

My tBiephone numbvr It _ 
Maryland Relay Service Iw Imosired Hearing or Speeeti 

1-800-73S-225B Siaiewide Toll Frae 

Mailing Addraaa: P.O. Box 717 • Baltlmora. MO 2H0J-0717 
Slraal Addraaa: 707 Norm Calvart Slraal • Baltimore. Maryland 21202 

STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

Middle River Employment Center 

Access Study (MRECAS) 
Combined Location/Design Public Hearing 

Wednesday, June 16,1999 
Kenwood High School 

PLEASE PRINT 

NAME O.HPi^Lorre.   0KTF\\/ec      DATE 6-/3-?? 

ADDRESS   /3a3.   Goose  /yecri    *t>      

ciTYn-owN 6 ft J-T-Z. m o /eg STATE A) k    ZIP CODE 3l3-3o 

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

>yv.tl^»J.    kx-ccts*.   L{k*M- fmrf of   /hlX/SO    is  

Mfji CAAKQ.^-   e^-s-i-er. 
;ji\u>*j. 

.S-fcort   "HAJL   OvorK   ^.fi.f. 

Tenons who have received a copy of this brochure through the mall am 

already on the project Mailing List 

I   I  Please add my/our name(s) to the Mailing List 

I   I  Please delete my/our name{s) from the Mailing List 

Middle River Employment Center 
Access Center Study (MRECAS) 
PROJECT NO. BA847A11 

VI-77 



Middle River Employment Center Access Study 
Final Environmental Impact Statement/Final Section 4(f) Evaluation 
Section VI. Comments and Coordination 

Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

June 23,1999 

Parr's N. Glendening 

John D, Poreari 
a«cr«tary 

Parfcer F. Williams 
/»cmiflttuator 

r- 

Mr. Michael L Homa 
Vice-Prtsident 
Pascal-Turner Homes 
3300 Eastern Boulevard 
Baltimore MD 21220 

Dear Mr. Homa: 

Thank you for your comments concerning the Middle River Employment Center Access 
Study, MRECAS, formerly MD 43 extended. Your support for Alternative D modified has been 
noted. Your comments have been included in the project record and will be considered during 
the decision making process. 

The MRECAS study team is currently evaluating citizens comments received at and 
subsequent to the public hearing. After full and thorough evaluation of these comments, the 
study team will formulate a recommendation to present to the State Highway Administrator for 
the selection of an alternative. In the meantime, refinements will continue to be made to the 
proposed alternatives, where feasible, to address citizens concerns. 

Thank you again your comments. Your name is on the mailing list and you will be 
notified of any future events on this project. If you have any questions in the meantime, please 
contact the Project Manager, Ms. Heather Murphy, at 410-545-8571 or at 1-800-548-5026. 

Veiy truly yours, 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

By: 'j&eUn^L 
Heather Murphy      v' 
Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 

My ttttpnone numtwr is _ 

Mtryfand Retey Service tor Impaired Hearing or Soeech 
1-800-T3&-2258 Stitewide Toll Free 

Mailing Addreit: P.O. Bat 717 • Baltimore. MO 21203-1)717 
Streel Addroa»: 707 North Cilvtn Strut • Beillmore  MenMtnd 21202 

PASCAL-TURNER HOMES 
. Mainland 21 220•(410) 391-0220-Fnt (4 tO)374-32r>5 

JUNZrsS-yrljrOOnPf 

June 16,1999 

Ms. Heather Murphy, Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 
Maryland State Highway Administration 
Mailstop C-301 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 

RE:    Middle River Employment Center Access Study (MRECAS) 
• In Favor of the Route 43 Extension to Eastern Boulevard 
• SoecHlcattv in Support of Alternative D miodffied) 

Dear Ms. Murphy: 

As a businessman m the Essex/Middle-River area, I strongly support the extension of 
Route 43 to Eastern Boulevard. Tbe best alignment for that road is unquestionably 
Alternative D (Modified), which among all the alternatives provides the greatest 
opportunity for economic growth and development in our area. 

Very truly yours, 

PASCAL-TURNER HOMES 

Michael L Homa 
Vice President 

MLH/bms 

A Divhton Of PASCAL-TURNER, LTD. 
anufocturrd   Houtlng  Speciali*!*" 

Wfmtm fcwii^t- m M-irt^Kt, ( Era MMtC t«l«l 

VI-78 



Middle River Employment Center Access Study 
Final Environmental Impact Statement/Final Section 4(f) Evaluation 
Section VI. Comments and Coordination 

r- 

Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

June 30, 1999 

Parri* N. Glendening 
Oovtrw 
John D. Poreari 
Stsrctsry 
Partter F. Williams 

• Admlniiirwof 

Mr. John K. Martin 
President 
The University of Maryland Foundation, Inc. 
3300 Metzerott Road 
Adelphi MD 20783 

Dear Mr. Martin: 

Thank you for your comments concerning the Middle River Employment Center Access 
Study, MRECAS, formerly MD 43 extended. The University of Maryland Foundation, Inc. 
support for Alternative D modified has been noted. Their comments have been included in the 
project record and will be considered during the decision making process. 

The MRECAS study team is currently evaluating citizens comments received at and 
subsequent to the Public Hearing. After full and thorough evaluation of these comments, the 
study team will formulate a recommendation to present to the State Highway Administrator for 
the selection of an alternative. In the meantime, refinements will continue to be made to the 
proposed alternatives, where feasible, to address citizens concerns. 

Thank you again for the University of Maryland Foundation, Inc comments. The 
Foundation is on the mailing list and you will be notified of any future events on this project If 
you have any questions in the meantime, please contact the Project Manager, Ms. Heather 
Muiphy. at 410-545-8571 or at 1-8OO-548-5026. 

1 Vety truly yours, 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

By:      _^ 
Heather Murphy        ' 
Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 

My teteohon* numtw is _  

Maryland fi«i«y Setvic* tor impalwo HMHng or Spwch 
1-800-735-2258 SUWwIde Toll Fr«t 

Mailing AddrMa: P.O. Box 717 • Baltlmora. MD 2120J-0717 
Str»»! Addrta*: 707 North Calvan Straat • Baltlmora. Maryland J1202 

#/ VMS 
JUtfts* 

'•*>••: c.-.-:?nn. 

THI UMVfMfTV OF MAlMtANO FOUMMTION, INC. 

June 21,1999 

Ma. Heather Murphy, Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 
Maryland State Highway Administration 
Mailstop C-301 
707 North CaWert Street 
Baltimore, MD 21202 

Ee: Middle River Employment Center Access Study 

Dear Ma. Murphy: 

The Univeraity of Maryland Foundation, Inc. enthusiastically supports the Alternative 
D (Modified) alignment of MD 43. As you are aware, we own property adjacent to the A. V. 
Williams Trust property. We firmly believe that there will be a major surge of economic 
development in this area onoe the road is completed. 

As the study prepared by the Baltimore County Economic Development Department 
points out, the Alternative D (Modified) alignment is the "superior alignment in terms of its 
ability to open up key parcels for development.* Access to the most developable areas of the 
Middle River Employment Center will not only spur new development, but will also greatly 
enhance the established businesses in this area. We applaud the hard work of your office and 
others involved in the planning process. 

Yours truly. 

<<^sz^- 
ihn K. Martin, President 

JKM:pp 

cc: William T. Poole, Jr. 

J30O Mna«nn Ittwv • Anww*. Mww torn • ft»>si f3DTi«<M»4l • lu«p«».Ongu3(H>«i*Q712 • >*\ IMm4O-I70? 
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Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

n 

June 29. 1999 

Parris N. Glendening 
Oownor 

John D. Porcarl 
S«cr»llry 
Parfcer F. Williams 
Adnnnl«tr»tor 

Mr. Orville M. Jones 
1432 Shore Road 
Baltimore MD 21220 

Dear Mr. Jones: 

Thank you for your comments concerning the Middle River Employment Center Access 
Study, MRECAS, formerly MD 43 extended. Your support for Alternative D modified has been 
noted. Your comments have been included in the project record and will be considered during 
the decision making process. 

The MRECAS study team is currently evaluating citizens comments received at and 
subsequent to the Public Hearing. After full and thorough evaluation of these comments, the 
study team will formulate a recommendation to present to the State Highway Administrator for 
the selection of an alternative. In meantime, refinements will continue to be made to the 
proposed alternatives, where feasible, to address citizens concerns. 

Thank you again for your comments. Your name is on the mailing list and you will be 
notified of any future events on this project. If you have any questions in the meantime, please 
contact the Project Manager. Ms. Heather Murphy, at 410-545-8571 or at 1-800-548-5026. 

Very truly yours, 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

By:     j24=^=J22<Bw£4/ 
Heather Murphy       V 
Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 

My tiiephone ruvn&er is _ 

MsiylwKj Relay Smvm for Impaired Hearing or Speech 
1-800-735-2258 Statiwiae Toll Frf 

Mailing Addrest: P.O. Bo* 717 • Baltlmor*. MD 21203-0717 
Strati Addrm: 707 North C«lv«r1 Str«»l * Baltimore. Maryland 21202 

STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

Middle River Employ mem Center 
Access Study (MRECAS) 

Combined LocoSen/Dtsign Public Hearing 
fVednaday, Jane 16. Iff 9 

Kenwood High School 

PLEASE PRINT 

NAME   0HVILLE M- JONES 

ADDRESS 

DATE   6/22/99 

1.433  fiHOBf nnar. 

CITY/TOWN     BALTIMORE,   MMHflANPrATF ZIP CODE     21220 

I/We wish to commant or Inquire •bout the following aspecta of this project 

r^ 
MODZFZEO.BECAUSE! 

1.    IT WILL CUT 10 MINUTES OFF MY TRAVEL TIME TO AND FROM WORK. 

3.    I BELIEVE THAT IT HAS THE FEWEST BROBLEMS OF AHY OF THE ALTERNAI 

'I'Ui^&mW^ mE rEWE8T "grc-^PS AND HAVE LESS IMPACT OK 

miic ALTDtaiA'Fn tiiLL ormi TOP MOOT LAUD ron DnvmiOPumw'  

*P»r»on« who have received a copy of this brochure through the mall i 
already on the project Mailing List  

• Please add my/our name(a) to the Mailing Llet 

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

Middle River Employment Center 
Access Center Study (MRECAS) 
PROJECT NO. BA847A11 
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Middle River Employment Center Access Study 
Final Environmental Impact Statement/Final Section 4(f) Evaluation 
Section VI. Comments and Coordination 

r^ 

Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

June 23.1999 

PwriS N. Glendsnlng 
G&rmrv 
John 0. Poreari 
$«cr«lary 

Parker F. Williams 

Ms. Edwina J. Hail 
10138 Bitd River Road 
Baltimore MD 21220 

Dear Mr. Hall: 

Thank you for your comments concerning the Middle River Employment Center Access 
Study, MRECAS, formerly MD 43 extended. Your support for the No-Build Alternative has 
been noted should a build action be selected, your support for Alternative D and D modified has 
also been noted. Your comments have been included in the project record and will be considered 
during the decision making process. 

The MRECAS study team is cunemly evaluating citizens comments received at and 
subsequent to the public hearing. After full and thorough evaluation of these comments, the 
study team will formulate a recommendation to present-to the State Highway Administrator for 
the selection of an alternative. In the meantime, refinements will continue to be made to the 
proposed alternatives, where feasible, to address citizens concerns. 

Thank you again for your comments. Your name is on the mailing list and you will be 
notified of anv future events on this project. If you have any questions in the meantime, please 
contact the Project Manager, Ms. Heather Murphy, at 410-545-8571 or at 1-800-548-5026. 

Very truly yours, 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

By: 
Heather Murphy •' 
Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 

My telephone numb«r it — — 

MiryiantJ Belay Service lor impaired Heanng or Speech 
1 -BOO-Tas-ZZSB Statewide Toll Free 

Milling Addreee: P.O. Bo« 717 • Beltlmor*. MD 21303-0717 
Street Addreee: 707 North Celvert Street • Baltimore  Merytend 21202 

r- 
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

Middle River Employment Center 
Access Study (MRECAS) 

Combined LooHion/Design Pubiic Hearing 
Wednesday, June 16,1999 

Kenwood High School 

PLEASE PRINT 

f—     ^TY^/fl    3: HfiLL    DATE^vOl^' 

ADDRESS   /r-,/3£  A/rtPl^t/fLY   AV   

</j/?/s77 STATf=^2ZL Z'P CODE sgyUcZU CITY/TOWN. 

1/We wish to comment or Inquire about the following aspect* of this project: 

bo«\f hrrrT^h7ps Thy Stotf -     _ 

twh«Fs>7ZAF -T»«jeii cuT/t-nC!> iT *<»//   Once o^Ter 
—        -7—    —rr A     1/    , t I. / /.'r,~ *.      I^A*~t~rm    J'J9A/T\- 

•Persons who have received a copy of this brochure through the mall are 

already on the project Mailing List   

I   I   Please add my/our name(s) to the Mailing List  

O   Please delete my/our name(B) from the Mailing List 

Middle River Employment Center 
Access Center Study (MRECAS) 
PROJECT NO BA847A11 

4* 
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Middle River Employment Center Access Study 
Final Environmental Impact Statement/Final Section 4(f) Evaluation 
Section VI. Comments and Coordination 

Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

June 23,1999 

Parris N. Glendening 
Qovtfnor 

John D. Porcari 
SKntwy 

Parker F. Williams 
Administrator 

r~- 

Mr. William T. Poole 
President 
Lexington Group 
3300 Eastern Boulevard 
Baltimore MD 21220 

Dear Mr. Poole: 

Thank you for your comments concerning the Middle River Employment Center Access 
Study, MRECAS, formerly MD 43 extended. The A.V. Williams Trusts support for Alternative 
D modified has been noted. Their comments have been included in the project record and will 
be considered during the decision making process. 

The MRECAS study team is currently evaluating citizens comments received at and 
subsequent to the public hearing. After full and thorough evaluation of these comments, the 
study team will formulate a recommendation to present to the State Highway Administrator for 
the selection of an alternative. In the meantime, refinements will continue to be made to the 
proposed alternatives, where feasible, to address citizens concerns. 

Thank you again for the A.V. Williams Trusts comments. The Trusts name is on the 
mailing list and you will be notified of any future events on this project If you have any 
questions in the meantime, please contact the Project Manager, Ms. Heather Murphy, at 
410-545-8571 or at 1-800-548-5026. 

Very truly yours, 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

By:      <2Lr&L O^/t 
Heather Murphy       vr 
Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 

My talephon* number Is .—_—_____^—_— 

Matylant) Ralay Service lor Impa.rtd Haaring or Spaacti 
1-800-73S-2254 Stattwlde Toll Frae 

Mailing Addraa*: P.O. Bon 717 • Baltlmor*. MO 21203-0717 
Straat Addrasa: 707 North Calvart Straat • Balllmora. Maryland 21202 

fv 

l'-;->' 

r^ 

ooooaaoDoannooooDODDaaDDno 
LEXINGTON GROUP LTD. 
ODDDODODDDDDODDDDnDDODDDDD 

'" June 16,1999 •/ -'•      . 

REALTY CONSULTMG, BROKERAOt * ASSET MMWOEMTOT 

TttapMiMlVofcallM (41W>i41«»-F«c*nat|4H»«J1-»H1 
3300 EASTERN BOULEVARD, BALTIMORE, MD 21220 

•V.C-V '-'/ 

V Ms. Heather Murphy, Project Manager  • ..^ft'-Vr;. ..^ 
'.;. Pipjeet Planning Division '.'   ;'      '•';••_ -.V^yi-i •'•/'i'f'; •'!,.• •^:.;'.*:f)6;-'?""--' .-'   " 

•;  Maryland State Higlw^Adminislrationv;>.'.';'.^ ':";';;• •'"•''£ '^'..•-;';. ,' >'" "'•'• 
Maitetop C-30r     : : ..•',-••-:•. ^:\z[.'. •".': •";,;•;•'.". .'^:',^';:.',/~. •• 
707NorthCaMsrtStreet •..'''••'".-":•'"•,'"'' '•' ••"' '''•"•'• - c;.---'"'./: 
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 ',   , v'fv'.Vv'--^ 

Rfc  . Middle River Employment dsnter Access Study (MRECAS)     :*£:  . -v 
• "InFavorof tteRoute43Extension to Eastern Boutev»rti   ./' 
• Specificallv In Support of AttemativBD (Modified) -. . '. : 

Dear Ms. Murphy: 

I represent the AV. Williams Trusts, which, together with the University of Maryland 
Foundation, Inc.; owns a one thousand-acre tract of industrial land which would be 

• provided access by the extenstoh of Maryland Route 43. We are. therefore, very 
supporBvepf this project However, the aKemative which makes the most sense 

• froin bUr'pefspective, and provides the best access to our property, is Alternative D 
(Modified). But beyond our property, AHemative D (Modified) would unleash the 
greatest potential economic development opportunities of any of the road 
alternatives. 

We look forward to working with the State Highway Administration toward the 
completion of this important project, and will cooperate in any way we can in order to 
achieve our preferred alignment. Alternative D (Modified).. 

Thank you tor your hard wo* in shepherding this project Its completion win provide 
a tremendous boost to the Eastside economy:.. , 

Very truly yours, •  - -;. - ' .' 

LEXINGTON GROUP LTD.      ::..'y^.-^:'>^i7^'\  •^.V^VY^i" 

W^'^4^ 

WffliamT. Poole. Jr.: 
President •        ';;- 

WTP/bms 
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Middle River Employment Center Access Study 
Final Environmental Impact Statement/Final Section 4(f) Evaluation 
Section VI. Comments and Coordination 

Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

June 23,1999 

Parris N Glandening 
Govtfnor 

John D. Porcari 
S«er*tarr 
Pariw F. Williams 
AtfminlstrBtBr 

Mr. Gerald E. Keefe 
Senior Vice-Presidenl 
Chief Financial Officer 
Williams Scotsman 
8211 Town Center Drive 
Baltimore MD 21236 

Dear Mr. Keefe: 

Thank vou for your comments concerning the Middle River Employment Center Access 
Study, MRECAS. formerly MD 43 extended. Your support for Alternative D modified has been 
noted. Your comments have been included in the project record and will be considered during 
the decision making process. 

The MRECAS study team is currently evaluating citizens comments received at and 
subsequent to the public hearing. After full and thorough evaluation of these comments, the 
study team will formulaic a recommendation to present to the Stale Highway Administrator for 
the selection of an alternative. In the meantime, refinements will continue to be made to the 
proposed alternatives, where feasible, to address citizens concerns. 

Thank you again for your comments. Your name is on the mailing list and you will be 
notified of anv future events on this project. If you have any questions in the meantime, please 
contact the Project Manager, Ms. Heather Murphy, at 410-545-8571 or at 1 -800-548-5026. 

Very truly yours, 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

T 4- By:      lU^Z^^H*-* 
Heather Murphy 
Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 

My tateptrone number It ,  

Maryland B«lay Service 'or Impaired HaarinQ Of Sp«ach 
1 -800-735-2:58 Statawide Toll FrM 

Mailing Addrata: P.O. Bo« 717 • BaHlmora. MD 21*03-0717 
SlrMI Addrau: 707 North Calvan Slrtat • Baltlmora. Maryland 21202 

W 1 I. I. I A M S 

SCOTSMAN 

June 16,1999 

WILUAMS SCOTSMAN, inc. 
8211 Town Center Drive 

Bahimon. Mjiyluul 21236-5997 
4IO-93I-6000 •800-63»-e963 

FAX4IO-93I-61I7 
MotdeOffion-SKnaiPradun 

And Mow 

Ms. Heather Murphy, Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 
Maryland State Highway Administration 
Mailstop C-301 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, MD 21202 

RE:     Middle River Employment Center Access Study (MRECAS) 
• In Favor of the Route 43 Extension to Eastern Boulevard 
• Specifically in Smrnort of Alternative D f Modified) 

Dear Ms. Murphy: 

As a businessman in the White Marsh area, I strongly support the extension of 
Route 43 to Eastern Boulevard. The best alignment for that road is unquestionably 
Alternative D (Modified), which among all the alternatives provides the greatest 
opportunity for economic growth and development in our area. 

We are looking for sizable acreage to relocate our operations and the Middle 
River area is of great interest to us. If this access does not become a reality, we may have 
to relocate our entire operations (200+ employees) to another county or even another 
state. An expedited approval and construction of Route 43 is essential to us. 

Very truly yours. 

WILLIAMS SCOTSMAN, INC. 

C>.iZ-L<5*-«-«S»'    O   ^\ 

Gerard E. Keefe 
Senior Vice President 
Chief Financial Officer 

s,xi,<yfrQ 

GEK:gjh 

Mr. Robert Harmon 
Economic Development 

X:\*er<nfefc\Mldd!e River Emfrtny.Ctmf Acccn Study Ate 

E-mail: lnfp»wiUscol.com » Webrile: htip^v»w» .wlllncaixom • FAX-On-DenMnd: «77-<77-777l< 
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Middle River Employment Center Access Study 
Final Environmental Impact Statement/Final Section 4(f) Evaluation 
Section VI. Comments and Coordination 

Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

June 23,1999 

Parris N. Glandening 

John D. Porca/i 
S«cr*lary 
Parker F. Williams 
AOmintstrator 

r- 

Mr. Barry P. Gossett 
Pascal-Tumn Homes 
3300 Eastern Boulevard 
Baltimore MD 21220 

Dear Mr. Gossett: 

Thank you for your comments concerning the Middle River Employment Center Access 
Study, MRECAS, formerly MD 43 extended. Your support for Alternative D modified has been 
noted. Your comments have been included in the project record and will be considered during 
the decision making process. 

The MRECAS study team is currently evaluating citizens comments received at and 
subsequent to the public hearing. After full and thorough evaluation of these comments, the 
study team will formulate a recommendation to present to the State Highway Administrator for 
the selection of an alternative. In the meantime, refinements will continue to be made to the 
proposed alternatives, where feasible, to address citizens concerns. 

Thank you again for your comments. Your name is on the mailing list and you will be 
notified of any future events on this project If you have any questions in the meantime, please 
contact the Project Manager, Ms. Heather Murphy, at 410-545-8571 or at 1-8OO-548-5026. 

Very truly yours, 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

Heather Murphy      I T 

Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 

My tvlvphone numbtr it _ 
Msryttnd Relay Seivm lor ImpainM Hearing or Speech 

1-800-735-2258 Statewide Toll Free 
Mailing Addrete: P.O. Bo» 717 • Baltimore. MD 21203-0717 

Street Addreee: 707 North Calvert street • Baltimore. Maryland 21202 

PASCAL-TURNER PARTNERS 
While Marsh ProfMskwol Center • 7939 Honevgo Boulevard. Sulie 112- Baltimore. Marvland 21236 

(410) 93MI0O • Ineslmlln (410) 9314141 • e-mail: in!o®piMcallurne,.<:om 

June 16,1999 JUH21'SS wilotsi nf* 

Ms. Heather Murphy, Project Manager 
Project Pibo-Jig UJviiion 
Maryland State Highway Administration 
Mailstop C-301 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 

RE:     Middle River Employment Center Access Study (MRECAS) 
• In Favor of the Route 43 Extension to Eastern Boulevard 
• SpecHlcallv In Support of Alternative D (ModUiettl 

Dear Ms. Murphy: 

As a businessman in the White Maish/Essex/MkJdle-River area. I strongly support 
the extension of Route 43 to Eastern Boulevard. The best alignment for that road is 
unquestionably AMemative D (Modified), which among all the alternatives provides 
the greatest opportunity for economic growth and devetopment In our area. 

Very truly yours, 

PASCAL-TURNER PARTNERS 

iJarry P. Gossett 

BPQ/bms 
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Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

June 23,1999 

Partt N. Glendenlne 
Owwrior 

John D. Porcarl 
S«ef»»ry 

Parker F. Williams 
AdrrtntMTMff 

r~- 

Mr. William T. Poole 
President 
Williams Management Services, Inc. 
3300 Eastern Boulevard 
Baltimore MD 21220 

Dear Mr. Poole: 

Thank you for your comments concerning the Middle River Employment Center Access 
Study, MRECAS, formerly MD 43 extended. Your support for Alternative D modified has been 
noted. Your comments have been included in the project record and will be considered during 
the decision making process. 

The MRECAS study team is currently evaluating citizens comments received at and 
subsequent to the public hearing. After full and thorough evaluation of these comments, the 
study team will formulate a recommendation to present to the State Highway Administrator for 
the selection of an alternative. In the meantime, refinements will continue to be made to the 
proposed alternatives, where feasible, to address citizens concerns. 

Thank you again for your comments. Your name is on the mailing list and you will be 
notified of any future events on this project. If you have any questions in the meantime, please 
contact the Project Manager, Ms. Heather Murphy, at 410-545-8571 or at 1-800-548-5026. 

Very truly yours. 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

By:       ?/-,•#-   7^-4t. 
Heather Murphy 
Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 

My telftphon* number It _ 

Maryland ntuy Sarviec tor Impaired Htrmg or Spwch 
1-800-735-2258 SlltewldB Toll Fret 

Malllns Addreu: P.O Boi 717 • Billlmor.. MD 21203-0717  
StrMI Addr»»»: 707 North C«lv«rl Str«t • Bolllmor*. MaryUnd 21202 

r\ 

n- 

Williams Management Services, Inc- % 

JUN21'9gH^oiaKT 

June 16,1999 

Ms. Heather Murphy. Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 
Maryland State Highway Administration 
MaBstap C-301 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 

RE:     Middle River Employment Center Access Study (MRECAS) 
»   \n Favor of the Route 43 Extension to Eastern Boulevard 
•   Soecffieaffy in Support ofAHemative P {Modified) 

Dear Ms. Murphy: 

As a businessman in the Essex/Middle-River area, I strongly support the extension o* 
Route 43 to Eastern Boulevard. The best alignment for that road is unquestionably 
Alternative D (Modified), vyhich among all the alternatives provides the greatest 
opportunity for economic growth and development in our area. 

Very truly yours, 

WILLIAMS MANAGEMENT SERVICES, INC. 

•'Ji. 

WBRam T. P8QS_Jr. 
President 

WTP/bms 

-3300 Eastern Boulevard - Baltimore, Maryland 21220 • (410) S74-8666 - Fax (410) 574-3255- 

VI-85 



Middle River Employment Center Access Study 
Final Environmental Impact Statement/Final Section 4(f) Evaluation 
Section VI. Comments and Coordination 

r-- 

Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

June 21, 1999 

Parris N. Glendening 
Swamcr 

John D. Poreari 
Secreltry 

ParKer F. Williams 
Aomimstfilc* 

Mrs. Virginia Powell 
409 Larkspur Drive 
JoppaMD 21085 

Dear Mrs. Powell: 

Thank you for your comments concerning the Middle River Employment Center Access 
Study, MRECAS, foimerly MD 43 extended. Your opposition to Alternatives I modified and D 
modified has been noted. Your comments have been included in the project record and will be 
considered during the decision making process. 

The MRECAS study team is currently evaluating citizens comments received at and 
subsequent to the public hearing. After full and thorough evaluation of these comments, the 
study team will formulate a recommendation to present to the State Highway Administrator for 
the selection of an alternative. In the meantime, refinements will continue to be made to the 
proposed alternatives, where feasible, to address citizens concerns. 

Thank you again for your comments. Your name is on the mailing list and you will be 
notified of any future events on this project. If you have any questions in the meantime, please 
contact the Project Manager, Ms. Heather Murphy, at 410-545-8571 or at 1-800-548-5026. 

Veiy truly yours, 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

By: 
leather Murphy ** 
Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 

My telephone number \% . 

Maryland Relay Setvice to' Imoaired Hearing or Speech 
1-800-735-2258 Steiewde Toll Free 

Mailing Address: P.O. Bos 717 • Baltimore. MO 21203-0717 
Street Address: 707 North Catven Street • Baltimore. Maryland 21202 

STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

Middle River Employment Center 
Access Study (MRECAS) 

Combined Location/Design Public Bearing 
Wednesday, June 16,1999 

Kenwood High School 

PLEASE PRINT 

NAME     \/. If i ryni r.     H-„^fi / I DATE     k-/U'<rl 

ADDRESS 

crwrowN •Xp/M- STATE  tfD   ZIPCODE 3-i QfS 

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

Arcause 1 ,L.ifl   he   /n (nml/rx*    /a,y,cJ   a4-  /cz$5 

•fe>      a/a/w    AH T- Mod     ~*c1    A/J£>-/}7eJ. 
ficJh    0,4   -JhrGocth      10-7 M       S',etcLe>:    loineh     JT /<rv*- 

v H    0cos, ri   asv> i.V 

lut. Cz. 
• J-s 

net-i 4'f rxjlCCr. 

in/J-.-e/rJ J-jjt   5t„er- £rorec4 t^;->K~i.  .AC/LCLM 

h a^i: Pfffi. At*. 
JL      n'-t I-;V6rf 

> *P
V

~"a. 

J  

J 

*Peraons who have received a copy of this brochure through the mail are 
already on the project Mailing List 

•  Please add my/our n«me(s) to the Mailing List 

[J   Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing List 

Middle River Employment Center 
Access Center Study (MRECAS) 
PROJECT NO. BA847A11 
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Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

June 21,1999 

Parris N. 6l»nd»ning 
GOMrtrnor 
John D. Porcari 
S*er*wy 

Parker F. Williams 
Acminittrator 

r- 

Ms. Linda Felts 
10101A Bird River 
Baltimore MD 21220 

Dear Ms. Felts: 

Thank you for your comments concerning the Middle River Employment Center Access 
Study, MRECAS, formerly MD 43 extended. Your support for the No-Build Alternative has 
been noted. 

The MRECAS study team is currently evaluating citizens comments received at and 
subsequent to the public hearing. After full and thorough evaluation of these comments, the 
study team will formulate a recommendation to present to the State Highway Administrator for 
the selection of an alternative. In the meantime, refinements will continue to be made to the 
proposed alternatives, where feasible, to address citizens concerns. 

Thank you again for your comments. Your name is on the mailing list and you will be 
notified of any future events on this project. If you have any questions in the meantime, please 
contact the Project Manager, Ms. Heather Murphy, at 410-545-8571 or at 1-800-548-5026. 

Very truly yours, 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

By:      '7L*CL^'7T<U~Ls 
Heather Murphy I 
Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 

My telephone number is - 

Meryiand Beiey Service tor Impetrea Hetiins of Speech 
i.a00-735-2258 Sieiewiae Toil Free 

Milling Addreae: P.O. Bo» 717 • Balllmore. MO 21203-0717 
Street Addieee: 707 North Cal»ert Street • Baltimore. Maryland 21202 

STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

Middle River Employment Center 
Access Study (MRECAS) 

Combined Location/Design Public Rearing 
Wednesday, June 16,1999 

Kenwood High School 

PLEASE PRINT 

NAME IM<LK.  F^L-h  
ADDRESS   10101A  rtrJPivLr^   j<A 

DATE &>/'<• H1? kh 

CITY/TOWN "£*.do STATE Mg(    ZIP CODE j^O^O 

I/We wish to commont or Inquire about the following aspects of this project 

'Persons who have received a copy of this brochure through the mail are 

already on the project Mailing List 

I   I  Please add my/our name<s) to the Mailing List 

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

Middle River Employment Center 
Access Center Study (MRECAS) 
PROJECT NO. BA847A11 

VI-87 
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Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

June 21.1999 

Parris N Giendening 
Qowanw 

JoHn D. Poreari 
Samtvy 
Parker F Williams 
fiujminitmo' 

Mn. Amanda Bollack 
10100 Bevans Lane 
Baltimore MD 21220 

Dear Mrs. Bollack: 

Thank you for your comments concerning the Middle River Employment Center Access 
Study, MRECAS. formerly MD 43 extended. Your support for the No-Build Alternative has 
been noted. Your comments have been included in the project record and will be considered 
during the decision making process. 

The MRECAS study team is currently evaluating citizens comments received at and 
subsequent to the public hearing. After full and thorough evaluation of these comments, the 
study team will formulate a recommendation to present to the State Highway Administrator for 
the selection of an alternative. In the meantime, refinements will continue to be made to the 
proposed alternatives, where feasible, to address citizens concerns. 

Thank you again for your comments. Your name is on the mailing list and you will be 
notified of any future events on this project If you have any questions in the meantime, please 
contact the Project Manager. Ms. Heather Murphy, at 410-54S-857I or at 1-800-548-3026. 

Very truly yours, 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

By.      sti^cL- 'PU^j, 
Heather Mutphy ^ 
Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 

My t«)0phone numtMr Is - 

Maryland R«Jay Saivlce tor tmpairad Hearing or SpMGh 
1-800-735-2258 StattwiOe Toll Free 

Mailing Addma: P.O. Boa Tir • Beltlmor*. MD 21203-0717 
StrMt Addraaa: 707 North Calvan strMt • Baltlmon. Maryland 31202 

r 

STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

Middk River Employment Center 
Access Study (MRECAS) 

Combined Locotion/Doign Public Htormg 
Wednaday, June 16,1999 

Kenwood High School 

PLEASE PRINT 

NAME'rbfNAfvlc SXK • puof C DATE  f- -Otf 

ADDRESS   '•"MCNPt   "^.f p.c ;v^    {   .y   

cmrn-QWN^ ;      "'v • ';, £ STATE "•"' '    ZIP CODE : ' V^ 

l/We wt»h to comment or Inquire about the following aspects of this project 

^^••NtV   •>. •c'' {•• •<- JSCL 

o   o- -t ,<?••-„   .<   n.c-.-'rj!i 

CO •r.- r« 
• ••• < ^ '<.  •'•' 

-2aj >c v.-si     ^^. -..'? rev fv,- 

Sllx _UJj i tr -  c-*- y:'' • >. 

_i         *•''•*  -      I^P^'      '*.v>": 
,   <•   STi 

•JiK r-   fy-.^v- •; . 4\> 
^i. _i£_ •: •. o.-f fr.-T ••>« 

i^. •""Si fT';, 

i'.' .• ^     L'/N •• >J±L2 -•  fr- 
•Persons wfio have received a copy of this brochure through the mall are '"''",'. •-" 

'Iwady on the project Mailing List 

Q Please add my/our name(s) to the Mailing List 

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

Middle River Employment Center 
Access Center Study (MRECAS) 
PROJECT NO. BA647A11  
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Middle River Employment Center Access Study 
Final Environmental Impact Statement/Final Section 4(f) Evaluation 
Section VI. Comments and Coordination 

Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

June 21, 1999 

Partis N. Glendening 
Gowtrw 
John D. Porcari 
SecreU'y 
Parker F. Williams 
AomtfliltralOT 

Mr. Edward Schmitt 
99S Rohe Farm Lane 
Middle River MD 21220 

Dear Mr. Schmitt: 

Thank you for your comments concerning the Middle River Employment Center Access 
Study. MRECAS. formerly MD 43 extended. Your support for Alternative 1 modified but 
opposition for Alternative F! has been noted. Your comments have been included in the project 
record and will be considered during the decision making process. 

The MRECAS study team is currently evaluating citizens comments received at and 
subsequent to the public hearing. After Jull and thorough evaluation of these comments, the 
study team will formulate a recommendation to present to the State Highway Administrator for 
the selection of an alternative. In the meantime, refinements will continue to be made to the 
proposed alternatives, where feasible, to address citizens concerns. 

Thank you again for your comments. Your name is on the mailing list and you will be 
notified of anv finure events on this project. If you have any questions in the meantime, please 
contact the Project Manager, Ms. Heather Murphy, at 410-545-8571 or at 1-800-548-5026. 

Vety truly yours, 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

_ By:    '#>r/k '?al~r(s 
Heather Murphy 
Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 

My Islepftonft nuinber is _ 

Miryiand R«lay S«rvict lor impainfl HMrtng or Speech 
1-B00-735-2258 Statewide Toll Free 

Mailing Addreea: P.O. Bo» 717 • Saltlmore. MD 21203-0717 
Street Addreae: 707 North Calvert Slreel • Balllmore. Maryland 21202 

STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

Middle River Employment Center 

Access Study (MRECAS) 
Combined Loattion/Design Public Hearing 

Wednesday, June 16,1999 
Kenwood High School 

PLEASE PRINT 

NAME 

E PRINT * 

DATE <o~/('~'?? 

ADDRESS       ?95 /fohe-   /-arm   Ai?/t*e-  

crrr/TOWN /T/c/Z/e Ai/CA     STATE *£    ZIP CODE 2(<PJi.d 

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

2* 
n 

euK^K&^y oA^jtzrxL, ^-w^y^a  A&r 
k/M* c^AjuAt^o^n.  U^JrC ^i>*JJ> Jb^^t- 

ZcL ^T £fa> 6>6 JLr>«+i. *sx. a>A*& /&*»£ 

^firtf&jL, *&, 
A+e*^. 

ons wt who have recelvlf a copy of this brochurVHirough the mall are    flZr *PerscAis who have received a copy 

already on the project Mailing List 

I   I  Please add my/our name(a) to the Mailing List 

I   I  Please delete my/our name(a) from the Mailing List 

Middle River Employment Center 
Access Center Study (MRECAS) 
PROJECT NO. BA847A11 

VI-89 <; 
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Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

June 21,1999 

Pvris N. Gtendening 
Gowmor 

John D. Porcwi 
SCCWIry 

Partw F. Winiams 
Aarniflttprw 

M'MatUt Kennedy 
993 Robe Fann lane 
Middle River MD 21220 

Dear M' Kennedy: 

Thank you for your comments conceraing the Middle River Employment Center Access 
Study, MRECAS, formerly MD 43 extended. Your opposition to Alternative Fl has been noted. 
Your comments have been included in the project record and will be considered during the 
decision making process. 

The MRECAS study team is currently evaluating ritirens comments received at and 
subsequent to the public hearing. After full and thorough evaluation of these comments, the 
study team will fonnulate a recommendation to present to the State Highway Administrator for 
the selection of an alternative. In the meantime, refinements will continue to be made to the 
proposed alternatives, where feasible, to address citizens concerns. 

Thank you again for your comments. Your name is on the mailing list and you will be 
notified of any future events on this project. If you have any questions in the meantime, please 
contact the Project Manager, Ms. Heather Murphy, at 410-545-8571 or at 1-S0O-548-5026. 

Very truly yours. 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

By:      ^^.yn^ 
Heather Murphy ' 
Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 

My ttHphone number i» . 

Maryland Rsiay Service (or mvaired Htaring or Spoocft 
I •800.735-2258 Sl>!t»ia« Toll Fret 

Mailing AddrtM: f.O  Bo> 717 • Blltlmor.. MD 212034717 
Strnt Addrnt: 707 North Calvon Slrnt • Boltlmori. Maryland 21202 

STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

Middle River Employment Center 
Access Study (MRECAS) 

Combined LoeaHon/Destfn Public Hearing 
Wednado?, June 16,1999 

Kenwood High School 

PLEASE PRINT 

NAME. yi\R44p     K--MM<-nV DATE  6-1^ 

ADDRESS Q^     Qr,W    <A^A.    i_M.  

CITY/TOWN     (^ft\"r',>A,Vt- STATE  WO      Z3PCODE 2iZZO 

l/Wa wteh to comnrnt or Inquire about ttw following aspects of this project 

Ai-v^     Ac.a. iffT 

MQ.5P    LPUfU    rb    (kt    tTb   )\i. 
f\t^ /-Auitz 

X-  Aiyg  i^, -fUA^r V/vy 

•c^U   \*.\   <A^   Kl^i^rUucP 

•Psrsons who havs reealvad a copy of this brochure through the mall i 
already on the project Mailing Ust 

• Pleaae add my/our nam»(s) to the Mailing List 

• Please delete my/our name<s) from the Mailing Ust 

Middle River Employment Center 
Access Center Study (MRECAS) 
PROJECT NO. BA847A11 
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Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

June 21, 1999 

Parris N. Glendening 
Gov«mof 

Jonn D. Porcart 
S«cwary 
Parker F. Williams 
Aominitlrator 

Mr. Robert McKinney 
President 
Baltimore County Chamber of Commerce 
102 West Pennsylvania Avenue, Suite 402 
Towson MD 21204-4526 

Dear Mr. McKinney: 

Thank you for your comments concerning the Middle River Employment Center Access 
Study, MRECAS, formerly MD 43 extended. The Baltimore County Chamber of Commeixe's 
support for Alternative D modified has been noted. Their comments have been included in the 
project record and will be considered during the decision making process. 

The MRECAS study team is currently evaluating citizens comments received at and 
subsequent to the public hearing. After full and thorough evaluation of these comments, the 
study team will formulate a recommendation to present to the State Highway Administrator for 
the selection of an alternative. In the meantime, refinements will continue to be made to the 
proposed alternatives, where feasible, to address citizens concerns. 

Thank vou again for the Baltimore County Chamber of Commerce comments. The 
Chamber is on'the mailing list and will be notified of any future events on this project. If you 
have any questions in the meantime, please contact the Project Manager, Ms. Heather Murphy, at 
410-543-8571 oral 1-800-548-5026. 

Very truly yours. 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

By:     <V~JZL   TTUyl/ 
Heather Murphy ' 
Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 

My tcltofcone numb«r it - 
Maryland Relay Service lor imcatred Hearing or Speech 

1-800-735-1258 Stateniae Toll Free 
Mailing Addreu: P.O. Bon 717 • Beltlmore. MD 21*03-0717 

Slreel Addresa: 707 North Celverl Street • Beltlmore. Maryland 21202 

r 
<> 

•.is'" "i*;' 

BALTIMORE COUNTY 
CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 

June 14, 1999 

Me. Heather Murphy 
Project Manager 
State Highway Admlniatntion 
Mail Stop C-301 
P.O. Box 717 
Baltimore, MD 21203-0717 

Dear Ms. Murphy: 

The 700 plus member* of the Baltimore County Chamber of Commerce wiah to expieaa our atrong 
support for the propoaed extension of Maryland Route 43 from the White Marsh to Middle Rhrer 
areas of our county. We believe that the linkage of the Middle Rhrer area to Interstate 95 and the 
Baltimore Beltway (695) is crudal to the future economic vitality of Baltimore County, the region 
and the state. 

Construction of MD Rt. 43 will enable Baltimore County to establiah an employment center for the 
region that utilizes superior access to roads, rail, water and the Martin State Airport terility. With 
1800 acres of industrially zoned land "opened up" for economic investment, the potential exists for 
the creation of as many as 15,000 family sustaining joba. Jobs crudal to the future of eastern 
Baltimore County. 

We recogniie that the alignment of MD Rt- 43 not only consider potential economic impact, but 
must alao be aensitive to a number of environmental and human factors as well. 

Subsequently, the Baltimore County Chamber of Commerce believes that Alternative D ModiSed 
makes the greatest economic and environmental senae. It will open up access to the greatest 
number of land parcela and minimizes the impact on the envizonnient Moreover, we believe it 
providea for Tninwwi disruption of current property owners. 

In conclusion, we cannot over-emphasize the critical nature of thia project to the economic vitality 
of our county. It is a project that has been envisioned for a number of yesrs to reenexgiae and 
revitalire the communities of eastern Baltimore County. 

We thank you for consideration of our views. 

Robert L. McKinney 
President 

cc:       The Honorable C. A. Dutch Ruppersbeigtr 
Robert L. Hannon, Director, Baltimore County Department of Economic Development 
The Honorable Michael J. Collins, Chairman 
The Honorable Joseph J. Minnick, Chairman 
Samuel T. Woodaide, Chairman, Baltimore County Chamber of Commerce 
Robert W. Locke, III, Senior Vice Chairman. Baltimore County Chamber of Commerce 
James T. Dreaher, Jr., Business Development Chair, Baltimore County Chamber of 
Commerce 

(410)825*200     Fax: (410) 821-9901 
102 Wtst Pennsylvania Avenue, Suht 402   • Towson, Maryland 21204-4526 
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Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

June 21,1999 

Parris N. Qlendsning 
Oovwnc 
John D. Porcari 
3«cr«Ufy 
Parkar F. Williams 
Aominittrttor 

r^ 

Mr. Ronald Parker 
White Marsh Properties. Inc. 
11450 Pulaski Highway 
While Marsh MD 21162 

Dear Mr. Parker: 

Thank you for your commenu concerning the Middle River Employment Center Access 
Study, MRECAS, formerly MD 43 extended. The White Marsh Propertiea, Inc. support for 
Alternative D modified has been noted. Their comments have been included is the project 
record and will be considered during the decision making process. 

The MRECAS study team is currently evaluating citizens comments received at and 
subsequent to the public hearing. After full and thorough evaluation of these comments, the 
study team will formulate a recommendation to present to the State Highway Administrator for 
the selection of an alternative. In the meantime, refinements will continue to be made to the 
proposed alternatives, where feasible, to address citizens concerns. 

Thank you again for the White Marsh Properties Inc. comments. The company is on the 
mailing list and will be notified of any future events on this project If you have any questions in 
the meantime, please contact the Project Manager, Ms. Heather Mmphy, at 410-545-8571 or at 
1-800-548-5026. 

Vety truly yours, 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

By:     'lL~Ct~-'rU-L, 
Heather Mmphy ' 
Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 

My letophon* numb*' Is . 

Maryland Relay S*rvie« tor Impand Hearing or SpMcti 
1-800-735-2258 Slalevrida Toll Frt* 

Mailing Addraaa: P.O. Box 717 • Baltlmora. MD 21203-0717 
Slrtal Addraaa: 707 North Calvari Slraal • Balllmora. Maryland 21202 

WHITE MARSH FRDFERTIE5, INC. 
Dovalopara and Managara of Commarcial Raal Eatata 
11450 Pulaaki Highway 
Whita Marsh. MO 21162 

June 16,1999 

Phone: 410-335-3800 

Fax: 410-335-3098 

•WttB'SSi* 1.53 0PPF 

n 

Ms. Heaths' Murphy, Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 
Maryland State Highway Admmistration 
MailstopC-301 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21203 

RE: Letter dated of June 11,1999 from EBA Chamber of Comma ce 

Dear Ms. Murphy: 

We are in favor of the extension that would help relieve traffic in White Marsh, Eastern 
Avenue and Middle River areas, specifically, the extension of Route 43 using Ahemative D 
Modified. 

,4JU •Vaymtyyoon,/       I       ~ 

Ronald W. Parker 

RWP/dcb 
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Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

June 21, 1999 

Pvrit N. Glendenfng 
Governor 

John 0. Potcari 
Socratiry 
Parker F. Williams 
Acminiitrator 

Mrs. Linda Hofftd 
10100 Bevans Lane 
Baltimore MD 21220 

Dear Mis. Hoffed: 

Thank you for your comments concerning the Middle River Employment Center Access 
Study, MRECAS, formerly MD 43 extended. Your support for the No-Build Altetnative has 
been noted. Your comments have been included in the project record and will be considered 
during the decision making process. 

The MRECAS study team is currently evaluating citizens comments received at and 
subsequent to the public hearing. After full and thorough evaluation of these comments, the 
study team will formulate a recommendation to present to the State Highway Administrator for 
the selection of an alternative. In the meantime, refinements will continue to be made to the 
proposed alternatives, where feasible, to address citizens concerns. 

Thank you again for your comments. Your name is on the mailing list and you will be 
notified of any future events on this project. If you have any questions in the meantime, please 
contact the Project Manager, Ms. Heather Murphy, at 410-545-8571 or at 1 -800-548-5026. 

Very truly yours, 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

By:       ^^-   Itf^/ 
Heather Murphy 
Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 

My telcpnone number Is _ 

Maryland Relay Service lor Imoaireti Hearing or Sp««ct> 
1800-735-22:8 Stalawlde Toll Free 

Malting Addraaa: P.O. Box 717 • Baltimore. MD 21203-0717 
Strati Addrese: 707 North Calvan Street • Baltimore. Maryland 21202 

STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

Middle River Employment Center 
Access Study (MRECAS) 

Combined Location/Design Public Hearing 
Wednesday; June 16,1999 

Kenwood High School 

PLEASE PRINT 

NAME    ^a'a    /Afi&C DATE /./.•» 

ADDRESS SJ/'o   ^SV/^t /fiyfr 

CrWTOWN gc/ie STATE rfJ       ZIP CODE y/.^^ 

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

) trtt-Jf, ^ 

A.\.»t r t ^ 4^fr  •••!!•,••—» J Ji I 

•PerBons who have received a copy of this brochure through the mail are 

already on the project Mailing List   

I    I   Please add myfour name(s) to the Mailing List. 

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

Middle River Employment Center 
Access Center Study (MRECAS) 
PROJECT NO. BAB47A11 
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Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

June 21,1999 

Ptrrls N. Glendening 
GovtrtW 
JohnD Porcari 
Stcrttary 
Pari<ef F. Williams 
Aominfttritof 

Mr. Lowell Tenney 
2 White Ash Court 
Baltimore MD 21220 

De«r Mr. Tenney: 

Thank you for your comments concerning the Middle River Employment Center Access 
Study, MRECAS, formerly MD 43 extended. Your support for the No-Build Alternative has 
been noted. 

The MRECAS study team is currently evaluating citizens comments received at and 
subsequent to the public hearing. After full and thorough evaluation of these comments, the 
study team will formulate a recommendation to present to the State Highway Administrator for 
the selection of an alternative. In the meantime, refinements will continue to be made to the 
proposed alternatives, where feasible, to address citizens concerns. 

Thank you again for your comments. Your name is on the mailing list and you will be 
notified of any future events on this project. If you have any questions in the meantime, please 
conuct the Project Manager, Ms. Heather Murphy, at 410-545-8571 or at 1 -800-548-5026. 

Very truly yours, 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminaiy Engineering 

By: 
Heather Murphy        / K 
Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 

My taltpnon* number is . 

Maryland Relay Service tor Impaired Hearing or Speech 
!.800-"35-?2Se Statewlaa Toll Free 

Mailing Addreae: P.O. BOK 717 • Biltlmort. MD 21203-0717 
Street Addreae: 707 North Calvert Street • Baltimore. Maryland 21202 

STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

Middle River Employment Center 
Access Study (MRECAS) 

Combined Location/Design Public Bearing 
Wednesday, June 16,1999 

Kenwood High School 

PLEASE PRINT 

NAME DATE t/zbAf 
ADDRESS / AJAnzr As.'ri-   Or 

CnVfTOWN ~M£tF> STATE Wk     ZIP CODE Jl/#& T) 

WWo wteh to comment or Inquire about the following aspects of this project 

JllL 
n 

"Persons who have received a copy of this brochure through the mall are 

already on the project Mailing List 

•  Please add my/our name(s) to the Mailing List 

[_j  Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing List 

Middle River Employment Center 
Access Center Study (MRECAS) 
PROJECT NO. BA847A11 

jr. 
VI-94 
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Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

June 21, 1999 

Parris N. GUrtdening 
Goww 
John 0. Po'eari 

Parker f. Williams 
Aominisirttor 

r 

Mr. & Mis. Arnold Schultz 
3 White Ash Court 
BilUmoreMD 21220 

Dear Mr. Jk Mrs. Schultz: 

Thank you for your comments concerning the Middle River Employment Center Access 
Study, MRECAS, formerly MD 43 extended. Your support for the No-Build Alternative has 
been noted. 

The MRECAS study team is currently evaluating citizens comments received at and 
subsequent to the public hearing. After full and thorough evaluation of these comments, the 
study team will formulate a recommendation to present to the State Highway Administrator for 
the selection of an alternative. In the meantime, refinements will continue to be made to the 
proposed alternatives, where feasible, to address citizens concerns. 

Thank you again for your comments. Your name is on the mailing list and you will be 
notified of any future events on this project. If you have any questions in the meantime, please 
contact the Project Manager, Ms. Heather Murphy, at 410-545-8571 or at 1-800-548-5026. 

Very truly yours, 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

Bv: 
Heather Murphy T* 
Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 

My telsohon* number it „ 

Maryland ftefey Service tor Imoaired Heann9 or Speech 
1-800.73S-2258 Statewide Toll Free 

Mailing Addreea: P.O. Bc« 717 • Baltimore. MD 21303-0717 
Street Addreat: 707 North Calven Street • Baltimore. Maryland 21202 

r^ STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

Middle River Employment Center 
Access Study (MRECAS) 

Combined loaakm/Doign Public Hearing 
Wednesday, June 16,1999 

Kenwood High School 

PLEASE PRINT 

NAME    &LV0CK>    ^   &'* •'C7£- DATE   0/^/°? 

ADDRESS ^ IO W_*x    }i z<-   2s. -J zs~ 

CITY/TOWN i^-^v-T^l STATE    >''I-    ZIP CODE .'   ^.-  C 

n 

l/We wish to comment or Inquire about the following aspects of this project: 

^to   A/0T~     u^^OT      77-//s   PtLe>^zT~ 

•Person* who have received a copy of this brochure through the mail ars 

already on the project Mailing List 

fl  Please add my/our name(s) to the Mailing List 

[_} Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing List 

Middle River Employment Center 
Access Center Study (MRECAS) 
PROJECT NO. RA847A11 
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Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

June 18,1999 

Parris N. Glendening 
Sovtnxx 
John D. Porcari 
iccrttffy 

Parker F. Williams 
Aominittrttaf 

M' Leigh Raley 
President 
Windless Run Improvement Association. Inc. 
1102 Gladwiy Road 
Baltimore MD 21220 

Dear M' Raley: 

Thank you for your comments concerning the Middle River Employment Center Access 
Study, MRECAS, foimerly MD 43 extended. Your association's support for Alternative D 
modified has been noted. The comments have been included in the project record and will be 
considered during the decision making process. 

The MRECAS study team is currently evaluating citizens comments received at and 
subsequent to the public hearing. After full and thorough evaluation of these comments, the 
study team will formulate a recommendation to present to the State Highway Administrator for 
the selection of an alternative. In meantime, refinements will continue to be made to the 
proposed alternatives, where feasible, to address citizens concerns. 

Thank you again for your association's comments. Your organization is on the mailing 
list and will be notified of any future events on this project. If you have any questions in the 
meantime, please contact the Project Manager. Ms. Heather Muiphy, at 4KV545-8S7] or at 
1-800- 548-5026. 

Very truly yours, 

Louis H. Ege. Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

By:       ^^4,  '>'yH(t, 
Heather Murphy 
Projeul Manager 
Project Planning Division 

My wltpftone numbw i» . 

Mwytand B»lay S«viee fw Impamrt H«»iing or Spwcti 
1.BOO-735-22S6 SttlMrtdt Toll FfM 

Mailing Addrata: P.O. Bex 717 • BaHhnan, MO 21203-0717 
SUM! Addraaa: 707 Norm Calvart Swwt • BaWmora, Maryland 21202 

r 

WINDLESS RUN IMPROVEMENT ASSOCIATION, INC. 
1102GLADWAY    ROAD 

BALTIMORE,    MD     21220 
(410) 391-043S 
52-H04743 

**.'; '*?^i .V-    '.*;•! ^f>Se 

June 16,1999 

Ms. Heather Murph; 
Project Manager 
Project Planning Drraion 
Maryland State Highwlj Administration 
MaOstop C-301 
707 N. divert Street 
Baltimore. MD 21202 

Reference:      MRECAS Hearingjune 16,1999 

Dear Ma. Murphy: 

This letter b being lent in lieu of a personal presentation of the decision of the Windless 
Run Improvement Assodarion's decision to go on leeotd regarding die Alternate Routes 
under consideration for Rt 43. 

WRIA is in (avor of ALT D - MODIFIED. This route shew die least amount of business 
and residential displacements that are the main concerns of our membership. It also runs 
closest to die A.V. Williana property that is sipiificant in bringing much needed business 
and jobs into die Essex, Middle Rher and Chase areas. 

Sincarely joust, 

WINDLESS RUN IMPROVEMENT ASSOCIATION, INC 

President 
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Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

June 18.1999 

Pattit N. Glendening 

John D. Porcari 
3*cr«tafv 
Parker F. Williams 
Admintstrator 

Mr. Michael Oaliazzo 
Executive Director 
Regional Manufacturing Institute 
P.O. Box 476 
Hunt Valley MD 21030 

Dear Mr. Oaliazzo: 

Thank you for your comments concerning the Middle River Employment Center Access 
Study, MRECAS, formerly MD 43 extended. The Regional Manufacturing Institutes (RMI) 
support for Alternative D modified has been noted. Their comments have been included in the 
project record and will be considered during the decision making process. 

The MRECAS study team is currently evaluating citizens comments received at and 
subsequent to the public hearing. After fall and thorough evaluation of these comments, the 
study team will formulate a recommendation to present to the State Highway Administrator for 
the selection of an alternative. In meantime, refinements will continue to be made to the 
proposed alternatives, where feasible, to address citizens concerns. 

Thank you again for RMI's comments. The Institute is on the mailing list and will be 
notified of any future events on this project. If you have any questions in the meantime, please 
contact the Project Manager. Ms. Heather Murphy, at 4I0-54S-8S71 or at 1-800-548-5026. 

Very truly yours, 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

By:       IZLJL  -TZt-J/- 
Heather Murphy 
Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 

My t«ieDhon# number is _ 

Maryland Relay Service for Imoaired Haarmg cr Spaach 
1 •600-735.2258 Slatawid* Toll Frte 

Mailing Addrasa: P.O. Boi 717 • Saltlmora. MO 21203-0717 
Siraal Addraaa: 707 North Caltart Slrtat • Balllmota. Maryland 21202 
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Regional Manufacturing Institute 
P.O. Box 476 Hunt Valley, MD 21030   410-771-8111 

June 16, 1999 

Ms Heather Murphy 
Project Manager 
State Highway Administration 
Mail Stop C-301 P.O. Box 717 
Baltimore, MD 21203-0717 

Dear Ms Murphy: 

On behalf of the Regional Manufacturing Institute (RMI), I am writing to support the 
Maryland Route 43, Alternative D Modified plan because it best balances access to 
industrially zoned land, while meeting environmental objectives. It is a thoughtful and 
highly reasonable plan for industrial growth in eastern Baltimore County. 

RMI is a Baltimore Region Association of over 150 manufacturers, vendors and suppliers 
committed to planned growth of the manufacturing sector. We support balances in 
manufacturing growth with protecting the environment and communities. County 
Executive Ruppersberger's record of business growth in Baltimore County, reflects 
thoughtful and deliberate decision-making with great sensitivity to the environment and 
to the concerns of communities. Alternative D Modified is yet another example of this 
positive approach to growth. 

I have read the details of Alternative D Modified Also, they were explained this month at 
a public meeting of RMI by Robert L. Hannon, Executive Director, Baltimore County 
Economic Development. 

The officers and members of RMI respectfully encourage your support of Alternate D 
Modified. 

Sincerely, 

Michael Galiazzo, PKD 
Executive Director 

Cc: RMI Executive Committee; Robert L. Hannon 
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-Maryland Department at Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

June 18, 1999 

P»rri» N. Glendeninfl 
G«*«rnc 
John D. Porcari 
Sacnttry 

Parker F. Williams 
Admlnistrttor 

Mr. Frank J. Brush, Jr. 
Executive Director 
Essex-Middle River Chamber of Commerce 
431 Eastern Boulevard 
Baltimore MD 21220 

Dear Mr. Brush: 

Thank you for the Essex-Middle River Chamber of Commerce's comments concerning 
the Middle River Employment Center Access Study, MRECAS, formerty MD 43 extended. 
Their support for Alternative D modified has been noted. The comments have been included in 
the project record and will be considered during the decision making process. 

The MRECAS study team is currently evaluating citizens comments received at and 
subsequent to the public hearing. After full and thorough evaluation of these comments, the 
study team will formulate a recommendation to present to the State Highway Administrator for 
the selection of an alternative. In meantime, refinements will continue to be made to the 
proposed alternatives, where feasible, to address citizens concerns. 

Thank you again for the Chamber's comments. Your organization is on the mailing list 
and will be notified of any future events on this project If you have any questions in the 
meantime, please contact the Project Manager, Ms. Heather Murphy, at 410-545-8571 or 
at 1-800-548-5026. 

Very truly yours. 

Louis H. Ege. Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

By:      ^L^L.  TPLJj 
Heather Murphy 
Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 

My ttlephona number is _ 

Marytanfl Ratty S«rvtc* for Impairtc Heanng or Spa«ch 
1-800-735-22Sa Slalawlfla To" *r«a 

Mailing Addrtsa: P.O. Bo> 717 • Battlmora. MD 21203-0717 
Strati Addraia: 707 North Calvart Straat • Batllmora. Maryland 21202 

r- 

OF COMMERCE 

431 Eastern Boulevard 
Baltimore, MD 2122) 
(410)616-2233 
(410)687-9081 fax 

.rwTy- • 

June 16,1999 

Ms. Heather Murphy, Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 
Maryland State Highway Administration 
MailstopC-301 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, MD 21202 

Re: Middle River Employment Center Access Study (MRECAS) 

Dear Ms. Murphy. 

First and foremost, the Essex-Middle River Chamber of Commerce supports the 
construction of MD 43 Extended. 

The extension of MD 43 fiom Pulaski Highway to Eastern Boulevard will benefit area 
residents, workers commuting into the area, local businesses, and everyone who enjoys the 
recreation opportunities offered along the local rivets. The pieseul area roads, such as 
Eastern Boulevard, Earls Road, and Ebenezer Road, experience above average accidents 
rates, suffer fiom congestion, and are not capable of accommodating additional traffic. 

By extending MD 43, daily travel will be safer and more convenient plus a great 
opportunity for economic development will become accessible. Our area is in a desperate 
need to retain existing jobs and to create new job positions to support our families and 

-neighborhoods. The land that could be developed in the Middle River Employment Center 
would produce thousands of jobs. Some estimates have predicted that close to 14,000 new 
jobs could result in this area. The extension of this route also enhances the highway access 
for the existing employers in the region and should encourage them to continue investing in 
employment opportunities for our area. 

A project of this size and importance can not be completed without impacting local 
residents, historic sites, and the environment. All of these factors must be considered in 
determining an appropriate path for the MD 43 extension to follow and still provide access 
to the areas eligible for economic development 

SVPPOXT TOUR FELLOW CHAmER MEMBERS! 
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Essex-Middle River Chamber of Commerce Page 2 

Several Essex-Middle River Chamber of Commerce members have participated in the 
Focus Group established for the Route 43 Extension project Also, our board of directoni 
have reviewed the materials submitted by the State Highway Administration regarding the 
alternative routes including their impacts and costs. 

After careful consideration, the Essex-Middle River Chamber of Commerce supports 
Alternative D-Modified as the alignment that best serves the existing communities and 
provides the greatest opportunity for economic development. 

Alternative D-Modified has a low impact on area residents and poses the lowest noise 
impact of any of the alternatives. This route has the lowest impact on streams, the second 
lowest amount of flood plain encroachment, and avoids the highest quality wetlands in the 
immediate area. Of major consideration is the fact that Alternative D-Modified requires the 
least amount of access road construction to utilize available development sites, and exits 
onto Eastern Boulevard at a location that would not require extensive widening or 
community disruption. 

We would like to see this project move forward quickly and see the roadway built so that 
the available benefits can be realized. 

Sincerely, 

Frank J. Brush, Jr. 
Executive Director 

cc: Robert L. Hannon 
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Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

June 18. 1999 

Parris N. Glendening 
Govtrnor 

John D. Porcan 
Stcntmty 

Partoer F. Williams 
Aflminittrixr 

Mr. Bany 1. Turska 
7 Marines Walk Way 
Baltimore MD 21220 

Dear Mr. Turska: 

Thank you for your comments concerning the Middle River Employment Center Access 
Study, MRECAS, formerly MD 43 extended. You support for Alternative D modified has been 
noted. Your comments have been included in the project record and will be considered during 
the decision making process. We agree that the high accident rates on Earls and Ebenezer Roads 
is a concern that should be addressed by building the proposed roadway. 

The MRECAS study team is currently evaluating citizens comments received at and 
subsequent to the public hearing. After full and thorough evaluation of these comments, the 
study team will formulate a recommendation to present to the State Highway Administrator for 
the selection of an alternative. In meantime, refinements will continue to be made to the 
proposed alternatives, where feasible, to address citizens concerns. 

Thank you again for your comments. Your name is on the mailing list and you will be 
notified of any future events on this project. If you have any questions in the meantime, please 
contact the Project Manager, Ms. Heather Murphy, at 410-545-8571 or at 1-800-548-5026. 

Very truly yours, 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

By:       ^g^. T^Oyfr, 
Heather Murphy       ' 
Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 

My lelephontt number il . 

Maryland Ftotay Sarvice tor Impaired Hearing or Speech 
1'0OO-735.225B Statewide Toil Free 

Mailing Addretl: P.O. Box 717 • Bellfmore. MD 21203-0717 
Street Address: 707 North Calven Street • Baltimore. Maryland 21203 

From: "Bany Ttir*l<«" <Wurslt«e»ioiTie.com> 
To: MDSHAHQ.SHADGN(HMurphy) 
Data: Wed. Jim 16,1999 10:14 PM 
Subject: MRECAS AJtemative D (modified) 

I attended the Jurw 16,19S9, hearing on the Middle Riwr Employmant Center 
Access Study at Kenwood High School 

I cunwiBy live In the community known as Falrwinds at 7 Mariners Walk Way 
having moved with my family from Forest Hill. MD In Hartord County 4 years 
ago. 

I with to congratulate you and your team for developing the Iniurmatton 
presented at tonighr* meeting. 

I believe Alternative D (modified) is the best of all options because it 
wit provide the best economic opportunHies (or eastern Baltimore County. 

A no build option "is not acceptable especially In light of the stated high 
Incidents of acctdents on Earls and Ebenezer Roads. 

I look fbfward to Bie selection of the final design and the ftmdlng of the 
Right-of-Way Acquisition. 

Thank you for a job wel done. 

Bany J. Turska 
7Marlnei*WMkWay 
Baltknora, MD 21220 
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Maryland Department of Transportation 
State'Highway Administration 

June 18.1999 

Panit N. Gtendening 
Ovvmtv 
John D. Porcari 
S«Cf«ttry 

Parker F. Williams 
Aotmnttwot 

Mr.}. Raymond Roquemore 
Executive Vice President and General Manager 
Middle River Aircraft Systems 
193 Chesapeake Park Plaza 
Baltimore MD 21220 

Dear Mr. Roquemore: 

Thank you for the Middle River Aircraft System's (MRAS) comments concerning the 
Middle River Employment Center Access Study, MRECAS. foraierly MD 43 extended. The 
support for the project has been noted. The company's comments have been included in the 
project record and will be considered during the decision making process. 

The MRJECAS study team is currently evaluating citizens comments received at and 
subsequent to the public hearing. After full and thorough evaluation of these comments, the 
study team will formulate a recommendation to present to the State Highway Administrator for 
the selection of an alternative. In meantime, refinements will continue to be made to the 
proposed alternatives, where feasible, to address citizens concerns. 

Thank you again for the comments. MRAS's is on the mailing list and will be notified of 
any fiiture events on this project If you have any questions in the meantime, please contact the 
Project Manager. Ms. Heather Murphy, at 410-S45-8571 or at 1-800-548-5026. • 

.  Very truly yours, 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

By:     .Zkcb.  yi/Udf,  
Heather Muiphy 
Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 

My t«l«phon« mimbar is .  

Maryland Ralay Strvrce tor Hnptirtd Ksarmg or Spaacti 
1-800-735-2258 SuuwKrt Toll Fr»e 

Mailing Addru* P.O. Bo« 717 • Blltlmor*. MO J1203-0717 
Str»«l Addr««i: 707 North Cilvtrl Slrttl • B«lllmor«. Maryland l\1<n 

n 

MiaoLM mvm Atmcit+rr »Y*TBM* 
MM *j*nn*i "on. - A Bvbiifmfy at CC 

Juns 18,1090 

Daar Sir or Madam: 

On bahalf of MitWte Rlv»r Aircraft SyaKma I vrouW Dke to rwfflrm our support of torn 
ootnpMion of the Route 43 axlanalon. 

It It our beB»» thm the awlft eompletroo of ffila project wtll effectively serve MO puipoaea. First. 
It will make cunently heeceaaiWe end unused parcels of land tor eveilable for developmer* 
Second, It will provide a more dtrect route to ihe buslnesa section o» Eastefn Avenue. 

We believe that both of these objectives win serve the Interests of the oommunlty along Ihe 
Essex/Middle River corrWot and, consequently, all of BalSmcre County. 

Reese mil free to contact me If you would like to discuss Ihis with me personally. 

Sincerely, 

Pretfdem and General Manager 

S'd 
Tidn'mi «'3.aC M 
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Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

r^ 
June 17,1999 

Parris N. Glendening 
Qowamor 
John D. Porcari 
Sacmary 

Parker F. Williams 
Adminiftrator 

Mr. Thomas J. Quinn 
LMC Properties, Inc. 
100 S.Charles Street 
Suite 1400 
Baltimore MO 21201 

Dear Mr. Quinn: 

Thank you for your comments concerning the Middle River Employment Center Access 
Study, formerly MD 43 extended. Your support for Alternative D-modified has been noted. 
Your comments have been included in the project record and will be considered during the 
decision making process. 

Recently, the State Highway Administration held a Public Hearing on June 16 where 
citizen comments were received. After a fidl and thorough evaluation of all comments, the study 
team will formulate a recommendation for the selection of an alternative. 

Thank you again for your comments. Your name is on the mailing list and you will be 
notified of any future events on this project If you have any questions in the meantime, please 

^-N      contact the Project Manager. Ms. Heather Murphy, at 410-545-8571 or at 1-800-548-5026. 

Very truly yours, 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

By:      TLIXL. OVL-J/  
Heather Murphy        ' 
Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 

LMC PropcrtlB. Inc. 
I Wi S Chxtn Sm«. S«iK I** luttbwms. Mnyftod 21201 
^l*l»m:'m.tu^*\<lm ftminik4ltiJM.Iin5 

Hwrnas J. Qvlim 
P««deiw 

L O C K H E E D   m A H T f Mjsf 

r\ 

My taitphons numbar to _ 

Maryland dalay Saiviea lor Impalrwf Haarinfl or SpMdi 
1-800-735-2258 Siatawida Toll Frae 

Mailing Addraaa: P.O. Boi 71? • Balthnora, MO 31J0a-0717 
Straal Addraaa: 707 Norm Cilvart Strtai • Baltlmora. Maryland 31202 
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June 14,1999 

Ms. Heather Murphy 
Project Manager 
State Highway Administration 
Mail Stop C-301 
P.O. Box 717 
Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717 

Dear Ms. Murphy: 

1 am writing to register my organization's support of Maryland Route 43, Alignment "D 
Modified". As you may know the Chesapeake Industrial Park complex at Middle River 
is owned and operated by LMC Properties, Inc., the real estate arm of Lockheed Martin 
Corporation. We continue to strongly support the Route 43 extension from two 
perspectives. First, it would greatly improve access and egress for our employees at 
Lockheed Martin Launching Systems as well as our tenant's employees at Middle River 
Aircraft Systems (a subsidiary of General Electric). Secondly, Chesapeake Industrial 
Park contains excess acreage on Dark Head Cove, Martin Boulevard and Eastern Avenue 
whose commercial development potential would certainly be enhanced by the Route 43 
extension. Alternative "D" Modified" would clearly accomplish our objectives for 
Chesapeake Industrial Park while minimizing environmental impacts yet opening other 
key parcels of land for potential development 

On behalf of Lockheed Martin Corporation, I encourage you to adopt Alignment "D 
Modified" for the Route 43 extension. 

Sincerely, 

Thomas J. Quinn 
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Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

June 17,1999 

Parris N. Glandening 
Govvmor 
John D. Porcari 
Stcntvy 
ParVSr F. Williams 

Mr. Ronald E. Missel 
11710 A. Hamilton Place 
White Marsh MD 21162 

Dear Mr. Missel: 

Thank you for your comments concerning the Middle River Employment Center Access 
Study, formerly MD 43 extended. Your support of Alteroative 1 modified has been noted. Your 
comments have been included in the project record and will be considered during the decision 
making process. 

Recently, the State Highway Adminisoation held a Public Hearing on June 16 where 
citizen comments were received. After a full and thorough evaluation of all comments, the study 
team will formulate a recommendation for the selection of an alternative. 

Thank you again for your comments. Your name is on the mailing list and you will be 
notified of any future events on this project. If you have any questions in the meantime, please 
contact the Project Manager, Ms. Heather Murphy, at 410-545-8571 or at 1-800-548-5026. 

Very truly yours, 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

By:     'TL^tL-   ">^~/ 
Heather Murphy "^ 

_ Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 

My tcivption* number is. 

Maryland Relay Sarvtra loi Impairw) H«annfl or Spaacti 
1-800-735-2238 Stitewida Toll Fr»» 

Mailing Addrmt: P.O. Bo* 71T • BaHlmor*. MD 21203-0717 
Strut Addrtta: 707 North Calvtrt Slr««i . Balilwora. Maryland 21202 

STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

Middle River Employment Center 
Access Study (MRECAS) 

Combined Location/Design Public Hearing 
Wednesday, June 16,1999 

Kenwood High School 

PLEASE PRINT 

NAME   K-QAJ-JJ-L^,    fc,   rr\).<>s£rZs 

ADDRESS //?/0 A     UA-/n<(A*jSJ       PLAc& 

DATE. ^ 
7J37 

arrffTOYiHiO^i-h' frjfe<y      STATE /^P    ZIP CODE J/'t* J- 

l/We wish to comment or Inquire about the following aspects of this project 

-& -tk»%Av y*!L jAvfr-u ik ydUL <2fcr> £ ^ow»X/-J*C 
Jtrfi    -bj.*^ CLtSAJi  .   >   ^-^i J ^-     OuT^U^        (LQ-T^      jL^UjP Ct^ 

<3 

I ^ F%^ 

/ 

• *-2>'<' £J>+J>~w> 
tin yr^^L TsZtfLS.   fm   £u*^2 <- s9UAn#u.- 

*Person» who Have received a copy of this brochure through the mail are 

already on the project Mailing List 

~%>^JL, 

I   I   Please add my/our name(s) to the Mailing List 

LJ   Please delete my/our name(») from the Mailing List 

Middle River Employment Center 
Access Center Study (MRECAS) 
PROJECT NO. BA847A11 

VI-103 
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Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

June 17,1999 

Parris N. Glendening 
Qovvrnor 
John D. Porcari 
S«r«»ry 

Parker F. Williams 
Administtatof 

Mi. John R. Roth 
102 Whistle Stop Rd 
Baltimore MD 21220 

Dear Mr. Roth: 

Thank you for your comments concerning the Middle River Employment Center Access 
Study, formerly MD 43 extended. Your support for Alternative D or D modified has been 
noted. Your comments have been included in the project record and will be considered during 
the decision making process. 

Recently, the State Highway Administration held a Public Hearing on June 16 where 
citizen comments were received. After a Ml and thorough evaluation of all comments, the study 
team will formulate a recommendation for the selection of an alternative. 

Thank you again for your comments. Your name is on the mailing list and you will be 
notified of any future events on this project. If you have any questions in the meantime, please 
contact the Project Manager, Ms. Heather Murphy, at 410-545-8571 or at l-800-54g-5026. 

Very truly yours, 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

By:    -Tb-t^-TTuU, 
Heather Murphy ' 
Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 

My tftfeption* number Is _ 

Maryland Relay Service lor imoauea Hearing or SOMCM 
1-800-735-2259 Statewide Toll Free 

Mailing Addreaa: P.O. Box 717 • Balllmore. MO 21203-0717 
Street Addreta: TOT North Calvert Street • Baltimore, Maryland 21202 

STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

Middle River Employment Center 
Access Study (MRECAS) 

Combined Location/Design Public Hearing 
Wednesday, June 16,1999 

Kenwood High School 

PLEASE PRINT 

NAME      */<?//*/      /?.    /PcT/i' 

ADDRESS /t?3U.   Ix/M/S". $*r*0 
PATE^/^4y 

CITYfTOWN    /SJ-t'Tt STATE /*lD.      ZIP CODE ^f^?^ 

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

/ FAVe*!.   Ac-KZ-jy rtcD.  ^r^/.-^r /7- 
weeu r>   -T-.g/^/'/fr^T-ar- ^t-r- >so. /JT* (^SS-TISHU, /S±.>A>.J 

Ac-r -J>-J> M^JX &*:?>/*v2 yfr- TV*? A**e* .\~ Af*** .v-jrr//>A 

pAZk rs  //x MY #*jA/,tA/  Tta/S&srr-£.cc^T7r.A/. 

•PenBons who have received a copy of this brochure through the mail are 
already on the project Mailing List 

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

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

Middle River Employment Center 
Access Center Study (MRECAS) 
PROJECT NO. BA847A11 

VI-104 
\ 
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Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

June 17,1999 

Parris N. Glendening 

jonn D. Porcari 
S«c'tt*ry 
Parker F. Williams 
AdminlftwDr 

Mr. & Mrs. John A. Novotny Sr. 
1816 Wilson Point Road 
Middle River MD 21220-5430 

Dear Mr. & Mrs. Novotny: 

Thank you for your comments concerning the Middle River Employment Center Access 
Study, formerly MD 43 extended. Your support of Alternative Fl modified has been noted. 
Your comments have been included in the project recoid and will be considered during the 
decision making process. 

Recently, the State Highway Administration held a Public Hearing on June 16 where 
citizen comments were received. After a full and thorough evaluation of all comments, the study 
team will formulate a recommendation for the selection of an alternative. 

Thank you again for your comments. Your name is on the mailing list and you will be 
notified of any future events on this project. If you have any questions in the meantime, please 
contact the Project Manager, Ms. Heather Murphy, at 410-545-8571 or at 1-800-548-5026. 

Very truly yours, 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

By:       "%>*£&-"Ovud,; 
Heather Murphy ' 
Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 

My tatepfton* number it _ 

Mifyltnd Raay S«rvice (Of IfTOairwJ Heanng or Speecti 
1.60O-735-2258 Su!««rtdt Toll Fr«t 

Mailing Afldr..»: P.O. Box 717 • Baltimore. MO 31201-0717 
Stritl AOdr.ti: 707 North C«lv»r1 Slntt • Balllmor*. Maryland 21202 

STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

Middle River Employment Center 

Access Study (MRECAS) 
Combined Locatwn/Daif Public Hearing 

Wednesday, June 16,1999 
Kenwood High School 

PLEASE PRINT 

NAME /v?ftf-/Mr. Jahn f\, H<?</r,tny in    PATE A-v-ff 

ADDRESS   l8/6iVi/<.»r,   Pni^+  P~ ^  

CITOTOWN hA aj y  /?; ,/e r     STATE M O      ZIP CODE 3/220 - B H 3 O 

Hgv^wtsh to(commeryor Inquire about the following aspects of this project: 

—that   f(LT-FI- Mod.fif^ u/suld ha f-h*> moxi- Ji^vn.T »*,J 

RiYtLr AfAa.sr in-ho  „* H nu f- ef m* h. Tb**   f,fi  / n fr /?r /.Tn 

r 

CiLfAret IK idettt.    Af.T-£r o- Ai.T-i-Moafirie.cl AX,?- *»<*  

t-nUmncr. of YJ Ar JS-Q  weu/J r>e. * f/„ extuzmha*-  /**- 

<,Tat-ron   weo/d  MA> h^we^r-^r^ hv  rt,*>  ne.ed f^o <it~\vr>. 

Tfrrw aanJeStec/ frote. ar^a <: A-t-C~.r<ns/Ui«rkS K<L <,» iSTr>. 

 wfe fare- sfurl,*,/ rhtt. /MPACT*- H-COITS ^Mr' r**/.*** ¥**«.+• 

4f*rra.s woo/J h* ref.***^ bufstiH Pe*/ ALT-FI MedtVied joaft f.i 
*P«r»on» who have received a copy of this brochure through the mall are 

 already on the project Mailing List  

Q  Please add my/our name(s) to the Mailing List 

U*. 

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

Middle River Employment Center 
Access Center Study (MRECAS) 
PROJECT NO. BA847A11 
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Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

Parris N. Glendening 

June 17,1999 

John D. Porcarl 
Stcrtwy 
Parker F. Williams 

Mr. & Mis. Dave Kasmer 
116 Covered Wagon Road 
Baltimore MD 21220 

Dear Mr. & Mis. Kasroer: 

Thank you for your comments concerning the Middle River Employment Center Access 
Study, formerly MD 43 extended. Your support of Alternative Fl modified has been noted. 
Your comments have been included in the project record and will be considered during the 
decision making process. 

Recently, the State Highway Administration held a Public Hearing on June 16 where 
citizen comments were received. After a full and thorough evaluation of all comments, the study 
team will formulate a recommendation for the selection of an alternative. 

Thank you again for your comments. Your name is on the mailing list and you will be 
notified of any future events on this project. If you have any questions in the meantime, please 
contact the Project Manager, Ms. Heather Murphy, at 410-545-8571 or at 1-800-548-5026. 

Very truly yours, 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

By:       ll^O*-  y^j- 
Heather Murphy        ^T 
Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 

My tetophone numbtr Is _ 

Maryland Relay StMce lor impaired Hearing or Speech 
1-800-735-2256 Slatewide Toll Free 

Mailing Addrna: P.O. Box TIT • Baltimore. MD 21203-0717 
Street Addreaa: TOT Worth Calvort Straei « Baltimore. Maryland 21202 

STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

Middle River Employment Center 
Access Study (MRECAS) 

Combined Location/Design Public Bearing 
Wednesday, June 16,1999 

Kenwood High School 

PLEASE PRINT 

NAME 

ADDRESS 

cmr/rowN 

<«3m«A--- 

OKn-iZZfJ''*17 

.STATE ZIP CODE 

l/Wa wi»h to commant or Inquire about the following aspects of this project 

/    ff/ifk   te'K   per    y<r~<   HAI'  ,   fuT~Ft Heftr/crp   cteoKj  

THC  eesr. Fmx.   y//<r /rt>'e4>u,,r.L t?e<*to~    r/yc~   Cr/r  

GirCS    t>*Tt>    Ctsre-**'    Se.-'P.   >*ttie»   is     A     /"P-M.  a/K^r   ,**»*, 

osmeH    /i    ^»~     c w«rr» 7-/f •»•<=<• «°a>r     „ /w-p    „m,, j,     ^,a^t^t_ 

THG     R***        TASf   ACT   fil   KOAP    i^f^.Q    „()    TftC?-£&*s7- 

•Persona who have received a copy of this brochure through the mail an 
 already on the project Mailing List 

•   Please add my/our name(s) to the Mailing List 

LJ  Please delete my/our n«me(s) from the Mailing Ust 

Middle River Employment Center 
Access Center Study (MRECAS) 
PROJECT NO. BA847A11 
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Maryland Department ot Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

June 17,1999 

Parrls N. Glendening 
Go<*nor 
Jonn D. Poreari 
S«C!tiry 
Parker F. Williams 
Mrrnnmtt»W 

Mr. & Mrs. Curti* Kidwell 
22 Right Wing Drive 
Baltimore MD 21220 

Dear Mr. & Mrs. Kidwell: 

Thank you for your comments concerning the Middle River Employment Center Access 
Study, formerly MD 43 extended. Your support for the No-Build Alternative has been noted and 
will be considered during the decision making process. 

Recently, the State Highway Administration held a Public Hearing on June 16 where 
citizen comments were received. After a full and thorough evaluation of all comments, the study 
team will formulate a recommendation for the selection of an alternative. 

Thank you again for your comments. Your name is on the mailing list and you will be 
notified of any future events on this project. If you have any questions in the meantime, please 
contact the Project Manager, Ms. Heather Murphy, at 410-545-8571 or at 1-800-548-5026. 

Very truly yours, 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

By:      -&*<&. -T-n-jl/  
Heather Murphy 
Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 

My telephone number Is _ 

Merytend Relay Service tor Impaired Hearing or Speech 
1-800-73S-225B Statewide Toll Free 

Mailing Addme: P.O. Bos 717 • Bettlniore. MO 21203-0717 
Street Addreee: 707 North Celvert Street • Baltimore. Merylend 21202 

STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

Middle River Employment Center 
Access Study (MRECAS) 

Combined Location/Design Public Hearing 
Wednesday, June 16,1999 

Kenwood High School 

PLEASE PRINT 

NAME     CortiS  < CfirC-JN    K..Or>_i       DATE U.'^Vi 

ADDRESS    ^<     V; ! 0 i"*- \r'J : S V -*2 r- in i 

crmyrowN u.^ •-'- STATE W"?      ZIP CODE 5- ^-SD 

KW« wish to comment or inquire about the following aapecls of this project: 

Uc u.T.i r.rrr vre-er   Fr-g   a^,..  cry ,r^ ./••-•>, ••>rr 

C0^   CoTc-.-v,.   ~rfeve,V-~.-4.    ... 

\t,.eTT'  Ccr*: •••vv •fr"     IT 

G*i rr >:/•.   cr'p,-     rt."^-    — f. 

r»-::»&mb^  cx.r\>.\-f%' n.rp.^ r-.-r'owi .^ xncrct..^ ?£•_ 
iXD' •c^-^-|-'A-T«^-\y-.r--   y,   i .rv? j-. c^:^ 
J^l u'l~-<,--^'-t Q-.V '-^K^•<•-.       ?^g.     ^!>?'t~.     I'^-Xf 

Per»on»>>rho have received a copy of thla brochure through the mail are "pjltV."' r''w 

List    Tx.rclctpmc.iTt de-frusfc  an%'n!'-. already on the project Mailing I 

•   Please add my/our nanrie(s) to the Mailing Listp-~'.t' -il 1'. C~ 

I I   Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing List  r"0?r>£,    •••-.  ..     ; - . ,-1 , -, 

• •n~7Vr- 
Middle River Employment Center 
Access Center Study (MRECAS) 
PROJECT NO. BA847A11 

.-w  1    ~4V     /   , . 
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Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

May 14,1999 

Parrii N. Glendening 
Owomor 
John O. Porcari 
Sccrttary 
Parker F. Williams 
Admintttrfttor 

r" 

Mr. John W. Reames 
10228 Bird River Road 
Baltimore MO 2I220-1S30 

Dear Mr. Reames: 

Thank you for your recent letters on the "Middle River Employment Center Access Study 
(MRECAS), formerly known as MD 43 Extended. We appreciate your interest in this project. 

In reference to the questions you posed in your April 21 letter, we offer the following: 

1. For each of the alternates that travel east of the Holly Hills Memorial Cemetery, 
Alternatives D, D-Mod, E and l-Mod., the new roadway will pass over the existing 
Bin! River Road. Due to topography, poor soils and a high water table this is the only 
feasible way to cross Bird River Road without providing an at-grade crossing. 

2. The area of Hilltop Drive and Bird River Road meets the initial eligibility criteria for 
noise abatement The final determination on noise barriers will not be made until 
final design is initiated on the selected alternate. This determination is not made until 
the final design phase has begun. I have enclosed a brochure on Sound Barriers for 
your information. 

3. As this study has progressed all of the discussions with the community have included 
the strong desire not to have access to the new roadway. The reasoning of those we 
have talked with is the desire to keep cut-through traffic out of the neighborhood. 
The extension of Campbell Boulevard will provide a much needed relief valve for the 
new housing developments on the west end of Bird River Road and help the desire to 

-keep the level of traffic on Bird River Road close to what it is today. 

My Wiofton* numb«t Is _ 
410-545-8571 

Maryland Ralay Strvtci Ox Impaind Hearing or SpMch 
1-600-735-2236 SUUwidt Toll Frit 

Mailing Addrtaa: P.O. BO* 717 • 8«ltlmort. MD 21203-0717 
Strwt *ddr«»»: 707 Nonh c»l»en Slr»«l • Balllmora. Maryland 21202 

Mr. John W. Reames 
Page Two 

In response to your letter dated May 4, a copy of the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEIS) is enclosed. As advertised, the DEIS will be available in the White Marsh and 
Essex Libraries on Friday May 14. Representatives of the Army Corp of Engineers (ACOE) will 
be in attendance at the upcoming June 16 Joint Public Hearing. You will be mailed more details 
of that meeting soon. Also, your desire to discuss issues with the ACOE representatives has 
been sent to their representative. 

Thank you again for your letters. If you have any additional questions regarding 
MRECAS, please feel free to contact the project manager, Ms. Heather Murphy. Heather can be 
reached at 410-545-8571 or toll free at 800-548-5026. 

Very truly yours, 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

By:    '2L-a?L-*lnA-4f . 
Heather Murphy 
Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 

Enclosure 
cc:       Mr. Steve Harmon, Army Corps of Engineers (w/mcoming) 

Mr. David Malkowski, District Engineer, State Highway Administration (w/incoming) 
Mr. Ken Polcak, Environmental Analyst, Sate Highway Administration (w/incoming) 
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Sum Hijhw»y Adminlmdm 
Project Planning Division 
TVI Nonh C»lvm sm«« 
Btldmnt, Mtryliml 21201 

naOm Mutphy, Project M«Mj«r 

21 April. 1999 
1022* BM River Road 
BaMmore. Md 21220-1530 

R«: Route 43 Eztenstoa 
(MRECAS) Study 

n 

Detr M». Mwphy 

As a property owner who will be tffectad iboold Ahmiitive D be selected fw the propwed 
prefect, I have several questions: 

!.   How will the grade seperation with Bird River road be accomplished? Will the proposed 
roadway be elevated to cron over Bird River Road, or will ibe proposed roadway be 
depressed to pass under Bbd River Road? 

X   WtU noise banfen be constnicted w rmtijiw trifTic ootse from the proposed roadway in the 
area of Hilltop Drive and Bird River Road? 

3.    Why has the grade aeparstion option been set forth? The highway will drastically impact its 
abemm while denying the property owners any potential economic benefit from the 
proximity of the highway 

Thank you for your aaemion to these qaestioos 

Sincerely. 

/ 
John W. Reames 

r*-> 

Stalo Highway AdmhristralfoB 
Plqject Planning Diviaioo 
707 Nonh Calven Street 
Bahimore, Marylcod 21202 

Heather Murphy. Project Manager 

4 May. 1999 
10228 BW River Road 
Baltimore, Md. 21220-1330 

Re: Route 43 Exteniion 
(MRECAS) Study 

r 

Dear Ms. Murphy 

As a property owner who imy be aflecled should AhernatiTe D be selected for the proposed 
project. 1 am herewith requesting a copy of the Environmental Impact Statement for the project 1 would 
hope to hive the natranent in hand at least 30 days prior to the nest public meeting on the project, so that, 
as Interested citizen. I can fosmolate informed questions for the Representative Of the Corps of Army 
Engineers, whom 1 am also requesting be in attendance and available for questions. 

Thank you for your attention to these questions. 

Certified Mail. Return Receipt Requested 

Slnurely, 

/ John W. Realties 

'-f^i 
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Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

June 29. 1999 

Parts N. Glendening 
Govtmor 

John D. Pofcari 
Svcrata-y 

Parker R Williams 
Aominiftraior 

r^ 

Mr. John Polek 
1651 Browns Road 
Baltimore MD 21221 

Dear Mr. Polek: 

Thank you for your comments concerning the Middle River Employment Center Access 
Study, MRECAS, formerly MD 43 extended. Your support for the project has betn noted. Your 
comments have been included in the project record and will be considered during the decision 
making process. 

The MRECAS study team is currently evaluating citizens comments received at and 
subsequent to the Public Hearing. After full and thorough evaluation of these comments, the 
study team will formulate a recommendation to present to the State Highway Administrator for 
the selection of an alternative. In meantime, refinements will continue to be made to the 
proposed alternatives, where feasible, to address citizens concerns. 

Thank you again for your comments. Your is on the mailing list and you will be notified 
of any future events on this project If you have any questions in the meantime, please contact 
the Project Manager, Ms. Heather Murphy, at 410-545-8571 or at 1-800-548-5026. 

Very tniiy yours, 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

By: 
Heather Murphy      " 
Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 

My teleoftopt numMr it. 

Maryland Rally Sarvic* fc tmoatad Hearing or Spacch 
1.800-735-2258 SlatewXt* loll Frtt 

Mailing Addraaa: P.O. Bos 717 • Baltlmora. MD 21203-0717 
Straal Addraaa: 70T North Calvan Slraat • Balllmora. Maryland 21202 

n 

STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

Middle River Employment Center 
Access Study (MRECAS) 

Combined Location/Design Public Hearing 
Wednesday, June 16,1999 

Kenwood High School 
:%•:• 

PLEASE PRINT 

NAME   -JfrtY tet-eK DATE t'S/l 

ADDRESS  /6*r/ /SfOKMS  /rl 

CITY/TOWN J& a2£Z£_ STATE /*>$       ZIP CODE Jf/Ja/ 

I/We wish to commwrt or Inquire about the following aspects of this project 

.•n,  «y><»-ryg^yv/^r- A^-nr 

•Pereona who have received a copy of this brochure through the mall i 
    already on the project Mailing List 

% 

Please add my/our namo(s) to the Mailing List. 

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

Middle River Employment Center 
Access Center Study (MRECAS) 
PROJECT NO. BAB47A11 
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Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

June 29, 1999 

Partis N. Glandening 
Oownot 

John D. Porcari 
S«emtafy 
Parker R Williams 
Adminktruor 

Mr. John Polek 
1651 Browns Road 
Baltimore MD 21221 

Dear Mr. Polek: 

Thank you for your comments concerning the Middle River Employment Center Access 
Study, MRECAS, formerly MD 43 extended. Your support for the project has been noted. Your 
comments have been included in the project record and will be considered during the decision 
making process. 

The MRECAS study team is currently evaluating citizens comments received at and 
subsequent to the Public Hearing. After full and thorough evaluation of these comments, the 
study team will formulate a recommendation to present to the State Highway Administrator for 
the selection of an alternative. In meantime, refinements will continue to be made to the 
proposed alternatives, where feasible, to address citizens concerns. 

Thank you again for your comments. Your is on the mailing list and you will be notified 
of any future events on this project. If you have any questions in the meantime, please contact 
the Project Manager, Ms. Heather Murphy, at 410-545-8571 or at 1-800-548-5026. 

Very truly yours, 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

By:      ^c-^ TH-Jj. 
Heather Murphy      ' 
Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 

My tsiephont number is. 

Maryland Rftlay Service for Impaired Hearing or SpMch 
1-800-735-2258 StaMwid* Toll Frtt 

Mailing Addrau: P.O. Box 717 • Baltlmon. MD 21201-0717 
Strut Addraat; 707 North C«lv»'l Str««t - B»Ulmort. Mlryland aiM2 

n 
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

Middle River Employment Center 
Access Study (MRECAS) 

Combined Location/Design Public Hearing 
Wednesday, June 16,1999 

Kenwood High School 
• '•%•:* 

PLEASE PRINT 

NAME   -JfAto rZtFK /~t?£.l DAJEJf '*J*4* 
ADDRESS  /3?^y /Sca^^s  /& 

crmrowN j£ :/2£ZE_ STATE /*?.&       ZIP CODE Jt/M/ 

UWe wish to comment or Inquire about the following aspects of thi> project:  

•'^- 

5s>t.-ry~tr>etr 

V %f   /?t»»7ZTS   7*  QUA.     /&S>tfsj'j/il   /.<'**   fr7-H/**i~i*0   /fetT /?*;<,*..*  

*Per»on» who have received a copy of this brochure through the mall are 
already on the project Mailing List   

^   Please add my/our name(e) to the Mailing List 

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

Middle River Employment Center 
Access Center Study (MRECAS) 
PROJECT NO. BA847A11 
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Choose Alter native  U 
STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 

QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

Middle River Employment Center 
Access Study (MRECAS) 

Combined locathm/Design Pxblk Hearing 
Wednesday, June 16,1999 

Kenwood High School 

D 
PLEASE PRINT 

NAMEjQokLso Wnttrrs 

D D 
DATE 4kL     D 

ADDRESS   liS?.^ Ert<tern A\fr>,nufr  

CITY/TOWN     Rralfr?. STATE MA.    ZIP CODE M22£> 

l/W« with to comment or inquire about the following acpecti of this project 

^^ (^y    fnnc/»rn    is AI1ernrth'tfi»    E  and   T   NlneJift'e^, 

5"0 IhfiiSfi tvfJQ flU&rndtivfiia wi/l   affel-  a      Z~ 
m inority   r^iwniiini-fy _-Hv»+ HAS  be.f.n in 

* '1 ftXtd'f.nKa    -foc- 
Qna  err o vftf) 

Jtia 
» >^ pna cti a very 

y ysors . -M is 
•rtif.s ib -I-RVM   pr/>ppj-t'i> « -Hvi-h  A^m- 

£^i 
AltftrnfttiVf.   E   rand  I   NloWi'fiW tistouW 
Jk 

- _Gr).<t"  j,1^ 
£ 

2ntr.5h Sncin- Eoonornife ^"^ 
of   all    +kf».    tfttrrna-fiv&A 

•the qrfedl , 
® n *Porsoro who have received a copy of thi* brochure through the mail are 

already on the project Mailing List 

r?Ar.6{>     pfemft    choose AhftrnriTivf', D^ 

*?R Please add my/our name(s) to the Mailing UsL 

orjCH Please delete mytour namefs) from the Mailing Ust ' 

ChoC6e AHferndtineD. ^^Middle River Employment Center 
^S? Access Center Study (MRECAS) 

-.   PROJECT NO. BAB47A11 ,_ 
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Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

June 28.1999 

Parrij N. Glendening 
Govwnor 

John D. PorcBri 
Saeretary 
Parker F. Williams 
Admtfliiiratot 

r^ 

Ms. Golden Waiters 
11522 Eastern Avenue 
Baltimore MD 21220 

Dear Ms. Wattere: 

Thank you for your comments concerning the Middle River Employment Center Access 
Study, MRECAS, formerly MD 43 extended. You support for Alternative D, and your 
opposition to Alternatives E and I modified has been noted. Your comments have been included 
in Ihe project record and will be considered during the decision making process. 

The MRECAS study team is currently evaluating citizens comments received at and 
subsequent to the Public Hearing. After full and thorough evaluation of these comments, the 
study team will formulate a recommendation to present to the Stale Highway Administrator for 
the selection of an alternative. In meantime, refinements will continue to be made to the 
proposed alternatives, where feasible, to address citizens concerns. 

Thank you again for your comments. Your name is on the mailing list and you will be 
notified of any future events on this project If you have any questions in the meantime, please 
contact the Project Manager, Ms. Heather Murphy, at 410-545-8571 or at 1-800-548-5026. 

Very truly yours, 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

By:      iL-ccf^ 1^1^.// 
_ Heather Murphy 

Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 

ce:       Ms. Normentha Goodrom, EEO/Title VI Officer 

My lalephone number is . 

Maryland Relay Service tor Impaired Hearing or Speech 
1-800-735-2258 Statewide Ton Free 

Mailing Addreae: P.O. Box 71T • Baltimore. MO 2120J-071T 
Slreel Addreaa: 707 North Calvert Street • Beltlmore. Meryland 212Di 

r^ 

Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

June 28. 1999 

Parrls N. Glendenmg 
Oowernor 
John O. Porcarl 
Secretary 
Parker F. Williams 
Admlftiitrator 

Ms. Margaret Beasley 
11520 Eastern Avenue 
Baltimore MD 21220 

Dear Ms. Beasley: 

Thank you for your comments provided by Ms. Watters concerning the Middle River 
Employment Center Access Study, MRECAS, formerly MD 43 extended. You support for 
Alternative D, and your opposition to Alternatives E and I modified has been noted. Your 
comments have been included in the project record and will be considered during the decision 
making process. 

The MRECAS study team is currently evaluating citizens comments received at and 
subsequent to the Public Hearing. After full and thorough evaluation of these comments, the 
study team will formulate a recommendation to present to the State Highway Administrator for 
the selection of an alternative. In meantime, refinements will continue to be made to the 
proposed alternatives, where feasible, to address citizens concerns. 

Thank you again for your comments. Your name is on the mailing list and you will be 
notified of any fixture events on this project. If you have any questions in the meantime, please 
contact the Project Manager, Ms. Heather Murphy, at 410-545-8571 or at 1-800-548-5026. 

Very truly yours, 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

By:        %^L   T^W 
Heather Murphy        f 
Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 

cc: Ms. Normentha Goodrom, EEO/Title VI Officer 

My telepnone number la . 

Maryland Relay Service for Impaired Heaimg or Speech 
1-800-735-2258 staiewide Toll Free 

Mailing Addreae: P.O. Bo» 717 • Baltimore. MO S1JO3-0717 
Street Addreaa: 707 Norlh Calvert Street • Balllmore. Maryland 11802 
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C.A. Dutch Ruppersberger 
Baltimore Cotmty Executive 

Executive Office 
400 TOshington Avenue 
ttwioii, Maryland 21204 

410-887-2430 
Fax: 410-887-4049 

June 16.1999 

Mr. Parker F. Williams 
AjQBIXuSttStOT 
Slate Highway Administmion 
707 North Calvat Sveet 
BaltimoR, MD 21202 

DearMr.WUliasos: 

Economic devriopmon is a top priority for Baltimore County. We are particularly 
intent on ensatiog quality esuptoyment oppoiumities in tbe eastern part of our county, which 
has experienced tremendous economic dislocation over the past two decadei u Urge 
mtmiKktw^* - i~^'i»<i"e' -wf**"**! Mwtm - h«vg rndneed thrir worldbrces and or closed. 
A central component of our strategy for revitalizing Eastern BaWmoie County is to create 
employmeot-gcneiatiBg business developmem on close to 1,800 acres of prime, industrially- 
zoned land in the Middle Rhier area. Development of this land is crucial to the economic 
fiitme of the Middle River area, holding the potential to bring between 10,000 and IS.OOO 
newjobs to a comnnmity that needs them. However, this development cannot occur unless a 
major new roadway is comtroctcd to access these prime sites. 

1 know flat SHA has beo> wotUng hard to evaluate ways to improve access to this 
Middle Rivet Employment Center, and to dririmiir which of sevenl possible new roadway 
alignments best balaiKTf environmental, piupcUy acquisition and economic development 
fectors. As a result ofyoOT effort, there are cunrtttly five alternative alignments under 
eoiiridetation:T),-*D-Mo(fified,*"E,"'Tl-Modified," and "I-Modified." Together with 
the US. Atxny Corp* of Engineeis, SHA will present these alignments to the public at a 
hearing Wednesday evening at Kenwood High School 

I would like to comnmmcxte Baltimore County's official position on our preferred 
alignment After axtaastv* consaltatton with our orvironmental, pobflc woriu, 
ecoBomlc devdopmaot and planning staflk. She county has determined that Align toent 
"^-Modified" ofTen the optimal balance of economir development and environmental 
objecttm. Onr reasoning is as fellows: 
a   Ahtrmatve D Modtfttd Is clearly the nptrlor allpunenl In terms of its ability to open up 

key parcels of land for dtvtlopmera. It crosses aid accesses five of the six "pods" of 
mdustrially-roned propeny available for development, providing direct access to more 
than 560 acres of laaL Ahetnatives D, E and I Modified provide direct access to 

/*-v 

r* 

r* 

Mr. Parker F. Williams 
June 16,1999 

Page 2 

significantly fiwer acre* ofland, while Alternative Fl Modified ofiezs the poorest access 
to the devekipment parcels. AUgnmeat D Modified would make possible the most 
efficient and timely development of the major opportunity shes, which is the primary 
objective for anew road in this Employment Center. 

Atumartve D Modified (as w*fl as Alternatives D and Fl modifietQ provides the most 
cBreei access to about 80 addtiionalacnsofdevelopaHe Industrial land at the 
Chesapeake JndustrialParkandmajor multl^nodol o-anspoTtationfacilltles. The most 
important existing economic development facilities in the Middle River Employment 
Center are concentiated along MD1 SO where Martin Stale Airport, an Amtrek station, a 
MARC station, a major Lockheed Martin/Middle River. Aircraft Systems ftdlity, and 80 
acres ofindnstrially-Eonedwxterfiont land at Chesapeake Parit sh side by side. The three 
alignments that mtenect MD1S0 at Martin State Airport directly link this economic 
development bub to the planned development sites and to tnteretste 95. Altemativea E 
and I Modified provide poorer access to this hub because they internet MD150 
spproxnnately U miles to the east and would require widening ofMDISO. 

Alternative D Modtfied would result In less overall enviromnerttal disturbance than the 
alternattves when secondary and cumulative environmental effects are taken into 
consideration. Our review of the Dtaft Environmental Impact Statement indicates 
AltetnsJive D Modified poses the least overall environmental impact among the five 
alternatives due to the fact that it cireumvents the highest-quality wetlands and would 
require the least amount of secondary roadway constroction. 

Thank you again for your ongoing eflbrt on this project. 

Sincerely, 

C-JS*  AJ^j6Z.h'<dey^lM^^*J^y 
CA. Dutch Ruppersberger 
County Executive 

CADR/ask 

T!>eHoocnM»Vinc«ntJ. (}«<&>», J* Couaca pisaia 
Ilia HooonMt Mlcfaed 1. CoOtai. «* DWries 
Thi Ronable Norman ft. Stem 7* Dtariet 
•tin Uosenbl* ThonuM L. Branmll •* Dlnrtct 
Hie HcoanMa piaM DcCvIo, «* Duma 
Tb. Hoaenbte Nvcy {Ubwi. «* District 
IT* HcoanN. Michael R W«lr, «* Wmfct 

TtwBaeetakKJotaiS.Anilcli, 7*Diiiria 
tie Horaable loiej* J. MJaaiek, 7* Dbtrict 
HM HeoonMe Jacob I. Mohcftrvic, Jr. 7* Disalct 
Tin HoDw^k KaiheriM KlMimeki. S* Dtario 
the Hontnbla Jama F. Pom, Jr.. I* Disnfet 
Th.HcmmbltAlft.dW. lUdiiMi, Jr. S^Dinrkl 

_dEs: 3S&. "'<rm--   i' ••••«-'3^ 
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Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

July I. 1999 

The Honorable C.A. Dutch Ruppersberger 
Baltimore County Executive 
Executive Office 
400 Washington Avenue 
TowsonMD 21204 

Pa/ris N. Qlendenlng 
QoMfflor 
John D. Porcarl 
Stattrr 
Parker F. Williams 
AdmlnitlMdor 

Dear County Executive Ruppersberger: 

Thank you for your recent letter regarding the Middle River Employment Center Access 
Study (MRECAS). formerly known as MD 43 Extended. We appreciate your support for this 
project. We also appreciate your informing us of your official position of preferring Alternative D 
Modified. 

That the development of this road is extremely important to the economic future of the 
Eastern Baltimore County area, is a concept with which we concur. Alternative D Modified does 
provide for the most direct access to almost all of the developable industrial land, talcing into 
account the environmental constraints of this area. This alternate would tnhumiie additional 
environmental impacts associated with access roads into the new developtnent. We appreciate the 
importance of the location of the intersection with MD 150 to provide improved access to multi- 
modal facilitie? as well as land that can be developed at the Chesapeake Industrial Park. 

Thaiik you again for your letter. We look forward to continuing the excellent working 
relationship we have developed with Baltimore County on this project. If you have any further 
comments or questions, please feel free to conuet me or Mr. Neil J. Pedersen, our Ptannuig 
Director, who may be reached at 410-545-fl411 or 1-800-548-3026. 

/Sincerely,     J 

'Parker F. Williams 
Adminisuator 

cc:       Mr. Neil J. Pedersen, Director, State Highway Administration 

41H4WM00 or mmt-ww 
My Mephon* number Is - 

Maiytand Bilay Sendee tor Inpahfd Meaitns or S(x»c*i 
1-800-735-2258 Sttt»«Hd« Toll Frae 

Mailing Addrou: P.O. Boa TIT • Bammora. MD "M**7".^ 
StrMt A<Mrn»: 707 North Calvart Stroat • BaMlmoro. Manrtanil 21202 
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D.        Synopses of Comments from Public Hearing and of SHA Responses 

Approximately 300 people attended the Location/Design Public Hearing for the MRECAS held 
on June 16, 1999 at Kenwood High School in Essex, Maryland. A total of thirty-one people 
participated in public or private testimony. The majority of the respondents supported D-mod, 
while a number of others supported the no-build or had concerns about any of the alternatives or 
transportation, in general. Persons who spoke publicly at the meeting are listed below along with 
a synopsis of each speaker's concerns. SHA's response to each speaker's concerns are also 
provided below. In addition .to public testimony, some persons expressed their concerns 
privately to the court recorder. Synopses of their concerns and respective SHA responses are 
provided at the end of this section. 

Public Testimony 

1. Mr. Robert Hannon, Director of Baltimore County Dept. of Economic Development 

On behalf of County Executive Ruppersburger, he is in support of Alt. D-mod. The reasons for 
the selection are: 1) less overall environmental disturbance than the other alternatives when 
secondary and cumulative effects are taken into consideration; 2) Opens key parcels, crossing 
five of six development pods, 3) provides the most direct access to about 80 acres of industrially 
zoned land at the Chesapeake Industrial Park, and 4) Baltimore County's ability to attract family 
supporting jobs is directly linked to transportation access. 

SHA Response: 
Alternate D-modified is the selected alternate. 

2. Mr. Phil Edwards, Bowley's Quarters Community Association 

He supports Alternative D-mod. 

SHA Response: 
Alternate D-modified is the selected alternate. 

3. Mr. Tom Lehner. Bowley's Quarters Improvement Association and resident 

He is supporting the no-build, due to many concerns, including volume of traffic, marketing of 
the airport, archeological sites on the A.V. Williams site, and re-utilizing brownfields. 

SHA Response: 
Public participation is an integral part of the planning process and is also mandated by the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). Public comments play an important role in the 
selection of an alternate and help make government agencies such as SHA responsive to citizen 
concerns. The decision to select D-modified reflects an attempt to balance environmental issues 
and concerns of all interested parties. Traffic on Ebenezer Road should decrease after 
construction of the proposed highway. 
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4. Mr. Frank Brush. Essex/Middle River Chamber of Commerce 

The Chamber supports Alt. D-mod as the alignment that best serves the existing communities 
and provides the greatest opportunity for economic development. On behalf of Middle River 
Aircraft Systems, he read a statement supporting the completion of the Route 43 extension. 

SHA Response: 
Alternate D-modified is the selected alternate. 

5. Ms. Linda Felts. Bird River RD resident 

Speaking on behalf of the Bird River Community, she supports the no-build. She is concerned 
about the displacements, particularly the elderly, on fixed incomes. She feels that there are 
alternatives for revitalizing Middle River. 

SHA Response: 
Public participation is an integral part of the planning process and is also mandated by the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). Public comments play an important role in the 
selection of an alternate and help make government agencies such as SHA responsive to citizen 
concerns. The decision to select Alt. D-mod reflects an attempt to balance environmental 
concerns and concerns of all interested parties. 

6. Norm Sines. Essex/Middle River resident 

He supports D-mod and opposes the no-build. He feels the proposed road is key to the 
revitalization of Essex/Middle River, which will alleviate the traffic on local roads, making them 
safer. 

SHA Response: 
Alternate D-modified is the selected alternate. 

7. Michelle Wingerd. Bird River Road resident 

She expresses concern about the residents who will be displaced. She is elderly, on a fixed 
income and is living in one of the houses that are in danger of being taken. 

SHA Response: 
Public participation is an integral part of the planning process and is also mandated by the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). Public comments play an important role in the 
selection of an alternate and help make government agencies such as SHA responsive to citizen 
concerns. The decision to select Alt. D-mod reflects an attempt to balance environmental 
concerns and concerns of all interested parties. The current mapping indicates that the cut/fill 
line will be 40 feet from the comer of the house, but the house is not listed as a displacement. A 
noise wall is being considered. 

wb 
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8. Robert Romadka, Vincent Road resident and an attorney 

He is in support of D-mod, but is concerned about the 5-6 displacements. He feels that the road 
will help bring jobs and reduce the unemployment. 

Representing his client. Mr. Tomer, who has property on Earls Road and Bengies Road, he is 
also questioning the access to Bengies Road, and whether or not there are studies under way as to 
what secondary roads will be built to service the east properties. 

SHA Response: 
Alternate D-modified is the selected alternate.   No existing roads will be cut off by D-mod. 
There will be 3 access points to MD 43 between 1-95 and Eastern Boulevard. 

9. Wavne Miskiewicz. Green Trades Association of Baltimore County 

He supports Alt. D-mod as the alignment that best serves the existing communities, minimizes 
environmental impacts and provides the greatest opportunity for economic development 

SHA Response: 
Alternate D-modified is the selected alternate. 

10. Jack Wise. Sierra Club 

Sierra Club is concerned about the loss of woodlands and wetlands, and feels that the road will 
cause urban sprawl. They would prefer to see brownfields being used, and the money spent on 
achieving open space. 

SHA Response: 
All public comments, written or verbal, including alignment suggestions are carefully considered 
and where applicable, responses provided. The decision to select Alt. D-mod reflects an attempt 
to balance environmental concerns and concerns of all interested parties. If current regulations 
are stringently enforced, wetland loss will be minimal (less than 10% of the 450 to 500 acres of 
wetlands in the MREC), with regulatory permitting through MDE, ACOE and Baltimore County. 

Secondary impacts to water quality and wetlands caused by MREC development will be 
substantially limited by Baltimore County's Regulations for the Protection of Water Quality, 
Streams, Wetlands, and Floodplains. No wetlands fill for buildings or stormwater management 
(SWM) facilities is permitted under these regulations. Moreover, no disturbance of wetlands, 
wetland buffers, stream buffers, or protected forest for road utilities, and SWM can occur unless 
an alternatives analysis clearly demonstrates that impacts could not be avoided, have been 
minimized as much as possible, and can be adequately mitigated. Finally, stream and wetland 
buffers (called Forest Buffers) are required on plats along with protective covenants in Baltimore 
County Land Records. These Forest Buffers and associated protective covenants ride with the 
deed of the property in perpetuity. 
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Secondary impacts to forest habitat caused by MREC development would also be limited by 
Baltimore County's Forest Conservation Regulations. These regulations require a forest stand 
delineation to distinguish forest stands of higher ecological quality in order to direct proposed 
development activities away from those areas wherever possible. Additionally, a forest 
conservation worksheet (FCW) is required to determine any reforestation or afforestation 
requirements. The FCW is prorated to require less reforestation if forest disturbance is less than 
the break-even point on a forested property, and more reforestation for clearing beyond the 
reforestation threshold. The objective of the Forest Conservation Regulations is not just to 
protect and enhance forest cover in general, but to preserve large, existing forest corridors in 
perpetual protective easements similar to the easements required for stream and wetlands buffers. 

11. Robert Palmer. Bowley's Quarters resident 
He supports Alt. D-mod as the alignment that best serves the existing communities, minimizes 
environmental impacts and provides the greatest opportunity for economic development 

SHA Response: 
Alternate D-modified is the selected alternate. 

12. Pat Winter. Eastern Baltimore Area Chamber of Commerce 

The Eastern Baltimore Area Chamber of Commerce supports D-mod. 

SHA Response: 
Alternate D-modified is the selected alternate. 

13. Mr. Jim Dresher. Baltimore County Chamber of Commerce 

The Chamber of Commerce supports Alt. D-mod as the alignment that best serves the existing 
communities, minimizes environmental impacts and provides the greatest opportunity for 
economic development 

SHA Response: 
Alternate D-modified is the selected alternate. 

14. Mr. Ray Porter, marine business owner 

He supports Alt. D-mod because it makes the greatest economic and environmental sense. 

SHA Response: 
Alternate D-modified is the selected alternate. 

15. Mr. Joseph Bruno. Hilltop Road resident 

He is not in favor of building the road because it will displace his family. He desires fair market 
value or over fair market value for the pain, suffering and anguish. 
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SHA Response: 
Public participation is an integral part of the planning process and is also mandated by the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). Public comments play an important role in the 
selection of an alternate and help make government agencies such as SHA responsive to citizen 
concerns. When final right-of-way limits are determined, plats will be prepared and SHA Real 
Estate personnel will begin the appraisal process, and then contact property owners to begin 
negotiations. Current mapping indicates that the house is 110 feet from the cut/fill line, and will 
not be taken. A noise wall is being considered. 

16. Mr. Mike Galiazzo, Regional Manufacturing Institute 

The Regional Manufacturing Institute supports D-mod. He wants the roads developed in a 
planned, purposeful way that has the least amount of disruption and pain. 

SHA Response: 
Alternate D-modified is the selected alternate.  Public comments play an important role in the 
selection of an alternate and help make government agencies such as SHA responsive to citizen 
concerns. 

17. Mr. Adam Paul. White Marsh Civic Association; representative of Delegate Diane 
DeCarlo 

He supports Alt. D-mod because it will best utilize the vacant land to be used for development. 
The new road will provide job opportunities. 

SHA Response: 
Alternate D-modified is the selected alternate. 

18. Mr. Chris Costello. Baltimore County Chamber of Commerce 

He considers the safety issue very important, and feels that the community of people interested in 
seeing highways improved for efficiency and safety certainly support the highway expansion. 

SHA Response: 
Alternate D-modified is the selected alternate.  Public comments play an important role in the 
selection of an alternate and help make government agencies such as SHA responsive to citizen 
concerns. 

19. Bob Rosenberg. Bird River Road resident 

He prefers improving the roads in the Middle River and Bird River areas. He doesn't believe the 
extension would benefit the residents, but would rather allow more traffic to flow. 
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SHA Response: 
Public participation is an integral part of the planning process and is also mandated by the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).   Public comments play an important role in the 
selection of an alternate and help make government agencies such as SHA responsive to citizen 
concerns. 

Baltimore County has designated a portion of the Middle River area as an Employment Center, 
where employment growth is planned to occur. The Middle River Employment Center (MREC) 
includes the 1,000-acre undeveloped A.V. Williams tract, Martin State Airport and the 
Chesapeake Industrial Park, which includes Middle River Aircraft Systems facility. The full 
development potential of the MREC is dependent on improved access to national transportation 
facilities that serve travel demand between the Baltimore area and other regions of the country. 

20. Ronald Wingerd, Bird River Road resident 

He is concerned with the road conditions and traffic levels along Ebenezer Road, which will 
worsen if MD 43 is extended. He mentioned an old configuration for the MD 43 extension. He 
also commented on the poor quality of the schools. 

SHA Response: 
All public comments, written or verbal, including alignment suggestions are carefully considered 
and where applicable, responses provided. Previous alignments were examined during project 
planning studies. The decision to select Alt. D-mod reflects an attempt to balance environmental 
concerns and concerns of all interested parties. Traffic on Ebenezer Road should decrease after 
construction of the proposed highway. 

Private Testimony: 

21. Ms. Melinda Reames, Bird River Road resident 

She is recommending no-build or further study. She objected to the lack of study availability. 
She is affected by four of the alternatives and states that the displacement count is incorrect. Ms. 
Reames questions the historic properties affected, including a farmhouse, 5701 Hilltop Drive, 
built in 1913, and another farmhouse at 10216 Bird River Road, built in 1900. The noise 
analysis was questioned. Alternate F has several contradictions concerning farmlands. 

SHA Response: 
All public comments, written or verbal, including alignment suggestions are carefully considered 
and where applicable, responses provided. Alternate D-modified is the selected alternate. The 
number of properties displaced or impacted was calculated from aerial photography used for 
study purposes and by field checks, and is subject to revision. It appears that there may be 6 
displacements by D-mod. During final design of the project a more detailed property survey will 
be conducted. When final right-of-way limits are determined, plats will be prepared and SHA 
Real Estate personnel will begin the appraisal process, and then contact property owners to begin 
negotiations. 

VI-121 

P 



Middle River Employment Center Access Study ^fl)' 
Final Environmental Impact Statement/Final Section 4(f) Evaluation 
Section VI. Comments and Coordination 

Maryland Real Property System lists the construction dates of the above-mentioned homes, as 
1913 and 1900, respectively. Houses over 50 years old as evaluated for historic designation. 
A noise wall is being considered for White Marsh Estates. 

22. Jack Wise. Sierra Club 

Sierra Club is concerned about the loss of woodlands and wetlands, and feels that the road will 
cause urban sprawl. They would prefer to see brownfields being used, and the money spent on 
achieving open space. 

SHA Response: 
All public comments, written or verbal, including alignment suggestions are carefully considered 
and where applicable, responses provided. If current regulations are stringently enforced, 
wetland loss will be minimal (less than 10% of the 450 to 500 acres of wetlands in the MREC), 
with regulatory permitting through MDE, ACOE and Baltimore County. 

Secondary impacts to water quality and wetlands caused by MREC development will be 
substantially limited by Baltimore County's Regulations for the Protection of Water Quality, 
Streams, Wetlands, and Floodplains. No wetlands fill for buildings or stormwater management 
(SWM) facilities is permitted under these regulations. Moreover, no disturbance of wetlands, 
wetland buffers, stream buffers, or protected forest for road utilities, and SWM can occur unless 
an alternatives analysis clearly demonstrates that impacts could not be avoided, have been 
minimized as much as possible, and can be adequately mitigated. Finally, stream and wetland 
buffers (called Forest Buffers) are required on plats along with protective covenants in Baltimore 
County Land Records. These Forest Buffers and associated protective covenants ride with the 
deed of the property in perpetuity. 

Secondary impacts to forest habitat caused by MREC development would also be limited by 
Baltimore County's Forest Conservation Regulations. These regulations require a forest stand 
delineation to distinguish forest stands of higher ecological quality in order to direct proposed 
development activities away from those areas wherever possible. Additionally, a forest 
conservation worksheet (FCW) is required to determine any reforestation or afforestation 
requirements. The FCW is prorated to require less reforestation if forest disturbance is less than 
the break-even point on a forested property, and more reforestation for clearing beyond the 
reforestation threshold. The objective of the Forest Conservation Regulations is not just to 
protect and enhance forest cover in general, but to preserve large, existing forest corridors in 
perpetual protective easements similar to the easements required for stream and wetlands buffers. 

23. Ms. Golden Waters. Eastern Avenue resident 

She supports Alt. D. She is concerned about Alt. E and I-modified affecting a minority 
community, possibly located between Perril Island Road and Bowley's Quarters Road. These 
alternatives have the greatest socioeconomic and natural environment impacts, and costs. 
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SHA Response: 
Public participation is an integral part of the planning process and is also mandated by the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).   Public comments play an important role in the 
selection of an alternate and help make government agencies such as SHA responsive to citizen 
concerns. Alternate D-modified is the selected alternate, and it does not affect the minority 
community. 

24. Ms. Sandra Magsman. Bird River Road resident 

She is opposed F-l mod, since it takes family homes. 

SHA Response: 
All public comments, written or verbal, including alignment suggestions are carefully considered 
and where applicable, responses provided. Alternate D-modified is the selected alternate. 

25. Ms. Michele Vetter-Moker. Bird River Road resident; 

She is speaking for her mother, who will be displaced by 4 of 5 alternates. Supports no-build. 

SHA Response: 
Public participation is an integral part of the planning process and is also mandated by the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). Public comments play an important role in the 
selection of an alternate and help make government agencies such as SHA responsive to citizen 
concerns. The decision to select Alt. D-mod reflects an attempt to balance environmental 
concerns and concerns of all interested parties. The current mapping indicates that the house is 
listed as a displacement. A noise wall is being considered for the remaining residences. 

26. Mr. John Reames, Bird River Road resident: 

He supports the no-build. He questions the historic designation process for houses. 

SHA Response: 
Public participation is an integral part of the planning process and is also mandated by the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). Public comments play an important role in the 
selection of an alternate and help make government agencies such as SHA responsive to citizen 
concerns. The decision to select Alt. D-mod reflects an attempt to balance environmental 
concerns and concerns of all interested parties. Houses over 50 years old are evaluated for 
historic designation. 

27. Mr. Raymond Glock. Korean War Veterans Association 

He requests that the highway be named in memory of the Korean War Veterans. 

5*1 
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SHA Response: 
All public comments, written or verbal, are carefully considered and where applicable, responses 
provided. Elected officials should be approached about naming the highway. 

28. Mr. Joseph Moxham, Bird River Road resident 
He questions how close the highway will come to his house, and his septic field. He also is 
concerned about noise. 

SHA Response: 
All public comments, written or verbal, including alignment suggestions are carefully considered 
and where applicable, responses provided. During final design of the project a more detailed 
property survey will be conducted. When final right-of-way limits are determined, plats will be 
prepared and SHA Real Estate personnel will begin the appraisal process, and then contact 
property owners to begin negotiations. The decision to select Alt. D-mod reflects an attempt to 
balance environmental concerns and concerns of all interested parties. 

Current mapping shows an outbuilding being taken, with the cut/fill line 100 feet from the house. 
The house is not shown as being taken. A noise barrier is recommended for consideration for the 
north side of Alternative D-mod, for White Marsh Estates. 

29. Mr. Ed Schmidt, Rowe Farm Lane resident. 

He opposes F-l mod, and recommends I-mod or E. 

SHA Response: 
All public comments, written or verbal, including alignment suggestions are carefully considered 
and where applicable, responses provided. Alternate D-modified is the selected alternate. The 
decision to select Alt. D-mod reflects an attempt to balance environmental concerns and 
concerns of all interested parties. 

30. Mr. Charles Kennedy, Rowe Farm Lane resident 

He is opposed to F-l mod. 

SHA Response: 
All public comments, written or verbal, including alignment suggestions are carefully considered 
and where applicable, responses provided. Public comments play an important role in the 
selection of an alternate and help make government agencies such as SHA responsive to citizen 
concerns. Alternate D-modified is the selected alternate. 

31. Ms. Joyce Schmidt. Rowe Farm Lane resident 

She is opposed to F-l mod, not happy with D or E, but would not mind I-mod. 
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SHA Response: 
Public participation is an integral part of the planning process and is also mandated by the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). Public comments play an important role in the 
selection of an alternate and help make government agencies such as SHA responsive to citizen 
concerns. Alternate D-modified is the selected alternate. The decision to select Alt. D-mod 
reflects an attempt to balance environmental concerns and concerns of all. 
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Agency Coordination Letters for Preparation of Final ElS/Section 4f Evaluation 

Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

December 7,1999 

RE:     Project No. BAM7A11 
MRECAS Propoied Wetlind 
Mitigstion Sites 
Baltimore County, MD 
USOS Middle River Qind   - 

 7*  

PwrhNQIendttilng 

John D. Poroii 
SacnMfy 

PartwF.Wllllai• 

mc Mr. J. Rodney Little 
State Historic Preservation OMcer 
Marylmd Historical Tnat 
100 Community Place 
CrownsvUle, MD 21032-2023 -Jt ••»•• 

Dear Mr. Little: 

Introdnctlon and Project Description 
'    As part of the Middle River Employment Center Access Study the Maryland State 

Highway Administration (SHA) proposes three potential aites for wetland mitigation. 
(Attachment I: Location Mapping) 

Funding 
Federal funds are anticipated for this project. 

Area of Potential Eflect 
The area of potential effect (APE) for this project consists of the parcels 

themselves and any historic properties from which they are visible as indicated on the 
attached SHA-GIS quadrangle maps for the Middle River quad. (Attachment n) 

IdentUIcatioa Methods and Results 
Potentially significant architectural and archeological resouroes were both 

researched as pan of the historic investigation instigated by the proposed wetland 
mitigation sites. 

Anhtttcntrt: SHA arohitectural historian Heather Confer consulted the SHA-GIS 
quadrangle mapping and the Survey Report: Evaluation and Historic Documentation for 
the MD 43 Planning Study by Traceries. 

<S)L/*^ 

/ My Mtphoiis number to _ 

Msryttnd Rally Stntot lor Imptlrvd Hatrtoo or SpMdi 
1-800-735-2258 StlHwiOt Tofl Fret 

Milling Addrut: P.O. Box 717 • ttaKlmers, MO 21201-071T 
Strati Atfdrau: 707 North Cthrart StrMt * •allknora, Marylantf 2l2fa 

Mr. i. Rodney Little 
USOS Middle River Quad 
Page Two 

The APE for this project is restricted to the parcels and any properties ftom which 
they are visible. There are no historic properties within the APE. According to the report 
prepared by Traceries and the SHA-GIS quad map for Middle River, there are no histortc 
properties to the parcels indicated as land 2 on the mapping. There are no Inventoried 
properties near Parcel 1 while the National Register eligible Old Chase School (BA- 
1152) and Ebenear Methodist Church are shown in the vicinity of Parcel 2. Both of 
these eligible properties are removed fiom the project area by at least 2,000 feet, are 
screened by mature trees, and are not within the APE. Other inventoried properties, 
previously determined not eligible, exist in the vicinity of Parcel 2 but are also not within 
the APE. Parcel 3 is not located within the previous study area b-rt no inventoried 
properties are located within the APE for Parcel 3 as shown on the SHA-GIS quad map. 

Based on the nature of the work and on the fact that there are no historic 
properties within the APE, SHA asserts that no historic standing structures will be 
affected by the proposed wetland mitigation. 

Anhtology: SHA archeologist Richard Ervin assessed the potential of the project area 
through consultation of historic mapping and previous studies. 

•   Parcel 424 (#3 on mapping) 
This site is located at Holly Neck on Brown's Creek, a tidal bay along the 

Chesapeake. Elevation ranges ftom 0 to 7 m (0 to 20 feet) above sea level. Prehistoric 
site 1 SB A76 (possibly dating to the Archaic period) has been recorded within the 
proposed wetland mitigation site. Several other sites have been recorded in the 
immediate vicinity, including prehistoric sites 18BA75 and 1IBA77, and historic period 
site 1SBA7I. Steams also recorded Bve sites near Holly Beach, about 200 m northeast of 
the proposed wetland site. These unconfirmed sites are designated Middle River Quad 
File Numbers 4 through 8. 

Soils are mapped as moderately well drained Mattapex silt loam (2-5% slopes), 
somewhat poorly drained Barclay silt loam, and Tidal Marsh. Archeological sites have 
been found in association with Mattapn soils in (he region. 

Nineteenth century US Coast and Geodesic Survey maps dated IS49,1859. and 
1877 show that the present road system was present by the mid 19* century. A structure 
shown oo all three maps is probably located in present tax parcel 423, adjacent to the 
northwest comer of the proposed wetland site. What may be the same structure is 
designated T. Uhler" on Sidney and Browne's (1850) Map of Baltimore County, and "O. 
Vollmer" on the Hopkins (1877) Atlas. The USOS (1901) Gunpowder quadrangle shows 
four structures in the project vicinity. 

yffjftgr ''fffl-iff -','£'*r?- :tii?1
tv ••*'•''':* 
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Mr. J. Rodney Little 
USDS Middle RJvtf Quad 
PtgeThree 

Baaed on the above information, significant archeological resources are 
considered likely to be present within Parcel 424. and Phase I archeological survey is 

•   Parcels 132 and 133 (« on mapping) 
This site is located on an upland about 200 m south of the estuarine waters of Bird 

River. Elevations range from 10 to 30 m (30 to 100 feet) above sea level, and the USGS 
(19«S) Middle River quad indicates that part of the property has been quarried. A hilltop 
is located at the west end of the property, and a fust order stream flows just outside the 
eastern boundary of the property. The intervening area is a relatively gentle slope. No 
archeological sites have previously been recorded within the proposed project area, 
although sites have been recorded in similar settings in the surrounding region. 

Soils are mapped as well drained Joppa gravelly sandy loam. Loamy and Clayey 
land, somewhat poorly drained Lenoir sUt loam (3-12% slopes), well drained Matapealw 
silt loam (5-I2W slopes), well drained Sassaftaj-Urban land complex (0-5% slopes), and 
sand and gravel pits. Archeological sites have been found in association with Maupeake 
and Sassafras soils in the region. 

Sidney and Browne's (1S50) Map of Baltimore County and Hopkins (1877) 
Baltimore County Atlas show several stiuctures in the project vicinity. 

Based on the above information, significant archeological resources may be 
present in die proposed project area, and Phase 1 archeological survey of undisturbed 

^ parts of the prnpmed wri[«-i dt«;. ~.^.m^^-i    — ' —  

•   Parcels 220,221,741, and 630 (#1 on mapping) 
This site is located on a well-drained, level upland between two tributaries of 

Windlass Run. Elevation ranges from 15 to 35 m (50 to 110 feet) above sea level. Part 
of the area is cultivated. Fiedel (1991) surveyed the portion of the property crossed by 
Alternate F-l with negative results. However, the field crew received reports that 
prehistoric artifacts had been found in cultivated fields in or near the proposed wetland 
site. 

Soils are mapped as somewhat excessively drained Oalestown loamy sand (0-5S 
slopes). Loamy and Clayey land (0-5S slopes), moderately well drained Woodstown 
sandy loam (2-Stt slopes), and well-drained Sassafras sandy loam (2-10% slopes). 
Archeological sites have been found in association with Sassafras and Woodstown soils 
in the region. 

M^ST^S-iV&^iih-1 

Mr. i. Rodney Little 
USOS Middle River Quad 
Page Four   - 

Sidney and Browne's (1850) Map of Baltimore County, Hopkins (1877) 
Baltimore County Atlas, and the USOS (1901) Gunpowder quadrangle show multiple 
structure* In or near the project area. 

Based on the above information, significant archeological resources may be 
j^     present at this proposed wetland location. Phase 1 archeological survey Is warranted. 

Review Rcqotit 
Please consult die attached mapping and review the determination generated by 

the Maryland State Highway Administration for this project. We request your 
concumnce by January 5 that this project will have no impacts on historic standing 
structures. Further coordination will follow after Phase I archeology has been completed. 
By carbon copy we invite the Baltimore County Historical Society and the Baltimore 
County Historical Trust, Inc., the previously identified consuldng parties, to provide 
comments and consult in the Section 106 review process for this project Please call Ma. 
Heather Confer at 410-545-8560 with questions regarding standing structures for this 
project Concerns regarding archeology should be directed to Mr. Richard Ervin at 410- 
545-2878. 

Very truly yours, 

Cynthia D. Simpson 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

by: -&=, 
Bruce M. Grey 
Deputy Division'Chief 
Project Planning Division 
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Mr. J. Rodney Little 
USOS Middle River Quid 
Page Five 

CONCURRENCE: 

'/*//* OOP 

l^ocition Mnpping 
Middle River Quad Mapping 

BMO:HMC:lc 

Ms. Headier Confer 
Mr. Brace M. Orey 
Ms. Alliaon Groomj 
Dr. Chartea Hall    (w/attachmenu) 
Ma. Judith Kremen,Baltinlore County Historical Trust Inc.     (w/attachmmts) 
Ms. Myra Ann Ruiledge, Baltinwra Cointy Historical Society (w/attachmeno) 

Jotvi 0. Poreart 
Stctwuiy 

Party F. Wllllamj 
AdmWttfWOf 

Maryland Department of Transportation -*",, N Qten*n'nB 

State Highway Administration 
Iiniury 7,21X10 

Elder Chigiirelli 
Nontidal Wetlands ind Waterways Division 
Maiyhnd Depanment of On EnvironnKnt 
2300 Broenlng Highway 
BtlUmore Maryland 21224 

Attention: Robert P. Cooper, Envireiunental Specfalin 

DearMr.Ohiglarelli: 

Thank you foryour letter dated September 2,1999 regtnflng the Middle River Employment 
Center Access Study (MRECAS) Draft Envlrenmental Impact Statement (DEIS). We have attached your 
incoming letter with the nsponses to your comments, as they will sppear in the FE1S. 

In tatnuofour wetland mitigation woric, a detailed Wetland Mitigation concept plan is contained 
m the SHA Selected Alternative ft Mitigation Coneunence Package, which discusses potential sites and 
SHA's conceptual proposal for each. I have attached a copy for your convenience. Additionally, agency 
field reviews have taken place since the diitribution of the above mentioned package and a new site is 
being proposed. I am attaching minutes of the wetland mitigation meeting and a preview of the updated 
Wetland Mitigation diicussion that will be included in the Piellminaiy Final Environmental Imoact 
Statement (P-FEIS). 

We anticipate that the attached responses address your comments and concerns and look fbiward 
to your concurrence on the SHA Selected AKetnative and Mitigation Package. Please do not hesitate to. 
contact the Project Manager, Heather Murphy or the Environmental Manager, Allison Grooms, If you 
need any additiooal infoniatlon or have any questions. They can be reached at (410) S4S-IS71 and (410) 
S45-t56l respectively. 

Very truly yours. 

C^ithla D.Simpson' 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineerihg 

Attachments 
cc: all with incoming 

Trevor Clark, USFWS 
Ray Dintaman, DNR 
Larry Duket, OP 
MaryHllie,FHWA x 

J.Rodney Little, MHT 
Deniie Rigney, EPA 
PaulWettlsufer.ACOE 
Cynthia Wilkerson. NPS 

My letephone number Is _ 

Denelle Bemaid, SHA Bridge Design Division 
Bill Buettner, SHA Envir. Progiams Division 
Allison Grooms, SHA Environmental Planning 
Joe Kresslein, SHA Environmental Planning 
Mike Lynch. SHA Highway Hydraulics 
Dave Manly, Century Engineering 
Bob Riley, SHA Highway Design Division 
Tom Vidmar, Baltimore Co. DEPREM' 

*is&g 

Maryland Rtfay S«vlM tor Impalnd Haarfng or 8pMoh ' 
1-000-735-2258 StatawW* Tofl FrM 

Mailing Addraaa: RO- loi 717 • BaHlmora, UD 21203-0717 
Strttt Addratt: 707 North Calvtrt Strtat • Saltlmora, Maryland 21202 ^mmm 
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SEPOO'M r 

. .^r-      MARYLAND DEPARTMENTOFTHE EN\IRONMENT 
M I Jr        2500 Brocning Highway • Baltimore Maryland   21224 
ITJ.!^!-,       (410)631-3000 • I- S00 -633-6101 • hup:// www. mde.MMe.md.ui 

2*04 -.fpt 

'arris N. Gtandeninf 
governor 

Miqluy DtfMTmn •< DM Enm 

burfWit»*i<nINvkiMi 
]5WBi 
B^ia(w*.MortnV 

(4io>63t-aa*4 

Jane T. Nishida 
Secrelan 

September:. 1999 

Maryland Department of Transportaiion 
State Highway Administration 
Ann: Mi Heather Mmphy, Project Planning Diviiion 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 

Re: SHA Project BA847A11 - Middle River Enjiloyment 
Center Accera Study; Baltimore County 

Dear Ms. Murphy: 

The Wetlands and Waterways Program of the Water Management Administration has 
reviewed the -Draft Envmnmental Impact Statement" (DEIS) for the referenced project. As a 
result of this review, significant concerns over the direct and indirect impacts to regulated 
resources have been identified. At this time, we do not have adequate information to concur   • 
with the recommended alternative, identified as "Altcmative D-Modifted", as presented during 
the July 21,1999 Inteiagency Project Review meeting. In addition, a few inaccuracies in the 
DEIS should be corrected. It should also be noted that the signed DEIS document was not 
received by the Wetlands and Waterways Program until after the July 21,1999 meeting, 
therefore making it impossible to provide comments by the due date of July 16.1999 listed in 
document. 

The DEIS identifies six "build" alternatives all of which would have direct adverse 
impact to nontidal wetlands, wetland buffers, waterways and 100-year floodplains. The direct 
impacts range from 6.4 to 9.6 acres of wetlands, 390 to 585 linear feet of stream channel loss 
and 1.4 to 1.5 acres of floodplain encroachment. The DEIS also discusses the potential for 
indirect advene impscts due to the cumulative effects of the highway construction and 
development of the enx>loyment center. The potential additional environmental impacts, as 
identified in the DEIS, include: 

• Additional toss of wetlands for access to development parcels in the study area (p. IV-l 10), 
• -Wide fluctuations in stream volumes and velocity" resulting from 'higher ninoff rates and 

tower groundwater recharges" and the resultant degrodaiion of the stream beds, banks and 

habitat value (p. IV-11). 
• Post-constmction impacts to wetland (unctions and values including "loss of wetland flora, 

fauna, and habitat from sediment and pollution deposition or hydrology changes" (p. IV. 

• Forest loss due to highway construction (38.3 to 59.5 acres) secondary access roads (1.0 to 
15.0 acres) and from development of the employment center (approximately 440 acres) (o. 
IV.55andIV-107). "* 

• Degradation of habitats due to fiagmentation, "contamination with pollutants and/or the 
introduction and/or tbe introduction of exotks speciea (p. IV-57). 

The environmental impacts identified in the DEIS raise permitting concerns under the 
fbltowtng regulatory criteria: 

• COMAR 26.17.04.11B(5): "Proposed projects that eliminate or significantly and adversely 
affect aquatic or terrestrial habitat and their related Dora and buna are not in the public 
inteTest*. 

• COMAR 26.23.02.04A(3): "The Department may not issue a permit for a regulated activity 
unless the Department finds that the applicant has demonstrated that the regulated activity 
does tot cause or contribute to a degradation of ground or surfrce waters". 

• COMAR 26.23.O2.05B(3Xe, h, A k): The Department shall consider avoidance and 
minimization of direct or indirect adverse impacts to nontidal wetlands including 
"hydrobgic regime of the areas upstream and downstream of the area of impact", 
"subsurface water flow into or out of any nontidal wetland area", and "cumulative -impact 
to nontidal wetlands". 

• COMAR 26.23.02.0«A{ I )(a) A (2Xb): A regulated activity may not cause an individual or 
cumulative effect that degrades aquatic ecosystem diversity, productivity and stability or 
that degrades surface and ground water quality. 

At the July 21,1999 Interagency Project Review meeting, SHA identified "Alternative D- 
Modified" as the preferred alternative. At the meeting, a handout was provided outlining some 
basic considerations in SHA's recommendation. Please be aware that a detailed analysis of the 
selection process, and the ftcton cited in tbe handout should be provided for review. Once thl* 
is reviewed, and the pennitting concerns outlined above are addressed, we can consider 
whether concurrence can be made or if additional comments are warranted. 

The DEIS also contains a few inaccurate statements that should be corrected, in particular 

• P. 111-36 incorrectly nates that all nontidal streams in the study area are designated as Use 
I. Please be aware that Whitemanh Run and all tributaries are Use IV waters. 

• P. 111-36 also stales that "six surface streams drain portions of the study area". T)K study 
should note that there are several smaller tributary streams in addition to the six larger 
streams identified. 

• P. 111-37 states that at no point is Windlass Run wider than ten feet while P. HI- 40 
discusses a 15 foot wide study reach on Windlass Run. 

• P. 111-56 discusses the number of wetlands in each watershed. Tliis should be clarified to 
indicate the number of wetlands studied within the watershed and not the total number of 
wetlands. 

• P. IV-4 states that "the only road connections planned for the project" will be at the 
existing US 40/Md. 43 interchange and at Md. 150. How will new development be served 
without additional road connections? 

I" 
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•   P. tV-10« incorrectly stites that MDE has •klegxal authority 10 BaJtimore Coutty fcr   1 *> 
regulation of development in floodptains. 

Tliiiik you for providing the opportunity to comment ofthe DEIS for this project. 
If you have any questions regarding this letter, please call me at the above number. 

t P. Cooper 
Environmental Specialist 
Nontidal Wetbuids and Waterways Division 

Cc:     Elder GhigiirttU, Jr. 

;'-'••7',-:,-"f';W-*"'.5:' 

•-•*'r-.-<-.-r.'--"1'-:'^ 

'f0SM?f- 

% .- mmmem8&^K&;%m 

MDE letter dated September 2,1999 

1. SHA's consultant hand delivered live DEIS documents to the Wetlands and Waterways 
Progrem on May 14,1999. Unfoituiatety, appropriate MDE staff did not receive the 
documents in a timely manner. In the future. SHA will deliver documents return/receipt or if 
hand delivered with recipients signature required to ensure that they are provided to your 
offices or staff in a timely manner. 

2. To address the COMAR regulations cited in your letter dated September 2,1999 we are 
providing the following Information. White acknowledging that the proposed build 
alternates will result in some adverse effects to aquatic and terrestrial habitats, we believe 
that commitments made in the DEIS and to be reiterated in the FEIS to avoid, minimize and 
mitigate these effects will help preserve the quality ofthe most rensitive habitats in the study 
area. Page IV-SO of the DEIS states that The loss of aquatic habitat resulting (torn 
permanent dischsrges will be compensated with compensatory wetland mitigation and the 
establishment of natural bottoms in culverts". 

Page rV-53 ofthe DEIS goes on to describe the Wetland Mitigation site search process that is 
currently under way in accordance with the guidelines contained in the Maryland 
Compensatory Mitigation Guidance, August 1994. The conceptual mitigation proposal 
utilizes Sites 6 and 21 which have been agreed upon by the U.S Army Corps of Engineers 
and the Maryland Department ofthe Environment's (MDE) mitigadon section representative 
as indicated in the minutes ofthe Potential Wetland Mitigation Site field review. It is SHA's 
goal to mitigate the permanently impacted wetlands by a factor of 2:1 ss described in the 
conclusion ofthe attached minutes. 

Page rV-2J ofthe DEIS discusses the crossing of Windlass Run and Whitemarsh Run. As 
wcoramended by agency representatives, SHA piopusiia to span each ofthe major stream 
crossings with a 100-foot simple span bridge, minimizing impacts to these streams. The type 
and final length will be deterrnined during final design. For the remaining smaller stream 
crossings, SHA proposes to cany the "water's" through depressed culverts allowing for the 
deposition of natural sediments in culvert bottoms, thereby providing for the creation of 
benthlc habitat. 

Page VI-37 ofthe DEIS states "The associated Ion of terrestrial wildlife caused by the 
alternatives may be mitigated by the enhancement of wildlife habitat through reforestation 
and wetland mitigation, including the use of vegetation that has high food value for wildlife 
or that will provide effective cover. Vegetation with high food value Includes mast- 
producing trees as well as seed or berry-producing shnibs". With regard to wetland 
mitigation. Site 21 is proposed as a mosaic of forested wetlands and uplands, which will 
create both aquatic and terrestrial habitat and increase habitat diversity on the site. 

Page IV-S> states that "the greatest potential impact to riparian areas would be new 
construction parallel to a stream or an impoundment of a stream.** This type of impact haa 
been avoided in the project planning process, thereby minimizing impacts to riparian areas as 
much as possible. The State and County each require maintaining a buffer along streams and 
wetlands of varying degrees as I'm sure you're aware. The requirements are intended to 

mMMimtm**' •li-.BeETOEgJTHi 
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protect the riperiin trets tloog the itreem cocridon. 

As discussed on ptfe JV-17 of the DEIS, "Advene impacts to wtter quality during 
cotutniction of the rondwiy or borrow pits will be minimized though strict adherence to the 
SHA erosion and sediment control procedures." The project will also include water quality 
management provisions subject to review and approval by MDE to mitigate any impacts as 
per their requirements and guidelines. No significant advene impacts will be a requirement 
to obtain the permit. All borrow material will be obtained fitotn MDE approved sites. 

Included in the construction contract documents will be all of the requirements contained in 
the 1994 Maryland Standards and Specifications for soil Erosion and Sediment Control This 
includes the Standard Stabilization Note requiring all areas of exposed soil to be vegetatively 
or structurally stabilized within the time frames indicated. Other measures to minimize 
construction related impact include the requirements contained within the Best Management 
Practices (BMF's) for working in Nontidal Wetlands, Wetland Buffers, Waterways, ind 100- 
year Floodplain. The BMP's will also be included in the construction contract documents. 

A detailed discussion on minimization and avoidance of wetland and stream impacts 
pioposed by die project including in evaluation of potential avoidance and minimization 
measures had been provided in the DEIS, starting on page IV-28. The project will include 
both sediment and erosion control as well as stormwater management plans subject to review 
and approval by MDE. The hydrologic system upstream and downstream of the project wilt 
be maintained by the use of culverts and bridges. Any indirect impacts to the watershed, 
such as future development, will also be required to meet the local Stormwater Management 
Regulations. 

As discussed on page IV-107 in the secondary and cumulative effects analysis portion of the 
DEIS," Secondary (and cumulative) impacts to water quality and wetlands caused by the 
MREC development win be substantially limited by Baltimore County's Regulations for the 
Protection of Water Quality, Streams, Wetlands, and Floodplalns. No wetlands fill for 
buildings or stormwater management (SWM) facilities is permitted under these regulations. 
Furthermore, the properties to be developed in (he MREC do not enjoy the grandfathering 
rights which could lead to permit application to fill wetlands for lot development as is the 
case in portions of the Middle River and Back River SAMP areas. Moreover, no disturbance 
of wetlands, wetland buffers, stream buffers, or protected forest for road utilities, and SWM 
can occur unless an alternatives analysis clearly demonstrates that impacts could not be 
avoided, have been minimized as much as possible, and can be adequately mitigated. 
Finally, stream and wetland buffers (called forest buffers) are required on plats along with 
protective covenants in Baltimore County Land Records. These forest buffers and associated 
protective covenants ride with the deed of the property in perpetuity". 

Since the July 21,1999 Interagency Project Review Meeting the "SHA Selected Alternative. 
A Mitigation Concurrence Package" dated October 7,1999 was distributed.   It contains the 
detailed analysis supporting the selection process and provides the necessary information to 
concur on the selected alternative. Please note that the SHA Selected Alternative does not 
impact the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area. Also, the impacts proposed by the DEIS have 
been further minimized as requested during the September 15,1999 Interagency Review 

. ^.mmmmmtmim ̂.•.f^SRSf,^ 'i-^rwQBKrsmsvR 

MMting by reducing the width of the medUn to 24' in ma of tap** ind reducing the 
outiidc graded tre* on the right by 10' u well. 

4. This hu been corrected on pg. Ul-36. 

5. Thii has been conected. 

6. This hts been dunged to "no wider than fifteen feeT on pg.m-38. 

7. This h« been changed on pg.m-58 to "Ofthe number ofwetlmds studied, there are 
fourteen wetlands in Whiteminh Run watenhed...". 

I.  TW, has been addressed in the Secondary and Cumulative Effects discussion beginning on 
page IV-107. The sentence was misleading and has been changed to read, "Indeed, the only 
road connections planned for the project will be existing US 40/MD 43 interehange, MD 150 
and two to three access points into the proposed employment center. 

9. Agreed, the last two sentences on page IV-l 16 are misleading and will be eliminated. 

wap^Sa^fato^ ^y.^im y ^y iffu v&5 &i£a£;j 
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tec a 'st ffetaeni u.s. mtt airs • 
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Maryland Otpatiment of nansportattm 
State Highway Administration 

-& 

De ember 1,1999 

?iut Watlliufn 
Trtnsporullon Prognun Manign 
U.S. Amy Copt of Engineen 
Baltimore Distntt'(CENB-OP-R) 
PO Box 17)5 
10 S. Hownd Stnet 
Biltlmoi*, MD J1J03 

DeuMr.WettUufer 

R* 

AllKhed pltue flml the Meeting Minutes on the mJlgatlo: 
River Empbyment Center Aeeen Study. The Maiylind Stati 
Keki your eoncuirence on the •igneture line below indietling 
minutes. 

Please provide us with your concurrence by December 
Mr. Bill Buettner in the Environmental Programs Division, 
to contact Mr. Buettner at 410-54S-83S2. 

PinliN.atndentng 
Gevtmor 

Jotm D. Porcari 

Partaf F. WHlltma 

Project No.: BAS47A11 
Middle  Rivo  Employment 
Center Acctsi Stndy 
Baltimore County, MD 

in proposal for the Middle 
Highway Administradon (SHA) 

rour agreemem with the attached 

30, addressed to the attention of 
have any questions, feel free If mu 

Ver r truly yours, 

SPWJ 

My l»)t(*ton» number it _^_^___„^_^ 
Maiylsnd n«Vf Seme* for impilrfe Htsrtw 

l-a0O.r35.23SI SUtlwKM TM tn 

Milllns AMmi: P.O. Sn nr • ••itlmete,.. 
•trMt «adttiii ror North C«l.«rt strait. Siltlme 

'/**. 
Sui n M. Jacobs, Chief 
Env roranental Programs Divtiion 

'^ 

sim-onr 
.. Uarflmd tint 
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Maryland Department ol Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

Pifris N. Qlandanlno 
Qotwrer 

John 0. Porcart 
Stcvtanr 
Parks: F. wmams 

.MEMORANDUM 

TO: Susan M. iacobs. Chief 
Environmental Programs Division ' 

THROUGH:     Rob Shreeve. Team Leader 
Environmental Programs Division 

FROM: Bill Buettner 
Environmenui Programs Divliion 

DATE: November 30.1999 

SUB1ECT: .     Contract No.;   BAM7AII 
Description:      MRECAS Wetland Mitigation 

Mmutes'ofMeeting 

S• '•"^ "J•"1•*,he d'«•s»ions between representatives of the Army Corrs of Engineers (ALOE). 
Maryland Depanment of the Environmenl (MDE). and the Slate Highway Admtnisimtan'i 
Environmental Programs Division (EPD) on November I A. 1999 at a 10:00 am oOiee meeting The 
purpose of the meeting was to present the SHA's propoied approach to ia(liiyin| wetland mitigation 
requirements for the MRECAS project. In anendance SI Ibis meeting were: 

Paul Wetlauffer 
George Beaton 
Joe Hamilton 
Rob Shreeve 
Bill Buettner 
Joe Berg 

Diicuiaion 

ACOE-Trmiponation Coordinator 
MDE-NTWAW, Mitigation Section 
MDE-NTWAW, Mitigation Seciion 
SHA-EPD 
SHA-EPD 
BlohabilMs. Inc. 

The context for the meeting was to gain Corps and MDE consenns on the SHA mitigation spproach to be 
included in ihe EIS for the MRECAS project. The SHA approach included using two speeiflc sites to 
provide the eslinuted 16.6 ac of wetland mitigation required to offset the approximarely J.3 ac of 
unavoidable forested and emergent wetland impact associated with this project. 

Mariano natty Seivfca tor ImpaKad Hamno » Soaedi 
1-80O-735-225S SllH.ldt Ton Fraa 

...^".*1!1"9 **%!.*!! PO- *" '" • Salttmora, MD aiKIM717 
Straat Addraaa: TOT Norm Calvart Straat • Bammera. Raryland IIMJ 
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Minutes of Me«tmt 
November 30,1999 
Pift2 of2 

After an introductory review of the mitiption aite telection eflbm imderuken to date. SHA pmented the 
concept mltifition epproach Tor Site 21. the University of Mtryland Foundation site. The atttion tite 
and funwmdmg dratnafe area total* approximately 54 aciea. Of this area. SHA proposes to create 
approximately 7.20 ac of forested wetland. Through a combination of wetland preservation (10:1 credit 
ratio), wetland enhancement (2:1 credit ratio), wetland restoration (1:1 credit ratio) and upland watershed 
preservaUon/afforestation (KM and 5:1 credit, respectively), SHA proposes an additional 5.55 ac. of 
mitigation credit. The total wetland mitigation credit from this site is estimated to be 12.75 ac. SHA 
believes that the owner representative of this site may be willing to make the site available. In addition, 
the cunent condition of the site (i.e., abandoned sand and gravel surface mine) lends itself to a variety of 
mitigation-related site Improvements (eg., habitat creation, water quality improvement through cessation 
of erosion, etc.). As a result. SHA will attempt to maximize the mitigation opportunities on this parcel. 

The second site, the Holly Neck Road she (She 6), consists of an area of approximately 2)1.5 ac Of this. 
SHA proposes to create approximately 3.70 ac of wetland Through pretcrvatmn of existing onsite 
wetlands. SHA proposes an additional 2.75 ac of mitigation credit. The total wetland mitigation credits 
from this site are estimated to be 6.50 ac Additional miligstion credits may be available on this property, 
but SHA feets that the other areas of this site nupy be more difficult and costly to control for mitigation 
purposes. In addition, the cunent agricultural use may be the highest and best use of the remaining 
ponion of the site not identified for wettand creation. 

Conclusion 

Together, the two sites included to SHA's mitigation approach (Site 21 and 6) are estimated to yield 
19.25 ac of wetland mitigation credit. This exceeds the estimated 16.6 ac. of mitigation required for the 
project. The combination of 7.20 ac and 3.70 ac. of wetland creation in the Bird River and Middle River 
watersheds, respectively, is more than the 8.3 ac. of creation required to fulfill the no net loss of wetlands 
for the project In short, the combination of the two sites provides sufTkient credit to meet and exceed the 
projected impacti for the project 

This is an account of the events and discussions that took place on November 16. 1999. Please indicate 
your concurrence on the signature line below by December 30. indicating your agreement with the 
minutes as written. Should your understanding differ from those presented here or if you detect material 
omissions, please provide comments or contact Bill Buettner at 410-545-8582. 

Attendees 
Heather Murphy. SHA-OFPE 
Allison Groomcs. SHA-OPPE 

W^Pjm^W:;;: 

CCC 20 'W   OZrSGftl U.S. flRff CORPS 

Mr. Paul Wwtliufrr 
MldtD* River Employment Centsr Acetn Study 
Page Two 

Please check one: 

iU   Concur (without conunests) 

LJ   Concur (comments attached) 

L-J   Do not concur (comments attached) 

U.S. Aimy Corps of Engineen 

SMJ:WLB 
Attachment 

Or.       Mi.HMhtrMDn'ir.SHA-OPrE 
M». Allioa Oraean, SHA-OPPE 
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^P :  
^BALTIMORE 

COUNTY 
HISTORICAL 
TRUST inc. 

dW**' 

Jantuoy 3,2000 

Ma Cynthia D. Simpson. Deputy Director 
Office of PUnning and PreUminary Engineering 
State Highway Administration 
P.O. Box 717 
Baltimore; Md.212tm>n7 Re: Project No. BA847A11 

Dear Ms Simpson, 

The Baltimore County Historical Trust Inc. reviewed the information sent 
last month regarding wetlands mitigation and conCur that historic structures will 
not be affected. We agree that a Phase I archaeology survey is warranted based 
on the evidence found thus far and because the area has not been fully surveyed 
in the past 

Sincerely, 

•Judith S. Kremen 
Executive Director 

Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

PantaN.Qtandsnlng 
OoMmer 

John 0. Porcarl 
Sfontwy 
Parker F. Wimama 

MEMORANDUM 1 
TO: 

THROUGH: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

SUBJECT: 

Sunn M. Jacobs, Chief 
EavtammeaBl Proinau Divliion 

Rob Shmve, Tctm Leader 
Eaviroiuiieiiui Propanu Diviiioo 

BlUBneltnR 
Environmental Profnnu Divliion 

November 30.1999 

ContnctNo.:    BAM7AI1 
Deictiplion:     MRECAS Wetlmd Mili|«ioii 

Mioutes of Meeting 

Tbi, letter nmnuriie. ch. diwmlons b«weei> reprcKnttUve. of the Anny Con» of En^oee• (ACOE) 
(tbrytand DepBtment of the Envrnxnoem (MDE). md the Swe Hi^twy MmMemum, 
^X^JSTZL DMskm (EPD) o. Novnnber 16. .999 at a 10:00 m offc. m^J The 
purpoKoflh. meSnTw. » p«ent the SHA'. propoKd .nxoKh to ,•Mn» "etlmd mtaptux. 
reqoiremenu fer the MRECAS project. In nwodmce at this meennt were 

ACOE-Tniupoiiation Cooidinitor 
MDE-NTW*W, Mitiption Section 
MDE-NTW4W. Mltijuion Seetion 
SHAEPO 
SHA-EPO 
Bbbabitra. Inc. 

PauiWetUufTer 
Ceor|e Baton 
JoeHmlltoa 
RobShroeve 
Bill Buettner 
Jot Berj 

DisCMlton 

TV co«.«t for the mettin, «« » pin Ctxp. «.d MDE c«n«MU. on the SH A mi.il«ion KV°«**<°"» 
Included in the EIS for .he MRECAS p«j«. The SHA .ppro^h '"'^U'J^Ll"l!St'lJj « if 
provide the atimated 16.6 K of -etlmd mitiption required to offKt the ipproxmately ».3 ac of 
unlvoidebk foruted end emeT|ent wetland Impact atweiated with Ihit projen. 

My WIsptWM tMttMt tt .. i.  •• * 

Mvytem n*ay Swvte* lor Imptlfw) Hiring or SoMch 
t-fl0O-73S-22SB Sttltwldt ToN Frit 

Mailing iftddms: P.O. Pot TiT • t«R(mor». MO 11*03-0717 
Strnl Addrtit: TOT North Cilwrl SUM • Bitllmor*. UirylinO IIWJ 

m. 
s«. 

rt iVf ^ff^nr ——"—•'"' 
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Mtawm of MeMinf 
Novcn*«M. 1»9 
Pip 2 of 2 

After in introductory review of the mitigittOD lite lelection efforts undertikea to date, SHA pmented the 
concept mititation ippnach for Site 21. the Univenlty of Mnyland Foundatioa site. The creation site 
and unuundioi (kaina|e area totals ^proximatdy 54 acres. Of this area, SHA proposea to create 
approximately 7.20 ac of forested wetland. 7hrou|h.a combination of wetland preservation (10:1 credit 
ratio), wetland enhancement (2:lcredit ratio), wetland restoration (1:1 credit ratio) and upland watershed 
presarvatfonrafforestatioa (Khl and 5:1 credit, respectlvety), SHA proposes an additional 5.55 ac. of 
mitigattoo credit. The total wetland mitigation credit ftom this site is estimated to be 12.75 ac. SHA 
believes that the owner representative of this site may be willing to make the site available. In addition, 
the cunent condition of the site (i.e., abandoned sand and gravel suifsce mine) lends itself to a variety of 
mitigatloo-relatad site impiuvcmcnts (e.g., bsbitat creation, water quality improvement through cessation 
of erosion, etc.). As a result. SHA will sttempt to maximize the mitiption opponunitiea on this parcel 

The second site, the Holly Neck Road site (Site 6). consists of an area of approximately 28.5 ac. Of this, 
SHA proposes to create sppraximately 3.70 ac of wetland. Through preservation of existing onsite 
wetlands. SHA proposes an additional 2.75 ac. of mitigation credit. The total wetland mitigation credits 
fiom this site are estimsted to be 6.50 ac. Additional mitigation credits may be available on this prepetly, 
but SHA feels that the other areas of this site may be more difficult and costly to control for mitigation 
purposes. In addition, the cunent agricultural use may be the highest and best use of the remaining 
portion of the site not identified for wetland creation. 

Conclusion 

Together, the two sites included in SHA's mitigation approach (Site 21 and 6) ire estimated to yield 
. 19.25 ac. of wetland mitigation credit. This exceeds the estimated 16.6 sc. of mitigation required for the 

project The combination of 7.20 ac. and 3.70 ac. of wetland creation in the Bird River and Middle River 
watenheda, respectively, is more than the 8.3 ac of creation required to fotnil the no net loss of wetlsnds 
for the project In short, the combination of the two sites provides suflicient credit to meet and exceed the 
prejected hnpacts for the project 

This is an account of the events and discussiohs that took place on November 16. 1999. Please indicate 
your concurrence on the signature line below by December 30. indicating your agreement with the 
minutes as written. Should your understanding differ linm those presented here or if you detect material 
omtntons. please provide comments or contact Bill Buenner at 410-545-8582. 

Attendees 
Heather Murphy. SKA-OPPE 

J Allison Oreomes. SHA-OFPE 

_J4Z} '^^^wmmmMm^- -"W^ha 
\<* 

Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

Dc 

Paul Weltlaufer 
Transportation Program Mtniger 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Baltimore District (CENB-OP-R) 
PO Box 1715 
10 S. Howard Street 
Baltimore, MD 21203 

DtarMr.Wettlaufer 

Attached please find the Meeting Minutes on the ... 
River Emptoyment Center Access Study. The Maiyland Stan 
seeks your concutrence on the signature line below indicating 
minutes. 

Please provide us with your concutrence by Decerabei 
Mr. Bill Buenner In the Environmental Programs Division. If 
to contact Mr. Buenner at 410-54 J.8582. 
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Oovifno' 
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Parlor F. Wltliamt 
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September 2, 1999 

Jane T. NUhida 
Seemar- 

Maryland Depanment ofTiaiapuimion 
Stale Highmy Adnunutntion _. 
Ann: Ms. Heather Muiphx, Praject Phnning Division 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore. Maryland 21202 

Re: SHA Project BA847AI1 - Middle River Employmem 
Center Access Study; Bahimore County 

Dear Ms. Murphy: 

The Wetlands and Waterways Program of the Water Management Administration has 
reviewed the "Draft Environmental Impact Statement" (DEIS) for the referenced project As a 
result of this review, significartt concerns over the direct and indirect impacts to regulated 
resources have been identi5ed. At this time, we do not have adequate information to concur 
with the recommended ahemative. identified as "Alternative D-Modified", as presented during 
the July 21.1999 Interagency Project Review meeting. Inadditiotva few inaccuracies in the 
DEIS should be corrected. It should also be noted that the signed DEIS document was not 
received by the Wetlands and Waterways Program until after the July 21,1999 meeting, 
therefore making it impossible to provide comments by the due date of July 16.1999 listed in 
documem. 

The DEIS identifies six "build" alternatives all of which would have direct adverse 
impact to nontidal wetlands, wetland buffers, waterways and 100-year Ooodplains. The direct 
impacts range from 6.4 to 9.6 acres of wetlands, 390 to 315 linear feet of stream channel toss 
and 1.4 to 1.5 acres of floodplain encroachment. The DEIS also discusses the potential for 
indirect advene impacts due to the cumulative effects of the highway construction and 
development of the employmest center. The potential additional environmental impacts, as 
identified in the DEIS, include: 

• Additional loss of wetlands for access to development parcels in the study area (p. IV-110). 
• "Wide fluctuations in stream volumes and velocity" resulting from "higher runoff rales and 

lower groundwater recharges" and the resuhant degradation of the stream beds, banks and  - 

habitat value (p. IV-11). 
• PM-comttuiiion impacts to wetland functions and values including Toss of wetland flora, 

anna, and habitat ftom sediment and pollution deposition or hydrology changes" (p. IV- 

• Forest loss due to highway construction (38.3 to 59.S acres) secondary access roads (1 0 to 
rV-JS^S'lYl^"1 i*n*0'aB* of "* ^V^ynMif center (approaimately 440 acres) (p. 

• Pe*r?dltj0° rf taWW due to ftagmentation, "coouunination with pollutanu andfor the 
introduction and/or the introduction of exotic species (p. IV-S7). 

The environmental impacts identified in the DEIS raise permitting concerns tinder the 
following regulatory criteria: 

• <^|AR26.17.04.11B(5):"Proposedprojectsthaleliminateorsignificantlyandadversely 
affect aquatic or terre*rial habitat and their related flora and buna are not in the public 
interest". r 

'   CC2^2"^:«
AP.): The Departmeiit may not issue a permit for a regubled activity 

unless the DepaRmcm finds that the applicant has demonstrated that the regulated activity 
does not cause or contribute to a degradation of grounl or surftce waters" 

• COMAR 26.23.02.05B(3Xe, h. * k): TTie Department shall consider avoidance and 
minimization of direct or indirect adverse impacts to nontidal wetlands including 
Tiydrologic regime of the areas upstream and downstream of the area of impact", 
"subsurface water flow into or out of any nontidal wetland area", and "cumulative impact 
to ooilidal wettands". 

• COMAR 26.23.02.06A(lXa) * (2Xb): A regulated activity may not cause an individual or 
cumulative eflect that degrades aquatic ecosystem diversity, productivity and stability or 
that degrades surface and ground water quality. 

At the July 21,1999 Interagency Project Review meeting, SHA identified "Alternative D- 
Modified" as the preferred altemative. At the meeting, a handout was provided outlining some 
basic considerations in SHA's recommendation. Please be aware that a detailed analysis of tl* 
selection process, and the fictors cited in the handout should be provided for review. Once this 
•^viewed, and the pennittii^ concerns outlined above are addressed, we can consider 
whether concurrence can be made or if additional comments are warranted. 

Tie DEIS abo contains a few inaccurate statements that should be corrected, m particular: 

• P. ni-36 incorrectly states that all nontidal streams in the study area are designated as Use 
I. Please be aware that Whjtemarsh Run and all tributaries are Use IV waters. 

• P-In'3*,bos,,,e»ll,,,,',six'«rfice streams drain portions oftbe study area". The study 
should note that there « several smaller tributary streams in addition to the six larger 
streams identified. 

• P. in-37 states that at no point is Windlass Run wider than ten fhet while P. in- 40 
discusses a 13 foot wide study teach on Windlass Run. 

• P.ni-5« discusses the number ofwetlands in each watershed. This should be clarified to 
indicate the number of wetlands studied within the watershed and not the total number of 
wetlands. 

• P.rv-4*ates that "the only road connections planned for the project" will be at the 
existing US 4<VMd. 43 interchange and at Md. 150. How will new development be served 
without additional road connections? 

'M^i^  . ^wmm ili&W. 
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Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

Pirris N. Gltndtning 

John 0. Porearr 
SacrlUL'y 

Parker F Williams 
AdfTumttfiio* 

MEMO RAN DIM 

THROUGH: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

SUBJECT: 

RE; 

Suian M. Jacnbi. Chief 
Environmenitl Proframs Division 

Rob Shreevc. Team Leader 
Envirttnmental Proframa Divitkm 

Bill Buettncr 
Environmental Programs Division 

NnvcmbetOO. 1999 

CimtraeiNo.:    BAMTAII 
Dcjcripiion:      MRCCAS Wetland Miiipaiion 

Minutes of Meeting 

This letter summanzn the discussions between repnaematives of the Army Corps of Enginixn* t AfOtt. 
Maryland Department of iho-Environment (MDEl. and the Stale llijhway "Adminisiraiitm's 
Environmental Programs Dhision (EPD) on November 16. 1999 at n I0:(K) nm office meminf. The 
purpose of the mcetinf was to present the SHA's proposed approach to saiisfying wetland mitigation 
reiiuiremcnts for the MRECAS projecL In ittendance at this meetiny were: 

Paul WtftlautVcr ACOE-Transponation Coordinator 
George Beston MDE-NTW&W. Mitifation Section 
Joe Hamilton MDE-NTW&W. Mitigation Section 
RobShree\e SHA-EPD 
BillBuettner SHA-EPD 
Joe Berg Biohabiuts. Inc. 

Discussion 

The context for the meeting was to gain Corps and MDE consensus on the SHA mitigation approxh to be 
included in the EIS for the MRECAS project. The SHA approach included using two specific sites to 
provide the estimated lft.6 ac of wetland mitigation required to olTset the appTWiimntcly- 8.3 aCof 
unavoidable forested and emergent wetland impaci assoaated with this proieet. 

' My itieoooot number. 

-' uavand Ratay Stftiet "" tmeairtd Hearing or SDMCO 
. 1-I00-735.22SS Statawidt Ton F'ta 

• Mailiflg AdtfrMa: P.O. Box 71? • Battlmorc. MO J1103-071* 
..v$trwi AdSress: 707 North Calwtrt StrMt • Baillmort. Maryland 21202 

'It'. 
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Minutes of Meeting 
November 30.1999 
Page 1 of2 

After an introductory review of the mitigation site selection efforu undenaken to date. SHA presented the 
concept miliption approach for Site 21. the University of Maryland Foundation site. The creation site 
and surrounding drainage area totals approximately J4 acres. Of this area. SHA proposes to create 
approximately 7.20 ac of forested wetland. Through a combtnaiton of wetland preservation (10:1 credit 
ratio), wetland enhancement (2: Icredit ratio), wetland restoration (1:1 credit ratio) and upland watershed 
preservation/afforestation (10:1 and 5:1 credit, respectively). SHA proposes an additional 5.55 ac. of 
mitigation credit. The total wetland mitigation credit from this site is estimated to b« 12.75 ac. SHA 
believe* that the owner representative of this site may be willitig to make the site availabl*. In addition, 
the current condition of the site (Le.. abandoned sand and gravel surface mine) lends itself to a variety of 
mttigukxwetated site improvements (e.g., habitat creation, water quality improvement through cessation 
of erosion, etc.). As a result. SHA will attempt to maximize the mitigation opponuntiics on this parcel. 

The second site, the Holly Neck Road lite (Site 6). consists of an area of approximately 28.5 ac. Of this. 
SHA proposes to create approximately 3.70 ac of wetland, through preservation of existing onsitc 
wetlands. SHA proposes an additional 2.75 ac of mitigation credit. The iota) wetland mitigation credits 
from this site are estimated to be 6.50 ac. Additional mitigation credits may he available on this property, 
but SHA feels that the other areas of this site may be more difficult and cosily to control for mitigation 
purposes. In addition, the current agricultural use may be the highest and best use of the remaining 
ponion of the site not identified for wetland creation. 

Conclusion 

Together, the two sites included in SHA's mitigation approach (Site 21 and M are estimated to yield 
19.25 ac. of wetland mitifation credit. This exceeds the estimated 16.6 ac. of mitigation required for the 
project. The combination of 7.20 ac. and 3.70 ac. of wetland creation in the Bird River and Middle River 
watersheds, respectively, is more than the ft.3 ac. of creation required to fulfill the no net loss of wetland* 
for the project. In short, the combination of the two sites provides sufllcient credit to meet and exceed the 
projected impacts for the project. 

This is an account of the events and discussions that took place on November 16. 1999. Please indicate 
your concurrence on the signature line below by December 30. tndtciiing your agreement with the 
minutes as written. Should your understanding differ from those presented here or If you detect material 
omissions, please provide comments or contact Bill Buenner at 410-545-85R2. 

Attendees 
Heather Murphy. SHA-OPPE > 
Allison Groomes. SHA-OPPE 
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Mr. Pul Wndiuftr 
Mlddk Rfver Employmtat Center Acetn Stidy 
Pi|tT»o 

Fltue chtck oce: 

[Zl   Concur (without commenu) 

l—J   Concur (commenli atuchnl) 

L-J   Do not concur (conunenti atucbed) 

U.S. Atmy Corps of Engineers 

SM1:WLB 
Attachment 

Cc:        Ml. Heither Mmplix. SHA-OPFE 
Ml. Allion Craoni, SHA-OPPE 
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DRAFT 

IV.      WETLAND MITIGATION 

latroduction 

The Altemtte D-modified alignment involves the unavoidable impwt to coastal plain forested 
and emergent wetlands within the watersheds of Bird River and Middle River. As a result, the 
SHA has conducted a she search, consistent with the guidelines of the Maryland Compensatoiy 
Mitigation Guidance (1994), to identify one or more sites sufltcient to mitigate for the 
unavoidable wetland impact. 

This information describes the eflbtts undenaken by the SHA to identify sites with the potential 
to be used for compensating for unavoidable wetland impacts associated with the MRECAS   • 
project In addition, this information presents the results of the wetland mitigation site 
identification and selection study for the MRECAS project Finally, this description provides 
information on the consensus reached with the Corps of Engineers of Engineers and Maryland 
Department of the Environment on the selected mitigation approach. 

The technical approach used to identify sites with the greatest potential to provide opportunities 
for wetland creation consisted of the following: 
• objectively identify the universe of potential forested wetland mitigation sites in the project 

area, the Bird River watershed and the Middle River watershed; 
• score and rank this list of potential mitigation sites and select a number of the highest ranked 

sites suitable for Anther investigation; and 
• subject this second set of sites to a fiirther priorituatign effort to identify sites appropriate for 

regulatory agency consideration; and 
• review this set of sites with regulatory staff and obtain a consensus on the best sites for 

wetland compensatoiy mitigation. 

TTie remainder of this section provides more detail on the methodology used to identify the most 
premising potential mitigation sites and summary information on the proposed mitigation sites 
on which consensus was obtained. 

B.       Methodology 

The process of identifying the best site for wetland mitigation was an iterative approach using a 
variety of characteristics at each iteiition. The first iteration used a geographic infoimation 
system (ArcView) and readily available digital map infonnation to identifv all sites in the project 
area and the watersheds of the Bird River and Middle River. Characteristics used in this 
identification process consisted of: 
• land cover to identify non-forested areas; 
• soils infonnation to identify areas underlain by soils with wetness limitations: 
• stream and National Wetland Inventoiv infonnation to identifv areas within 30O-ft ofa 

stream or NWI-mapped wetland: 

•^mim^mmmmm^^: 
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• FEMA floodpliin impping to identify ireu within the mtpped 500-yr floodpliin of • 
stream; ml 

• Minimuni ireu greater than 5-acres in size. 

Non-forested sites greater dun ]-acres in area underlain by soils with wetness limitation or 
adjacent to NWI-mapped wetlands, floodplains or streams were identified as potential mitigation 
sites. A total of 60 such propenies were identified. 

These 60 sites were then ranked on the basis of another set of characteristics. This set of 
characteristics included: 
• site acreage; 
• watenhed location; 
• existing landcover; 
• proportion of site underlain by soils with wetness limitations; 
• depth to gnnmdwater based on the County soil survey; 
• presence of a surface water feature (e.g., stream, wetland or floodplain); and 
• surface slope. 

This ranking approach identified the 24 highest scoring sites for field evaluation and fiuther M* 
•consideration. In order to conduct field evaluations, SHA contacted the property owners of these  MM 
sites for permission to access the sites. During this process, petmission was denied for some      ^^^ 
properties and on other properties SHA was informed by the owners that development plans (or 
other competing plans) were underway. As a result, a total of 12 properties identified in this ^^ 
study were evaluated in the field for their feasibility as wetland mitigation sites. ^C 

These 12 sites were then ranked on the basis of a third set of characteristics, which included: 
• surficial soil characteristics (e.g., evidence of gnnmdwater): 
• site hydrology (i.e., evidence of flooding); 
• existing vegetative cover (e.g.. farm field); 
• type of modificatioiu required to establish hydrology (i.e., amount of eanhwoik); 
• expected benefits to accrue (e.g., connecting woodlands, etc.); and 
• adjacent and fiiture land-use in vicinity. 

In addition to the sites identified in the CIS site identification process, three additional sites were 
identified during the course of contacting property owners and reviewing existing information. 
Also, an older SHA mitigation study (citation) focused on a portion Of the Middle River 
watershed was reviewed for potential mitigation sites. 

Based on the field evaluation and tanking, the five (5) highest scoring sites were identified for 
presentation to the regulatory and resource agency team for consideration. 

The remainder of this report presents a summary of available information for each of these 
potential mitigation sites. SHA conducted a site visit at each of these properties with Mr Paiil 
Wetlauffer of the Corps of Engineers of Engineers of Engineers and Mr. Joe Hamilton of 
Maryland Department of the Environment. Mr. George Beston and Mr. Bob Cooper of 

m^mmmm^Mm-v VStigHatiS -. •.••fcr:<-»--y,iva~ 

Marytand Department of the Environment visited some but not all of the sites.  During this field 
meeting, regulatory opinions on each of these sites were solicited. 

C       Results 

Each site included in the field review with the Corps of Engineers and Maryland Department of 
the Environment is summarized with a narrative description of the existing conditions, a brief 
discussion of the proposed mitigation approach, and the consensus final site disposition. All 
sites were visited before the final consensus was reached. In this respect, the regulatory and 
SHA consensus decision that a site could be dropped from fiirther consideration as a mitigation 
site for MRECAS project impacts indicates only that better mitigation opportunities exist on 
another potential mitigation site evaluated during the course of this study. 

1. Site 1 Hubble Farm 

Site I was the only site Identified within the MRECAS Study Area. It consists of four (4) 
privately owned parcels. The area is approximately 115 acres of farm field with areas subjected 
to surface mining. 

This site drains to Windlass Run and tributaries of Windlass Run. Portions of the site have 
interrupted surface drainage resulting from previous sand mining. A storm water management 
basin associated with residential development along Bird River Road discharges to the upstream 
limit of the potential mitigation site. Only limited areas of surface ponding were observed in the 
portions of the site subjected to mining. 

The concept for this site is to create a stable, broad depressional swale through the existing 
mined areas connecting the outfall from the existing storm water detention basin with Windlass 
Run through its tributaries. The excavation of this broad flow path would also be designed to 
intensify groundwaier hydrology. This flow path would include secondary structure (e.g., sills, 
microtopogrephic diversity) and native forest plant community elements to enhance wildlife and 
water quality values. 

The regulatory and SHA consensus on this potential mitigation site is that the hydrology and 
soils present introduce more than an acceptable degree of uncertainty that wetland conditions 
could be developed. Significant questions on consttuctabllity related to the soil structure 
(imerbedded layers of sand and clay), the presence of an imemipted ftagipan (due to historical 
mining activities), and related concerns regarding unpredictable surface and groundwater 
hydrologic issues were a concern of both SHA and the regulatory agencies. 

2.        Site 6 Holly Neck Road Site 

This site consists of three privately owned propenies totaling approximately 6t acres of com 
field. 

These sites drain to the tidal marshes and coves at the end of Back River Neck on the Middle 
River side of the peninsula (vicinity of Breezy Pomi Beach). Surface drainage has been 
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modified through the creation of ihiJIow surftce ditchra designed to facilitate the movement of 
surface waten out of the crop field and into adjacent wet mxxb. 

The ptellminaiy mitigation concept is to increase the duntionfactent of the existing hydroperiod 
by excavation, creating a system of low perimeter benns, and/or modifying existing drainage 
ditches. In the areas modified by the above actions, establish a broad flatwoods wetland at the 
head of two tidal channels and enlarge the forest buffer at the head of a third tidal channel. This 
approach will slow/detain surface waters from the adjacent farmed/developed areas prior to 
flowing into the tidal channels. 

The potential mitigation scenario identified here will compensate for unavoidable project ^^^ 
impacts, improve the quality of water draining fiom the site into embayments in the vicinity of ^^^ 
the confluence of Middle River with the Chesapeake Bay, connect isolated fragments of forest in ^^J 
the vicinity of tidal marsh, and increase the area available for forest wildlife habitat ^^^ 

This site was identified as a potential mitigation site, which could be used to compensate for 
project impacts. The consensus opinion was that this site offered a high degree of certainty that 
the site could be modified to create a functionally important wetland. 

3. Site 11 Graces Quarter DNR Site 

This site consists of four (4) parcels of agricultural land totaling approximately 62 acres. Three 
of the parcels are owned by the State of Maryland (DNR and Forest and Parks), and the other 
panel is owned by a private owner. 

This site drains to a tributary of Dundee Creek. Tidal waters come to within 100-ft of the farm 
fields. During the September site visit, groundwater was encountered in the top 36-in and 
evidence of redoximophic conditions was observed in the top 12-in along the edges of the faim 
field. Existing vegetative cover was a mixed hayfield. 

The concept for this area is to excavate and place soils to enhance surface ponding and lower the 
soil surface relative to the seasonal high ground water table. These activities will result in the 
creation of a more significant forested wetland buffer to two tidal water features and a significant 
tidal oligohaline/mesohaline marsh. 

The regulatory agency consensus is that excessive excavation would be required to establish a 
dependable wetland hydrology. 

4. Site 21 University of Maryland Foundation Site 

This site consists of two parcels totaling 131 acres owned by the University of Maryland 
Foundation. 

This site drains to the Bird River downstream of the confluence of Wi.uiuss Run with the Bird 
River. The portion of the two parcels under vonsidcra:!... .*.»r mitigation consists of unreclaimed 
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mined lands. Unvegetated open water, unvegetated mud flats, unvegetated clay pans actively 
eroding and a variety of vegetated wetland and upland areas currently are present on the site. 

The general concept is to re-grade portions of the site to create vegetated wetlands while 
stabilizing slope erosion on the site. The areas for wetland creation will be located to 
compliment and enhance the values of the existing wetlands. 

The regulatory agency and SHA consensus is that this lite presents a genuine opportunity to 
restore degraded land, create compensatory wetland areas, and stabilize and afforest the areas 
droning to the wetlands. This potential mitigation site was judged to be the most desireble of the 
six potential mitigation sites evaluated by the Corps of Engineers of Engineers and MDE for this 
project. 

5.       Site 24 Baltimore County Site 

This site, known as the former Zelinsky Faim, is owned by Baltimore County and is adjacent to 
County and State Park lands. The property is maintained in row crop vegetable fanning and 
horse pasture and hay fields. 

This site drains to Dundee Creek. The areas considered for wetland mitigation are separated 
from the tidal wateis of Dundee treek by a mesic to wetland forest. Surface ponding was 
evident in low areas adjacent to a perimeter road and groundwater was encountered within three 
(3) ft of the soil surface. 

The concept for this potential mitigation site is to excavate surface soils to increase the extent 
and duration of surface soil saturation and surface ponding. In addition, the excavated area 
would be planted in native wet hardwood canopy and shnib species and seeded with a custom 
wetland seed mix. This approach would contribute to improvements in the values of existing 
wetlands and would provide wetland functions for habitat, water quality, and heritage value. 

The regulatory agency consensus is that this site would require excess excavation to establish a 
dependable groundwater hydrology. 

D.      Summary 

More than 60 potential mitigation sites were evaluated in the effort to identify suitable 
opportunities for compensatory weiland mitigation. Through a series of increasingly more 
detailed site-specific evaluations, the five most promising potential sites were selected for a field 
review with the regulatory agencies. 

Following die field revie... the Qorps of Engineers and Maryland Department of the 
Environment staff identified Site 6 Holly Neck Road Site and Site 21 University of Maryland 
Foundation Site as their preferred potential mitigation sites. Through a combination of wetland 
creation, enhancement, restoration and presenation. Sites 6 and 21 can provide more than 
sufTicient wetland mitigation opportunity to cumpcnsiii'   ir tin: MRECAS project wetland 
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impacu (See Section VI, Cotnmma ud Coortinttion - Minutes of Meeting, November 30, 
1999). The SHA'j finil wetland mitigation approach will need to be approved by the regulators 
following additional SHA site evaluation, planning, and design. 
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United States Department of the Interior 

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
Chesapealce Bay Field Office 
177 Admiral Cochrane Drive 

Annapolis, MD 21401 

December 1,1999 

Ms. Gay Ollen 
State Highway Administration 
Project Planning Division 
707 North Calvett Street 
BaUiman,MD 21202 

Project No. BAB47AII 
Middle River Employment Center 
Access Study 
Baltimore County, Maryland 

Dear Ms. Olsen: 

The Service is providing comments on the Selected Alternate and Mitigation for the Middle 
River Employment Center Access Study. After reviewing the Selected Alternate and Mitigation, 
we concur with the selection of Altenute D-Modified Revised and the four potential mitigation 
sites for the Middle River Employment Center Access Study. 

We appreciate the opportunity to provide infoimation relevant to fish and wildlife resources. If 
you have any questions about these comments, please contact Trevor Clark at (410) 573-4527 or 
Trevor_Clar1c@IWs.gov. 

Sincerely, 

I     John P. 
«*-* Superviior 
(/     Chesapeake Bay Field Office 

NMFS, Oxford. MD (John Nicholi) 
EPA, Philadelphia, PA (Jamie Stark) 
Corp. Baltimore, MD (Paul Wettlaufer) 
MDE, Baltimore, MD (Bob Cooper) 
DNR, Annapolis. MD (Larry Hughes) 
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Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

Parrit N. (jtondflrfng 

Jcfm 0. Porcari 
dMrttarv 

Parker F. Williams 
Adminiurclor 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Ms. Marsha Kaiser, Director 
Office of Planning and Capital Programming 
Maryland Department of Transportation 

FROM: Cynthia D. Simpson     , 
Deputy Director    J D*' 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

DATE: Febmary 9,2000 

SUBJECT:     Project'Consistency Report 

RE: Project No. BA847AII 
Middle River Employment Center Access Study (MRECAS) 
Baltimore County. Maryland 

Enclosed is the Project Review Checklist and Project Consistency Report with 
comment sheets for the Middle River Employment Access Study. Alternative D- 
Modified has been selected by the Administrator. The Selected Alternative was 
presented at the Interagency Review meeting on September 15,1999. The Maryland 
Office of Planning subsequently concurred with the selection of Alternative D-Modified 
on November 11. 1999. 

Please submit this report to the Maryland Office of Planning. This will ensure 
consistency of the proposed project with the Maryland Economic Growth, Resource 
Protection and Planning Act of 1992. If you have any questions, please contact either the 
Project Manager. Ms. Heather Murphy at (410) 545-8S71 or the Environmental Manager. 
Ms. Allison Orooms at (410) 545-8558. 

Enclosures 
cc:       Mp. Bruce Grey 

vltfs. Allison Grooms (w/enclosure) 
Mr. Joseph Kressletn (w/enclosure) 
Ms. Heather Murphy (w/enclosure) 
Mr. Robert Sanden 
Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson 
Mr. Dimas Tedpahogo (w/enclosure) 

My wlephona numbaf fs      • 

Maiyland Relay Saivtca tar hnpaJiad Heartng » SDMCh 
1.800-735.2258 Stalawida Toll Fraa 

Mailing MUrMt: P.O. Box 717 • Saltlmon MO 21283 0717 
StrMt Addrtsa: 707 North Cllvtrt Street • Biltlmore Maryland 21202 3 

Project Consistency Report 
(File with Maryland Offleeof Planning) 

This review is undertaken by the State of Maryland pursuant to SS-7A-02 of the State 
Finance and Procurement Article. Projects or actions are evaluated for consistency with 
the State's Economic Growth. Resource Protection, and Planning Policy in accordance 
with Executive Older 01.01.1992.27. 

Project Title: Middle River Employment Center Access Study (MRECAS) 

Project Location: Baltimore County. Tie project Study area extends from 1-95 to 
MD 150 (Eastern Boulevard) and from Martin Boulevard to Ebenezer Road. 

Project Description: SHA-Selected Alternative D (Modified) proposes a four-lane 
divided roadway (two general lanes per direction) on new location with partial access 
control, beginning at the interchange of 1-95 and MD 43, then proceeding south, and 
terminating at MD ISO adjacent to the Middle River Federal Depot and the Martin 
Aircraft Complex. Alternative D (Modified) differs from original Alternative D only at 
the location of Windlass Run Crossing, which is at the location recommended by the U.S. 
Aimy Corps of Engineers. Multi-modal components of this alternative may include 
enhanced bus service, expansion of the existing MARC station and implementation of 
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) options. This alternative would traverse all 
three of the upland areas that are Included as pan of the developable area. Alternative D . 
(Modified) requires a Section 4(0 Evaluation, because it requires right-of-way from the 
Martin State Airport/Federal Depot Historic District. The amount of right-of-way 
required is 3.1 acres. 

Approilmate Funding Share 

STATE LOCAL FEDERAL OTHER 

$10,800,000 M $43,200,000 
' •    '     »     ,   .., 

(Cost bued on 80% Fcdenl A 20% Sute) 

Determinatfon _JL_ Consistent 

_ Inconsistent with extnordinary circumstances 

Brief description of extraofdinary circumstances: 

Sponsor Agency: Maryland Denartment of Ttansnortation      Date: February 10.2000 

Sponsor Agency Contact: Mi, Mml» Kliscr :  
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State Clearinghouse 
Maryland Office of Planning 
301 West Proton Street 
Baltimore. MD 21201 
(410)225-4500: FAX: (410)225-4480 

m^mmmzmm^ 
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Project Review ChecUIst . ..,. 

(Whan comptete. recort dettrminttfon on Prejea ComiMeney RepiiJ: 

Pmject Tltlt ^Middle RlwrEmploymewCeimrAccm Stdy (MRECAS) i   11 „»*#•>•/• ''•"y^f^''''tfv^"^ 
Projttt Location B«ltiinoftCouwy-ftomlh»l-93yMD43 InCeTthanptmioMD 150 ' 
(Cwnty mn4 neartst m«Jor tntcrtcellMi) 
Project Dttcrtpllai SHA-Sekcied Ahetwariv D Modified propowt • few line dMdcd roadwty (2 wnctit m hiMt 
per directioo) on new location wltft ganal weem* control, btihwitm ti Ott rmefchamt of 1-91 tni MD 41. dwn 
proewtim tornh. and temUradnn M MD 130 •dtacenl to the Middle River Federal Depot tni tm Mwtin Alremft 
Compta. Altemedve D Modified Incfadee die locnton far the WtndUoi Run crowing feeomnwnded by the U-S- Aimy 
epfpe of Engineera., Multi-modri component of tfito eltenative may Jnctude enhenccd bm lefvice. enpemion of the 
entetnt MARC nation and hnplemenarion of Tramportttion Demand Menatement [TDM) opdone. 

Apprattmate Fundlnf Shan 

STATE IOCAL FEDERAL onm          | 
JI0J00.000 10 MJJ00.000 10 Jd 

Y   N 
Doei the prefect add capacity to tn nnting lacility or provide new capacity for MI area not cunently 
served by the ftcility? 
Doea the project ftcilltate changes in the existing pattern of growth? 

If answer tn either quMttons It "yet" proceed to Tier 2 

Tier 2 

It the project consistent with the locaJ comprehemtve plan? 
Does the project support development in a suiteble area, a designated development area, or a 
redevelopment area? 
Can the project be designed » prevent advene impacts B icnsltive areas? 
If in a rural wm. does Ac project promote compact growth in exiting population center*? 
Does the project provide opportunities to conserve resources? 
Doea the ptofect promote economic growth and development in accord with other elemenw of the 
States Growth Policy? 

Enplifn "no" answers on reverse. If determlntllea h that project b "Ineonsbtent." proceed to Tier 3. 

Tler3 

'1. Do extraordinaiy eiicumitanees exbt which mske the projea or action necessary to construct despite 
afindrngofinconitMencylnTierZ? If to, document 

2: Is there no msonaUy feasible ahemadv* to (he project? If so. document 

X 
X 

1. 
i 

1* 
X l. 

4. 
X J. 
X «. 

DettmttnsOen: Consbtent Inconsbtenl with extraordinary elrcamttinces 

SponMr Agency Contact: Maryland Department of Trenspomtion 
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(i\' 

SHA-Selccteil Alternative D-ModKletl 
Tltrt 

1. Yes    Thii project ptovidet accen for (he Middle River Emptovment Cen«r (MREC) to promote the Ml 

economicpoctntiilofthedevetopibti•res. The EmploymentCentercofuistsoftheMkldlelliver Fednrnl 
Depot Martin Airtnft Complex, the Cheupetke Industriil Pmk. the undeveloped 1.000 acre A.V. WilllMU 

Tract woA other smaller undeveloped kidustrialty zoned properties. The purpose of this project Is to provide 

direct aeceis 10 dte Employment Center propeniet ftom ImematdConuneite routes. 

2. Yes   ThtcofiftnictionoftheAltenutiveD-Modifiedalignmeni will provide direa access IVotn 1-95 and MD 150 to 

the Middle RJver Employment Center. Chesapeake Industrial Park. Middle River Fedenl Depot, Md the 

Martin Afapoit complex. This new roadway will ftcilkate access to prime commerend property, support the 

implementation of the planned major economic devetopment skes within the UrtMR Runl Demarcation Line 

lURDL) and fbster increased utiilatton of the established employment areas. The URDL defines the limit of 

public water end sewer service, at well as the major public trmsportation system. Thus, thts project Is 

expected to promote employment opportunities for the citizens of the local aret and facilitate commurin| 
mfTfc to and from the Baltimore Metropolitan area. 

Tlerl 

I. Yes SHA*Selected Altemative D Modified follow* the alignment shown on the Beltimon County Mister Phn 

1919 to 2000. which is adopted in accordance with, or as amendments to. their general plan. Attemttjve D 

Modified differa from original Ahemative D only with regard to the location of the crosstng of Whtdlasi Run. 

Tht crossing of Windlass Run for Alternative D Modified occurs it the location recommended by the U.S. 

Amy corps of Engineers. Alternatives D*Modifled lies within the urtran sen ice boundary or URDL. Areas 

within the URDL are supported by Baltimore County as a designtfed growth area. Alternative D-Modified is 

also consistent with Baltimore County's revitalization Strategy for the Middle River Area. 

3. Yes   SHA-Setectcd Alternative O-Modlfied promotes development within the undeveloped portion of the Middle 

River Employment Center (MREC) and redevelopment of (he existing adjacent government and commercial 

properties. This ahemative provides safe and efficient access to the area designated (br dense development 

Ahematlves D-ModiHed is consistent with Baltimore County's Revitalization Strategy for the Emcm 

Baltimore County area and lies within the URDL which designates the MREC as a supported devetopment 

SHA-Selected Attemnive D-Modified impacts streams. 100-year noodplains, forested vets, non-tidal 

wettandt, several residential properties, and two National Register Eligible historic site*. Due to the generally 

east-west orientation of the streams md associated wetlands, impacts to these resource areas by the proposed 

transportation facility which is intended to tie the MREC to tha existing intentate highway system, are 

"unavoidable. However, impacts to sensitive areas are minimized by eoruldering the following options: using 

elevated structures to croes sensitive wetland areas and mams, using steeper suppottbg slopes to minimize 

roadway width, reduction in median width to minimize (he overall wkfth of the roadway Impacts, shifts in the 

alignment, adjustments to the typical section and profile, and employing retaining walla, where practicable. 

Impacts to other sensitive areas, including historic sites and communities (issues such as community cohesion, 

property acquisition andfor displacements, noise, etc.) will be avoided and mhigated to tie excm practicable. 

. •;....':?;-'v?...i;--" -   ^ ^-^ 

JM. .a&irtff 

Alternatives D aft^-tVfodlflcrf 

Tier ! (cortL) 

.'3. Yet Compared B the No-Build. SHA-Selected Altemwive D Modified will tacilitw travel. Includtn| lingle 

occupant vehicles (SOV's) m the study area between 1-95 and MD 150. resulting in improved overall air 

quality and opportunitin for ftiel economy. Alternative D Modified also inehidea enhmements to the 

MARC station, enhancements to the bus service, and the Implementation of Transportation Demand 
Management (TDM) option*. This should result in fewer SOV's. and may result in additional ftiel 
conservation and reAictton of air polkitams. 

6. Yea The pntfeet is necesiary to provide an adequate uanponation nerwork to mppon Baltimore County goals for 

land use. development and economic growth. Thia project will support the planned development as 
designavd by Baltimore County within the URDL 
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<- Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson 
MRJECAS 
Page Two 

Next, the team walked along the alignment shift west of Bird River Road. We found no 
new wetlands along Revised D-Modified. Bob Cooper (MDE) did request that we flag 2 
wetlands located along the BOE entrance nwL On the north side of the entrance road, the area 
in question is a aeptie field with cattails along a ditch. The other one is located on the south tide 
of the entrance road. We agreed to flag these areas. Bob Cooper (MDE) indicated that we 
should flag them, OPS the locations, and add the wetlands. 

The first of the two wetlands were located along the cattail ditch, north of the BGE 
entrance road, and was flagged and identified as Wl A. The dominant plant is cattail, {Typha 
latifotta), and reducing conditions were present (water was present). The source of hydrology is 
efDuent from the septic field, therefore no exuninstion was done of the soil. The ditch was 
flowing the day of the subsequent field review. The wetland has a Wildlife Functional Capacity 
Inlex (FCI) of 0.21, a Sediment Stabilintion FCI of 1.00, and a Water Quality FCl of NA. 

The wetland south of the BGE entrance road was flagged and identified as W1B. Along 
the road, the wetland is palustrine emergent, with the palustrine-forested portion of the wetland 
within the woods. We flagged the entire limits of the wetland, however it flows into a stream 
outside of the study area. Dominant plants include black willow (Sattx ntgra), red maple (Acer 
rubrum), sweetgum (Llqutdambar styraci/lua), elderberry (Sambuaa canodensis), jewelweed 
(Impatiens capensis), horsetail (EquUetum arvenstX and yellow rocket (Barbarta vulgarts). 
Wetland hydrology indicators include inundation or saturation, and drainage patterns. Hydric 
soil indicators include reducing conditions and low-chroma colors. The wetland has Wildlife 
FCI of 0.33, a Sediment Stabilization FCI of 0.90, and a Water Quality FCI of 0.89. 

At the request of Bob Cooper, we flagged the limits of the groundwater discharge from 
the well near Wl 5A. This was flagged and labeled Waters of the U.S. (W15B), since there were 
no wetland plants associated with the groundwater discharge. 

Enclosed are copies of the revised and additional wetlands, data forms and functional 
assessment These revisions will be included in the Final Environmental Impact Statement 
Pleaae review, sign the following concurrence line, and return by July S. If you have any 
questions or comments, regarding these minutes contact Allison Grooms at (410) 545-8568 or 
Ms. Heather Murphy at 410-545-8571. 

CONCURRENCE: 

U.S. Corps of Engineers 

Enclosures 

, Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson 
MRECAS 
Page Three 

cc:      Attendees 
Mr. Marie Duvall, 
Mr. Greg Golden. DNR 
Ms. Allison Grooms 
Mr. Joseph Kresslein 
Mr. Bob Riley 
Ms. Jamie Stark, EPA 
Mr. Paul Wettlaufer, COE 

(w/attachments) 
(w/attachmenta) 
(w/attachments) 
(w/attachments) 

(w/attachments) 
(w/attachments) 
(w/attachments) 

^ 
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United States Department of the Interior 
FISH AND WILDUFE SERVICE 

Chejipeike Bay Field Oflke 
17? Admiral Coctmne Drive 

Amupolis.MD 21401 

July 10.2000 

Ms. Cynthia D. SHnpson 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and Preltininuy Enifincering 
State Highway Adnumstration 
707 North Calvett Street 
Baltmore. MD 21202 

Atta.: Mi. Alfiaon Grooms 

Dear Ms. Simpson: 

RE:     Project No. BAM7AI1 
Middle EUver Eraployniem Ceoter 
Access Study (MKECAS) 
Baltimore County. Maryland 

Tile Service is providing commems on the wetland field review which occurred on April 10, 
2000. 
The purpose of the wetland field review was to verily any additional wetlands/boundiries which 
are now impacted as a result of the alignment shifts to the selected altenuuive. D-ModiRed 
(which is currently referred to as Revised D-Modified). 

We have reviewed the wetland field reviov minutes. Routine Wetland Determination data fbtnts, 
EPW existing wetland data sheets and the Revised D-Modified alignment plans We concur with 
aH of the aforementioned information and data. 

We appreciate the opportunity to provide information relevant to fish and wildTrife reswroes. If 
you have any questions about these comments, please contact Trevor Clark at (410) 573-4527 or 
Trevor_Clari[<3(ws.gov. 

Sincerely, 

•^ 

r»*- John P. Wolfiin 
Supervisor 
Chesapeake Bay Field Office 

NMFS. Oxford. MD (John Nichols) 
EPA. Philidetphla. PA (Jamie Stiric) 
Corp, Baltimore. MD (Paul WeUlauftr) 
MDE, Baltimore, MD (Bob Cooper) 
DNR. Annapolis. MD (Larry Hughes) 
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MARYLAND Office of Planning 

*ti .V tilwndtHtHfl JftuntM II K'rftnt* 

Sovmtkt 10.1W 

Ms. Cynthia D.-Slmpson. Deputy Director 
Office of Planning & Pteliminniy Engineering 
Maryland State Highway Administration 
P.O. Box 717 
Baltimore. MD2i:03-07l7 

Aticniiim- \b. (Jay (Msen 

Dear Ms. Simpson: 

This is in response to the request for OP'S comments on theSHA's Selected Alternative and 
Mitigation Concurrence Package for the Middle River employment Center Access Study. 
We have reviewed the information provided in the package and concluded that the selected 
alternative. Alternative D-Modilied. is consistent with the intent of the State's growth 

management policies. 

Alternative D-Modifred would provide needed iransportaiion improvements to facilitate 
development redevelopment in a Baltimore County's priority funding area, the Middle River 
Employment Center which includes the 1000-acre undeveloped A.V. Williams tract, Martin State 
Airport ?.nd the ChesayeaVe Industrial Park. Under the selected alternative, a direct highway 
access from 1-95 to the Employment Center will be provided. We understand that such a 
transportation link is vital to attract economic development into this portion of the eastern 
Baltimore County revitalization area. We also note that overall. Alternative D-Modified would 
have relatively fewer direct and secondary/cumulative advene impacts on natural and socio- 
economic resources. It is commendable that SHA recommends multi-modal options as 
components of the selected alternative. We believe that implementation of such components 
would help to reduce SOV travel resulting from the future development in the Employment 

«.^«^*.«<M>#>W,.»I*.''>.:-J'«^WV«^*S<«» 
-:.;-'":-; •i:-.iO.'-'    :-:'.:. r'-iva:->.:i«£.'.: 

Mi-Cyntliij D. .Simpson • 
.Page 2 

Should you have any questions reyrading our comments, please'contact Bihui Xu or me at 
41i)-7ft7-tJ5l. 

Sincerely. 

- O Latry Di Latry Duket 
Deputy Chief 
Local Planning .Assistance 

Ray Dintaman. DNR 
John Forren. EPA 
George K. Prick. Jr. FHWA 
Elder Ghigiarelli. MDE    .' 
Timothy Goodger. NMFS 

Attention: John Nichols 
Keith Hams. COE 

Attention: Vance Hobbs 
J. Rodney Little. MHT 
Bob Pennington. USFWS 
Cynthia Wilkerson. NFS 
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o Maryland Department of Transportation 
Kattil*«n Ktnnvdy TownMnd 

John 0. Perearl 
S«CT«tafv 

B«v«H«y Ki Swalm-Stalay 
Omtt Sactataiy 

August II, 2000 

Mf. Htrrict Tregoning. Secreuiy 
Mirylind Depaftmenl oFPIwuimg 
301 West Preston Street 
Suite 1101 
BdtimoreMD 21201-2305 

Re:     Smart Growth Approvtl of MD 43 Extended 
(Middle River Employment Center Access Study) 

Desr Secretary Tregoning: 

Attached please find a letter dated July 25,2000 from the Baltimore County Office of 
Planning stating that they believe the project to be within the Priority Funding Are*. Please be 
advised that MOOT has determined that the MD 43 Extended selected altentative (Alternative 
D-modified) is consistent Maryland's growth management policies. Pursuant to documentation 
procedures developed in cooperation with the Maryland Department of Planning we now seek 
your signature to complete that concurrence. 

Thank you for your timely review and handling of this report: If you should have any 
questions please contact Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson, Deputy Director, Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering. Maryland State Highway Administration. She may be reached by 
telephone by dialing 410-545-8510. 

Sincerely, 

Mmha Kaiser, Director 
Office of Pfinning and Capital Programming 

Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson, Deputy Director, Office of Planning and Prtlimtnary 
Engineering, Maryland State Highway Administration. 

1MFrMNwnbw1-«M-7lS-l«14 TTVrvrawDMf:(«1D)N»-lMa 

Part OfRe* Bo* «TS*, BsMmora/WMhtngWn InwrrtMrwl Atrpart. Vvytar* HMMTM 
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401 Bwjey Avemw • Sic -106 

Ms, Hesthcr Muxphy, Project Manager 
State Highway Administration 
707 N.Catv«rr Street C-301 
Baltimon*. Man^and2I202 

Re:    M|> Route i3 

Oczt Ms. MuipJty: 

TJ?(! Ofiice of Visnning has revjew«l she UicaEkjn of she subject request, mvi the prepety is 
wirhin the Baltinicfe.Coumy Pn«nly Fumiing Area, 

Thi* is not an approval, cnt on cmJorstrntrnt of ti;c deveiopment, trnt cn]y a conenrrence (Mi the 
propcrtv t3 within the area apjwov-d by the $&& ofMar>iauti as consisrent ^ith therr Sman 
Gro^vth initiauvss. Attach&f ia a map venfying the Jocation of voar proJExt within ihe Priority 
FuTKiins Area. 

Should you hove any additional questions or concerns, pleaie cor,tflct me on 410-3 

Sincerely, 

MJU. 

j^z 
ASnw 

Attavhtncn: 

Albert Svehl^/i-, 
SpecitU Projects Coordinator 

"^•*^5t   C«n*tt*   2Sfl0    ,|**^3;     F»r Vou, Ff>r Bsliimore Co»»»r     K^Sj   Census .290*    ^"^Jj 

S'ArMrt*.VA<"«WtTC«,7*#t.xJi„»j*c 

Come visi! th-!- COURIV'S VVfebsifc: at uin»,CQ.li3i.md.us 

SMART GROWTH 
Baltimore County, Maryland 

Urbm Rural Ddrrwcftfon Un* tUROL) 
Shoreftn* 

Priority Funding Ares 

Coutii Rural Lvgacy Arss 

Pfidmont Rural Legacy Area 
Ptn«y Run Rural Legacy Area 
Long Green Rural Legacy Area 
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Drpury Srcrrrar 
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RECEIVED 
S-P   5   ma 

OmCE OF PLANNING & 
CAPITAL PROGRAMMING 

Ms. Marsha Kaiser 
Direcror 
Office of Planning and Capital Programming   , 
Maryland Department of Transportation 
BWl Aitpon. MD 21240-0755 

Re:    Smart Growth Approval of MD43 Extended (MRECAS) 

Dear Ms. Kaiser 

Attached is the document titled. •Smart Growth Detcmmation for Transportation Projects: for the 
MD43 Extended selected alternative (Alternative D-modified). This project is consistent with 
Maryland's Smart Growth policies and the attached document has been signed. 

The MD43 Extended project was the focus of a review due to a PFA mapping issue. It has been 
determined that this was the result of a minor mapping enor due to an imprecise PFA boundary line 
resulting from the scale of the original PFA certification map as submitted by Baltimore County. 
The project is clearly consistent. 

We appreciate the Cooperative process that has been developed and the woric of MOOT and SH A 
to resolve issues such as this. Please contact me at 410-767^564. should you have any questions . 
or comments. 

Sincerely. 

David Whitaker. AICP 
Principal Planner 

cc:     Don Halligan. MOOT 

Jim Noonan. MDP 
BihuiXu.MDP 

JOtWtxfhr-vxtiSiTYfl •SmrrlWI • Affrimrn.HilTykmi:iyn.;jit! 
Ttl: *W.?tUA$xt < Fax: V/rt7A7V-«» • EVIFfrt: I.Xinn7A!72 ^ TTYt/jrrt: HunttmtKrUiv 

MARYLAND STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
SMART GROWTH DETERMINATION FOR TRANSTORTATION PROJECTS 

DATE: August 1,2000 
PROJECT NAME/NUMBER: Middle River Employment Center Access Study (MRECAS) 
LIMTTS: US 40 to MD ISO 

PART IA (PRELIMINARY DETERMINATION FOR narecrs) 
Part 1A is completed by RIPD when major projects are added to CTP for Project Planning 
funding and submitted to the SHA Smart Growth Review Committee during the development of 
the Purpose and Need. 

YES     NO    1. Could any of the project limits be outside > Priority Funding Area? (attach 
map) 

If answer to question 1 is "no," project is likely to comply with the Smart Growth Areas Act If 
answer is "yes," complete Part 1 A. 

YES     NO    2. Is project required to protect public health and safety? 
YES     NO    3. Is the project related to a commercial or industrial activity that due to Its 

operational or physical characteristics must be located away from other 
development (e.g., mining, forestry)? 

If answer to either question 2 or 3 is "yea." project is likely to comply with the Smart Growth 
Areas Act 

PART IB (DETERMINATION TOR PREUMINARY ALTERNATIVES) 
Part IB is completed by PPD during Stage 1 for each preliminary alternative (separate sheet for 

discmsion prior to Alternates Public Meeting. 

YES     NO    1. Is any of the project study area outside a Priority Funding Area? (attach map 
and documentation of PFA boundaries from County) 

If the answer is "no," the project compliea with the Smart Growth Areas Act as long as there is 
NO CHANGE in the study area. If the answer is "yes." complete Part IB. 

YES     NO    2. Is the project required to protect public health and safety? 
YES     NO    3. Is the project related to a commercial or industrial activity that due to its 

operational or physical characteristics must be located away from other 
development (e.g^ mining, forestry)? 

If the answer to either question 2 or 3, if "yes," the project complies with the Smart Growth 
Areas Act under the applicable transportation exception. If the answer to both questions is "no." 

1 
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PART 2 (DETERMINATION TOR DETAJLED STUDY ALTERNATIVES AND 
THE SELECTED ALTERNATIVE) 

DATE: AUGUST 1,2000 
PROJECT NAME/ROUTE: Middle River Employment Center Access Study (MRECAS) 
LIMITS: MD 43 EXTENDED US 40 to MD150 
ALTERNATIVE: REVISED D-MODIFIED 

SELECT ONE: DETAILED STUDY ALTERNATIVE OR SELECTED ALTERNATIVE 

To be completed by PPD for each Alternative Retained for Detailed Study (complete a separate 
sheet per ahemative if necessary) and submitted to the SHA Smart Growth Review Committee. 
Part2isalsotobecomp!etedfbrthe Selected Alternative if it is different fiom those previously 
evaluated. 

YES     NO    1. Is the alternative outside the Priority Funding Area as certified by the county? 
(attach map and written statement fiom County documenting this determination) 

If the answer to question 1 is "No", the alternative complies with the Smart Growth Areas Act 
Attach comments if necessary and submit to the SHA Smart Growth Review Committee for 
approval. 

Determination of Transportation Exceptions (attach documentation): 

YES     NO    2. Does the project maintain the existing system and not serve to significantly 
increase highway capacity as determined jointly with the Office of Planning? 

YES    NO    3. Does the Alternative serve to connect Priority Funding Areas: 
3a. and are adequate access control or other measures in place as determined 

YES    NO        jointly with the Office of Planning to prevent development that is inconsistent 
with the State's Growth Policy or to constrain development which potentially 
detracts from main street business areas? 

YES    NO    3b. gd have MDOT and the Office of Planning determined whether alternative 
transportation modes, such as mass transit and transportation demand 

reasonable alternative exists? 
YfcS     NU    4. Ones the project have the sole purpose of providing control of access along an 

existing highway corridor? 
YES    NO    S. Does the project have physical or operational characteristics that must be 

located away fiom other development? 

If the msww to my question 2-5 is "yes", submit to the SHA Smart Growth Review Committee 
to tcquiie approval under the applicable transportation exception. If none of the Part 2 
Transportation exceptions apply, proceed to Part 3. 

2 

PART 3 (EXTRAORDINARY CIRCUMSTANCES DETERMINATION) 

Part 3 is to be completed following the selection of a Preferred Alternative if none of the 
previous reviews comply with the Smart Growth Areas Act. It is then submitted to the SHA 
Smart Growth Review Committee to acquire approvals. For Part 3 determinations. Board of 
Public Worfa approval is required for a project to enter the Construction Program. 

YES     NO    6. Are there extraordinary circumstances that warrants proceeding with the 
project considering the following provisions: 
6A. the failure to fund the project in question creates an extreme inequity, 
hardship, or disadvantage that clearly outweighs the benefits fiom locating a 
project in a Priority Funding Area. 
SB. there is no reasonable alternative for the project in a Priority Funding Area 
in another location within the county or an adjacent county 

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION REQUIRED FOR STATEWIDE SMART GROWTH 
COORDINATINO COMM111 tt REVIEW PRIOR TO APPROVAL UNDER PART 2 OR 
PART 3: 

1. If any portion of the project is outside the PFA or if the project is approved as an exception 
what remedial actions will be taken to mitigate negative impacts (steps to make sure that by 
funding this project further growth outside the PFA would not be encouraged)? 

2. Additional Comments for Consideration 

For Part 2 Questions 2.-5., this documentation and determination has been undertaken in accord 
with procedures developed in cooperation with the Maryland Office of Planning. 

Concur:                                       1 tyJjLdfc?^ f-QMO*-*—' 

MDOT Represihtative 

MD* 2ept;etflntativ* 
(lt.l-Ayt-00 
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VH.    LIST OF PREPARERS 

A. Federal Highway Administration 

Mary F. Huie 
Environmental Engineer 

Daniel W. Johnson 
Environmental Program Manager 

B. Maryland State Highway Administration 

Cynthia Simpson 
Deputy Director of Planning and Preliminary Engineering 

Joseph Kresslein 
Assistant Division Chief Environmental Planning 

Heather Murphy 
Project Manager 

Catherine Romero 
Project Engineer 

Jane Wagner 
Project Engineer 

Allison Grooms 
Environmental Manager 

Jason Groth 
Environmental Manager 

Heather Confer 
Architectural Historian 

Jill Dowling 
Architectural Historian 

C. Century Engineering, Inc. Team 

1. Century Engineering 

Anthony R. Frascarella, P.E. 
Vice President 
Project Manager 
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David L. Manly 
Senior Environmental Planner 

Mary Frazier 
Environmental Scientist 

Dixon Wood 
Environmental Engineer 

Frederick Lease 
Environmental Planner 

Vien Thai 
Transportation Engineer 

2. A.D. Marble & Company 

Peter J. Dodds 
Vice President 
Project Manager 

Andrew C. Parker 
Senior Environmental Scientist 

Eric Almquist 
Environmental Scientist 

Jessica L. Morrow 
Environmental Scientist 

3. W. T. Ballard & Company 

Michael Kelly 
Environmental Engineer 
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VIIL   DISTRIBUTION LIST 

Federal Agencies 

Mr. Davis P. Doss 
State Conservationist 
Natural Resources Conservation Service 
U.S. Department of Agriculture 
339 Busch's Frontage Road, Suite 301 
Annapolis MD 21401 

Mr. Willie Taylor, Director 
Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance 
U.S. Department of the Interior 
Main Interior Building, MS 2340 
18th and C Streets, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20240 

Ms. Denise Rigney 
NEPA Program Manager (3ES30) 
Office of Environmental Programs 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
1650 Arch Street 
Philadelphia PA 19103-2029 
Attention: Ms. Jamie Stark 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Office of Federal Activities 
NEPA Compliance Division 
EIS Filing Section 
Mail Code 2252-A 
401 M Street, S.W. 
Washington D.C. 20460 

Mr. Timothy E. Goodger 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
Habitat and Protected Resources 
Oxford Laboratory 
Oxford, MD 21650 
Attention: Mr. John Nichols 

VIII-1 



Middle River Employment Center Access Study ~J Hy? 
Final Environmental Impact Statement/Final Section 4(f) Evaluation 
Section VIII. Distribution List 

Mr. Donald Klima, Chief 
Office of Planning and Review 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
The Old Post Office Building 
1100 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.E. 
Suite 809 
Washington D.C. 20004 

Mr. Robert Pennington 
U.S. Department of the Interior 
Fish and Wildlife Service 
Chesapeake Bay Field Office 
177 Admiral Cochrane Drive 
Annapolis MD 21401 
Attention: Mr. Trevor Clark 

Director 
NOAA/CS/EX/Room 6222 
Department of Commerce 
14th and Constitution Avenue, N.W. 
Washington D.C. 20230 

Commander 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
P.O.'Box 1715 
10 S.Howard Street 
Baltimore MD 21201 
Attention: Mr. Richard Spencer 

Regional Administrator 
Federal Transit Administration 
Region III 
Suite 500 
1760 Market Street 
Philadelphia PA 19103-4124 

Planning, Analysis and Support Division 
Office of Planning, TGM-22 
Federal Transit Administration 
Room 9301 
400 7th Street, S.W. 
Washington D.C. 20590 
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Ms. Maria Stephens 
Federal Aviation Administration 
Washington Airports District Office 
P.O. Box 16780 
Washington, DC 20041-6780 

Ms. Cathryn Pomerantz 
Environmental Officer 
Federal Emergency Management Agency 
Libert Square Building 
105 South 7th Street 
Philadelphia PA 19106 
Attention: Mr. Walter Pierson 

Mr. Steve Grimm 
Federal Railroad Administration 
Office of Economic Analyis 
Mailstop#15(RRP-32) 
1120 Vermont Avenue, N.W. 
Washington D.C. 20590 

State Agencies 

Ms. Kathleen Fay 
Maryland State Department of Education 
State Depository Distribution Center 
Public Depository and Distribution Program 
Enoch Pratt Free Library 
400 Cathedral Street 
Baltimore MD 21201 

Ms. Regina Aris 
Baltimore Metropolitan Council 
601 North Howard Street 
Baltimore, MD 21201-4585 

Mr. Lynn Bezilla, Director 
Maryland Aviation Administration 
Division of Planning 
P.O. Box 8766 
BWI Airport, MD 21240-0766 

VIII-3 



5^ Middle River Employment Center Access Study 
Final Environmental Impact Statement/Final Section 4(f) Evaluation 
Section VIII. Distribution List  

Ms. Linda Janey, Chief v " 
State Clearinghouse 
Maryland Office of Planning 
301 West Preston Street, Room 1101 
Baltimore MD 21201 

State Clearinghouse Distribution 
Local Governments 
Maryland Office of Planning 
Department of Natural Resources 
Department of Budget and Fiscal Planning 
Department of General Services 
Department of Housing and 

Community Development 
Department of Education 
Department of Health and Mental Hygiene 
Interagency Committee for School Construction 
Maryland Historical Trust 
Department of Public Safety and 

Correctional Service 

Judge John North 
Chesapeake Bay Critical Areas Commission 
45 Calvert Street, 2nd Floor 
Annapolis MD 21401 
Attention: Ms. Claudia Jones 

Mr. Ray Dintaman, Director 
Maryland Department of Natural Resources 
Environmental Review Unit 
Tawes State Office Building, B-3 
Annapolis MD 21401 

Mr. Elder Ghigiarelli 
Water Management Administration 
Maryland Department of the Environment 
2500 Broening Highway 
Baltimore MD 21224 

Maryland Department of Natural Resources 
Greenways and Resource Planning 
Tawes State Office Building, D-3 
Annapolis MD 21401 
Attention: Mr. Gene Cheers 
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Director 
Public Affairs 
Maryland Department of Transportation 
BWI Airport 

Ms. Marsha Kaiser, Director 
Office of Systems Planning and Evaluation 
Maryland Department of Transportation 
BWI Airport 

Office of General Counsel 
Maryland Department of Transportation 
BWI Airport 

Mr. Henry Kay 
Director of Planning 
Maryland Mass Transit Administration 
6 St. Paul Street 
Baltimore MD 21202 

Maryland Aviation Administration 
P.O. Box 8766 
BWI Airport, MD 21240-0766 
Attention: Ms. Barbara Grey 

Maryland State Law Library 
Upper Level Court of Appeal Building 
361 Rowe Boulevard 
Annapolis MD 21401 

Ms. Lynda Davis, Director 
Library and Information Services Division 
Legislative Reference Library 
90 State Circle 
Annapolis MD 21401-1991 

Ms. Nanette Schieke 
State Legislative Officer 
Legislative Reference Library 
90 State Circle 
Annapolis MD 21401-1991 
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County Government 

Mr. Charles R. Olsen, Director 
Baltimore County Department of Public Works 
111 West Chesapeake Avenue, Room 326 
County Office Building 
Towson, MD 21204 
Attention: Mr. Jeff Dreyer 

Mr. George Perdikakis, Director 
Baltimore County Department of Environmental 
Protection and Resource Management 
401 Bosley Avenue, Suite 416 
Towson, MD 21204 
Attention: Mr.Tom Vidmar 

Mr. Robert Hannon, Director 
Baltimore County Department of Economic Development 
400 Washington Avenue 
Towson MD 21204 
Attention: Ms. Sharon Klots 

Mr. Arnold F. "Pat" Keller, III, Director 
Office of Planning 
Baltimore County 
County Courts Building, Suite 406 
401 Bosley Avenue 
Towson MD 21204 

The Honorable C.A. Dutch Ruppersberger 
400 Washington Avenue 
Towson, MD 21204 

Chairperson of the Baltimore County Council 
Old Courthouse, 2nd Floor 
Towson, MD 21204 

The Baltimore County Council 
Old Courthouse, 2"d Floor 
Towson, MD 21204 
Attention: Mr. Thomas J. Peddicord, Jr. 
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Other 

Mr. Andrew Galloway, Director 
Amtrak Transportation Planning 
30"' Street Station - 5th Floor South 
Box 21 
Philadelphia, PA 19104 

Available for Public Review 

State Highway Administration - District #4 
2323 W. Joppa Road 
Brooklandville, MD 21022 

State Highway Administration 
Resource Center 
707 North Calvert Street, 6'" floor 
Baltimore, MD 21202 

State Highway Administration - Maintenance Shop 
Golden Ring Shop 
8375 Pulaski Highway 
Rosedale, MD 21237 

Essex Library 
1110 Eastern Boulevard 
Essex, MD 21221 

White Marsh Library 
8133 Sandpiper Circle 
White Marsh, MD 21236 
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IX.      GLOSSARY OF TERMS 

Access Control - The restriction of direct access between a roadway and an immediately adjacent 
property. These restrictions generally are categorized as foil control of access, partial control of 
access and access management. 

• Full control of access allows access to the highway facility via interchanges only (i.e., no at- 
grade crossings), eliminates all median crossovers except for emergency vehicles and eliminates 
private driveway access (e.g. Interstate-97). 

• Partial control of access allows access to the highway facility only from public roads (no private 
driveways) through intersections or interchanges. 

• Access management limits and/or removes the number of points at which a vehicle may enter 
or exit a highway. Access management may include combining entrances and parking lots and 
adding service roads. 

Aerial Photography - High resolution photographs taken from aircraft which are used to assess 
features in a study area. Aerial photographs are also used to produce topographic base maps of 
varying scales for alignment studies, engineering , and final design work. 

Aerotriangulation - A mapping technique used for the geographic location of submerged land(s) 
such as wetlands, littoral zones and floodplains. 

Affected Environment - The physical features, land, area, or areas to be influenced, affected or 
created by an alternative alignment under consideration; also includes various social and 
environmental factors and conditions pertinent to an area. 

Alignment - The actual location of a highway or transit facility or improvement. 

Alternative - One of a number of specific transportation improvement proposals, alignments, 
options, designs choices, etc., in a study. Following detailed analysis, one improvement alternative 
is chosen for implementation. Sometimes, the term "alternate" is used interchangeably with the term 
"alternative". 

Anadromous - Refers to certain species of fish which migrate upstream to spawn in freshwater. 

Aquifer - A water-bearing unit or stratum of permeable rock, sand, or gravel capable of yielding 
considerable quantities of water to wells or springs. 

Avoidance Alternative - Any alignment proposal that has been developed, modified shifted or 
downsized specifically in order to avoid affecting one or more resources regarded as significant. 
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Benthic Macro Invertebrates - Bottom-dwelling organisms having no backbone or internal 
skeleton and visible to the naked eye. 

Best Management Practices (BMPs) - Measures used to control the quantity and quality of 
stormwater leaving a drainage basin. Local and state jurisdictions have adopted BMPs to counteract 
physical development and construction activity that may concentrate stormwater or produce soil 
erosion. 

Capacity - The maximum number of vehicles that can reasonably be expected to pass over a lane 
or a roadway during a given time period under prevailing roadway and traffic conditions. Typically, 
the maximum expressway capacity for automobiles is 2000 vehicles per lane per hour. 

Categorical Exclusions (CE) -1. A classification given to federal aid projects or actions that do 
not have a significant effect on the environment either individually or cumulatively. Categorical 
Exclusions do not require extensive levels of environmental documentation. 2. The written 
documentation to support a Class of Action that satisfies federal criteria describing non-significant 
impacts. 

CEQ Regulations - Directives issued by the Federal Council on Environmental Quality (40 CFR 
1500-1508) that govern the development and issuance of environmental policy and procedure for 
federal aid actions by public agencies. The regulations contain definitions, spell out applicability 
and responsibilities, and mandate certain processes and procedures to be followed by state agencies 
that administer federally funded programs. 

Circulator Bus - Collector buses which serve local trips and make frequent stops on demand. 

Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 (CAAAs) - Federal legislation passed in 1990 to change both 
federal and state approaches to regulating air quality, mandating programs to curb acid rain, urban 
air pollution, and toxic air emissions. The CAAAs call for emission reduction measures in air 
quality non-attainment areas, including the consideration of transportation control measures (TCMs) 
as part of transportation improvement projects. Projects in non-attainment areas may not increase 
the number of vehicle miles traveled (VMTs); the number of cars on the roadways must be reduced 
by encouraging drivers to use mass transit, ride sharing, and car pooling. 

Cluster Development - Concentration of development on one part of a site or area, including 
reducing the size of residential lots, to preserve open space on the remainder of the site or area. 

Comment Period - Time allocated for review and comment on an environmental document (e.g. 
the Draft and Final Environmental Impacts Statements) by agencies and the public, who may submit 
verbal or written comments. It can be applicable to all types of engineering and environmental 
documents which are circulated, as well as to formal presentations such as those which may be given 
by Transportation Department officials at a Public Hearing. 
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Commenting Agency - Agency responsible for reviewing and commenting on Environmental 
Impact Statements (EISs). Their comments are considered by the lead agency in the preparation of 
the Final EIS and Record of Decision. 

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Information System 
(CERCLIS) - Compilation of sites EPA has investigated or is currently investigating for a release 
of hazardous substances pursuant to the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, 
and Liability Act. 

Comprehensive Plan - An overall plan stating public policy intentions for the future development 
of a community or jurisdiction, including the general location and character of development. Also 
called a general or master plan, it provides official guidelines for growth and change in a community. 

Conceptual Mitigation - The early, generalized identification of design, operational, or construction 
measures that would minimize or avoid anticipated environmental consequences. Typically, 
conceptual mitigation ideas are discussed prior to the concluding stages of an environmental study, 
well before many of the ideas are further worked upon, refined or committed. 

Conformity - The U. S. Clean Air Act stipulates that any approved transportation project, plan, or 
program must conform to the State Implementation Plan, a document which prescribes procedures 
for the implementation, maintenance and enforcement of primary and secondary pollutants. 

Constraints - (More commonly described as "environmental features.") Significant resources, 
facilities, or other features or study areas located in or adjacent to an existing or proposed 
transportation corridor that serve to restrain, restrict, or prevent the ready implementation of 
proposed transportation improvements in a given area; may include natural or physical resources, 
important structures, communities facilities, or topographic features. 

Cooperating Agency - As defined in the Council on Environmental Quality's Regulations for 
Implementing the Procedural Provisions of the NEPA., "any organization other than a lead agency 
which has jurisdiction by law or special expertise with respect to any environmental impact involved 
in .. [a] major Federal action significantly affecting the quality of the human environment." The 
CEQ emphasizes that agency cooperation should begin early in the NEPA process. 

Cumulative Impact - The sum of all direct, indirect, and secondary impacts resulting from a 
transportation improvement project. 

Design Criteria - Established state and national standards and procedures that guide the 
establishment of roadway layouts, alignments, geometry, and dimensions for specified types of 
highways in certain defined conditions. The principal design criteria for highways are traffic 
volume, design speed, the physical characteristics of vehicles, the classification of vehicles, and the 
percentage of various vehicle classification types that use the highway. 

1X-3 



53£ Middle River Employment Center Access Study 
Final Environmental Impact Statement/Final Section 4(f) Evaluation 
Section IX Glossary of Terms 

Design Exception - An approval issued by a state or federal agency to permit certain deviation from 
a specified, accepted standard granted on the basis of a report explaining the need for the exception 
and the consequences that will result from the action. 

Designated Development Areas - Areas designated by local governments in comprehensive or 
general plans as the primary areas for future development, usually planned for urban densities of 
development and served by water and sewer systems. 

Ecosystem - A functional system which includes the organisms of a total community together with 
their environment. 

Environmental Assessments (EA) - A document prepared for a federal action where the 
significance of the environmental impact is not clearly established. 

Environmental Impact Statements (EIS) - A document which must be prepared for "major 
federal" actions significantly affecting the quality of the environment. 

Express Bus Service - Service which is usually associated with longer distance commuter travel. 
Outside the downtown area, these buses normally only stop at Park and Ride facilities or densely 
developed town centers. 

Feeder Bus Service - Local bus service serving communities and transporting people generally 
from residential developments to locations where commuters can access express bus service or other 
forms of high speed transit. 

Findings of No Significant Impact (FONSI) - A document which proceeds an EA and briefly 
presents why an action does not have a significant impact. 

Floodplain - A flat or nearly flat lowland that borders a stream, and is covered by its waters at flood 
stage. 

Groundwater - Naturally occurring water that moves through the earth's crust, usually at a depth 
of several feet to several hundred feet below the earth's surface. 

Hazardous Waste - Wastes identified by characteristics, source or specific substance as found in 
CFR 40, Chapter 261. A hazardous waste may: 1) cause or significantly contribute to an increase in 
mortality or morbidity in either an individual or the total population; and 2) pose a substantial 
present or potential hazard to human health or the environment when improperly treated, stored, 
transported, disposed or otherwise managed. 

High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) - A passenger vehicle that meets or exceeds a minimum number 
of passengers (e.g. HOV 2+: two or more occupants per vehicle). Examples of HOVs include buses, 
car pools and vanpools. HOV lanes are designed to move more people in fewer vehicles, which 
helps to reduce congestion and increase the traffic carrying capacity of the roadway. 
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Hydric Soil - Soil that is saturated, flooded, or ponded long enough during the growing season to 
develop anaerobic conditions in the upper part. 

Hydrophyte, Hydrophytic Vegetation - Plant adapted for life in water or periodically flooded 
and/or saturated soils and growing in wetlands and deepwater habitats. 

Independent Utility - A specified segment of highway, or a link in a transportation system that the 
traveling public can use and that represents a reasonable expenditure of public funds even if no 
additional transportation improvements in the adjoining area or areas are made. 

Intermittent - Carries water a considerable portion of the time, but which ceases to flow 
occasionally or seasonally. 

Level of Service - Combinations of operating conditions that can occur on a given lane or roadway 
when it is accommodating various traffic volumes. 

Light Rail Transit - A rail transit system which includes electrically powered, low-to-medium 
speed trains operating in an exclusive or shared right-of-way. Light rail is characterized by short-to- 
medium trip lengths, 2-3 car trains, and frequent station stops. 

Logical Termini - Known features (land uses, economic areas, population concentrations, cross 
route locations, etc.) at either end of a proposed transportation route that enhance good planning and 
which serve to make the route usable. Logical termini are considered rational end points for a 
transportation improvement. 

Major Investment Study (MIS) - A cooperative process to establish a range of alternatives, 
including the effectiveness and cost effectiveness, direct and indirect costs, mobility improvements, 
environmental effects, safety, operating efficiencies, land use and economic development, financing 
and energy consumption. The goal of a MIS is to have results adopted by MPO to be included in 
the Comprehensive Long Range Transportation Plan. 

Mitigation Measures - Specified design commitments made during the environmental evaluation 
and study process that serve to moderate or lessen impacts deriving from the proposed action. These 
measures may include planning and development commitments, environmental measures, right-of- 
way improvements, and agreements with resource or other agencies to effect construction or post 
construction action. 

Multi-modal - The provision of alternatives for transportation of people and goods, including bus, 
pedestrians, bicycles, trains, light rail, highways, etc. Recent federal legislation ties transportation 
funding to incorporation of multi-modal considerations in the planning of transportation 
improvements. 
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National Environmental Policy Act - The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 
establishes a legislative mandate to federal agencies to consider the environment in all major federal 
actions. The NEPA process involves the detailed study of alternatives and the evaluation of 
environmental impacts and mitigation measures. 

NEP A/404 - An integrated process for which Section 404 of the Clean Water Act Requirements and 
authorization are considered concurrently with NEPA. Section 404 addresses specific project 
impacts to Waters of the U.S., including wetlands. 

Normal circumstances - Under the definition of wetlands, refers to the soil and hydrology 
conditions that are normally present, without regard to whether the vegetation has been removed. 

National Register (NR) - Cultural resources (e.g. historic or archeological sites) which are on the 
National Register of Historic Places. 

National Register Eligible (NRE) - Cultural resources (e.g. historic or archeological sites) which 
are eligible for listing on the National List of Historic Places. 

Peak Hour - Time when a highway carries its highest volume of traffic, usually the morning or 
evening "rush" period when commuters travel to and from work. 

Perennial - Contains water at all times except during extreme drought. 

Pool - A portion of a stream with reduced current velocity, often with water deeper than the 
surrounding areas. 

Project Limits - The physical end points of a proposed project, usually designated at geographic or 
municipal boundaries, at intersections, at roadway segments where cross sections change, or at the 
beginning or end of numbered state traffic routes. 

Public Hearing - A meeting designed to afford the public the fullest opportunity to express support 
of or opposition to a transportation project in an open forum at which a verbatim record (transcript) 
of the proceeding is kept. 

Public Involvement - Coordination events and informational materials geared at encouraging the 
public to participate in the Transportation Project Development Process. A* successful Public 
Information Plan facilitates the exchange of information among project sponsors and outside groups 
and the general public, and includes meetings, surveys, committees, presentations, etc. 

Public Meeting - An announced meeting conducted by transportation officials designed to facilitate 
participation in the decision-making process and to assist the public in gaining an informed view of 
a proposed project at any level of the Transportation Project Development Process. Also, such a 

gathering may be referred to as Public Information Meeting. 

IX-6 



Middle River Employment Center Access Study Zy ^ 
Final Environmental Impact Statement/Final Section 4(f) Evaluation 
Section IX Glossary of Terms 

Record of Decision (ROD) - A document prepared by the Division Office of the Federal Highway 
Administration that presents the basis for selecting the approving a specific transportation proposal 
that has been evaluated through the various environmental and engineering studies of the 
Transportation Project Development Process. Typically, the Record of Decision identifies the 
alternative selected in the Final EIS, the alternatives considered, measure to minimize harm, 
monitoring or enforcement programs, and in itemized of commitments and mitigation measures. 

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) - The RCRA program identifies and tracts 
hazardous wastes from the point of generation to the point of disposal. 

Riffle - Shallow rapids where water flows swiftly over completely or partially submerged 
obstructions to produce surface agitation. 

Rights-of-Way - Land purchased by state and/or local jurisdictions that is used to accommodate 
construction, drainage and proper maintenance of transportation or other public facilities. 

Riparian - Pertaining to anything connected with or immediately adjacent to the banks of a stream. 

Rural Areas - Areas designated by local governments in comprehensive or general plans for 
protection from intensive development and preservation of farming, natural resources, 
environmentally sensitive lands, and open space. 

Scoping - As defined by the CEQ Regulations, the process for determining the scope of issues to 
be addressed and for identifying the significant issues related to a proposed action. 

Section 4(f) - Enacted as a portion of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966 (49 USC 303b), 
Section 4(f) declares "that special effort should be made to preserve the natural beauty of the 
countryside and public park and recreation lands, wildlife and waterfowl refuges, and historic sites." 
Section 4(f) applies to all historic sites, but only to publicly-owned parks, recreation areas, and 
wildlife/waterfowl refuges. 

Section 106 Procedures - Derived from Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 
1996 which governs the identification, evaluation, and protection of historical and archaeological 
resources affected by state and federal transportation projects. Principal areas identified included 
required evaluations to determine the presence or absence of sites, the eligibility based on National 
Register of Historic Places criteria and the significance and effect of a proposed project upon such 
a site. 

Section 404 Alternatives Analysis - Examines practical alternatives to the possible discharge or 
dredged or fill material into certain aquatic ecosystems, such as wetlands, mudflats, vegetated 
shallows or other special aquatic system. Practical means available and capable of being done after 
taking into consideration cost, existing technology and logistics in light of overall project purposes. 
Criteria guiding such an analysis are derived from the provisions of Section 404(b)(1) of the 1972 

Federal Clean Water Act as amended in 1977. The analysis is performed during the environmental 
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studies of the Transportation Project Development Process and is required before the issuance of a 
permit by the Corps of Engineers for the discharge of dredged or fill materials. 

Semi-anadromous fish - Fish which live in brackish water but spawn in freshwater. 

Service Roads - Parallel roadways constructed on the outside of major highways to accommodate 
local traffic and provide access to adjacent land owners. 

Significant Impact - Any number of social, environmental, or economic effects or influences that 
may result from the implementation of a transportation improvement; classified as direct, secondary, 
or cumulative. The FHWA mandates environmental clearance documents based upon the 
significance of impacts. Categorical exclusions, for example, are those actions which do not have 
significant effects. In most cases, Environmental Impact Statement projects do result in significant 
impacts. 

Study Area - A geographic area selected and defined at the outset of engineering or environmental 
evaluations, which is sufficiently adequate in size to address all pertinent project matters occurring 
within it. 

System Linkage - Interconnection of roadway segments that comprise an overall transportation 
network. Also, a discussion of how a proposed project fits into the existing and future transportation 
system (network) and how it contributes to developing a sound transportation network in an area or 
region. The terms connector road, missing link, gap completion, circumferential link, or beltway 
segment are sometimes used to describe this concept. 

Systems Planning - A methodical approach to the formation of plans and programs for safe, 
efficient, and balanced transportation network; involves setting goals and objectives, collecting data 
on existing conditions, simulating future activities, formulating alternative planned changes, 
evaluating changes against the desired goals and objectives, and recommending feasible, desirable, 
and appropriate action. 

Telework Centers - Local centers near residential development which provide computing and other 
office support services so that employees do not have to commute to their normal workplace to 
perform their job duties. 

Terrestrial - Of or pertaining to the earth. 

Transferable Development Rights - The sale of property development rights by landowners in non- 
development areas to landowners in areas designated for development. The transferred rights can 
be used to increase the amount of permitted development in designated development areas while 
preserving land in non-development areas. 
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Transit Oriented Development - A development pattern designed to provide proximity and 
convenient access to bus routes, rail stations, and nearby day-to-day services such as shops and 
schools through a network of interconnected streets, pedestrian walks, and bicycle paths. 

Transportation Control Measures (TCM) - Also know as Travel Demand Management (TDM), 
TCMs focus on reducing the number of vehicles on a roadway by changing the behavior of 
motorists. The Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 mandate consideration of certain TCMs as ways 
to reduce vehicle emissions in air quality non-attainment areas, for example, promoting the use of 
public transit, encouraging ridesharing and carpooling, and organizing employer-sponsored flexible 
work hour programs. 

Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP) - A program of transportation projects drawn from or 
consistent with the transportation plan and developed pursuant to Title 23, U.S.C. and the Federal 
Transit Act. 

Transportation Management Associations (TMAs) - Public or private non-profit organizations 
that provide TDM-oriented services to employers and businesses in designated activity centers. 
Traditionally, TMAs have concentrated on providing TDM support services such as rideshare 
matching, guaranteed ride home, etc. 

Transportation Systems Management (TSM) - A transportation alternative which seeks to reduce 
traffic congestion without altering the existing roadway. This alternative considers options such as 
improvements to the mass transit system, minor intersection improvements, and traffic management. 
TSM is considered to be a viable alternative only in urban areas. 

Upgrade Alternative - A study alternative or a proposed action in which all proposed improvement 
efforts are focused within the corridor or land area of facility that is already built. This alternative 
is examined and studied first, often in conjunction with a TSM Alternative, before other alignments 
that may be on a new location are considered. 

Wetlands - Lands that are transitional between terrestrial (land) and aquatic (water) systems where 
the water table is usually at or near the surface or the land is covered by shallow water. Wetlands 
serve an important environmental function such as filtering runoff and providing high quality natural 
habitats. 
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Purpose of the Project 

The purpose of this project is to provide improved access from the regional transportation 
network to enable the planned development of major economic development opportunity sites and to 
foster increased utilization of established employment areas in the Middle River Employment Center 
(MREC). 

Need for the Project 

The need for this project is to provide a sufficient level of access and mobility to support 
economic development efforts in the Middle River Employment Center (MREC), as identified in the 
Eastern Baltimore County Revitalization Strategy adopted by the Baltimore County Council in July, 
1996. 

Baltimore County has designated a portion of the Middle River area as an Employment 
Center, where employment growth is planned to occur. The Middle River Employment Center 
(MERC) includes the 1,000-acre undeveloped A.V. Williams tract, Martin State Airport and the 
Chesapeake Industrial Park, which includes a Lockheed Martin/General Electric facility. The full 
development potential of the MREC is dependent on improved access to national transportation 
facilities that serve travel demand between the Baltimore area and other regions of the country. 

The Amtrak northeast corridor railroad line is one such national transportation facility that 
already serves the MREC. The Amtrak line cuts through the MREC, providing access to the 
Chesapeake Industrial Park and the General Services Administration (GSA) building via spurs. 
However, the Amtrak line also acts as a barrier to movement between the developed section of the 
MREC south of the railroad and the undeveloped section of the MREC north of the railroad and is a 
de facto line of demarcation between the two sections of the MREC. The barrier effect of the 
railroad inhibits non-railroad movement within the MREC and between the MREC and other 
regional transportation facilities, such as the Interstate highway system. 

Of the two sections of the MREC, the northern section, which contains the 1,000-acre A.V. 
Williams parcel and some smaller parcels, has a much greater potential for employment growth. The 
northern section of the MREC also suffers from much more deficient multi-modal access than the 
southern section of the MREC. 

The existing roads throughout the study area are deficient in that they lack the capacity and 
continuity to provide adequate freight, employee and customer access to the entire MREC from the 
national highway network. The substandard alignment and design features of many of the roads 
within the study area contribute to accident rates that are significantly higher than the statewide 
average. 
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Long-Term Planning Context 

Growth Management and the Urban Rural Demarcation Line (URDL) 

For many suburban jurisdictions throughout the country, decisions regarding land use and 
growth management are now being debated and discussed. Baltimore County took on these 
important questions twenty years ago. After intensive analysis and discussion, the County then 
embarked upon an aggressive Growth Management Program based on the assumption that 
communities should make conscious decisions about the scope and direction of growth. The 
Program was embodied in the Baltimore County Master Plan 1979-1990, adopted by the County 
Council in November, 1979. It created an urban service boundary - the "Urban Rural Demarcation 
Line" (URDL) - which defines the limit of public water and sewer service, as well as the major 
transportation system. It also established growth areas in White Marsh and Owings Mills and 
asserted that rural areas should remain rural. 

Since the URDL was created in 1979, capital projects, transportation improvements, zoning 
changes and development actions must conform to this clear separation between the County's 
developable areas and its rural areas. Only one-third of Baltimore County's land area is zoned for 
higher density residential and industrial uses. The attached Map 1 clearly illustrates the extent to 
which the URDL has been effectively used to demarcate the limits of development in the County. 

Eastern Baltimore County Revitalization Strategy 

The strong need for an economic development initiative in this area can be demonstrated 
by the five indicators of economic and community health identified in the Eastern Baltimore 
County Revitalization Strategy. (Map 2 shows the area studied in the revitalization strategy.) 

1. Population - the study area has lost 15,000 residents since 1970 

2. Employment - the study area was the only regional employment area (exclusive of 
Baltimore City) to experience net loss of jobs. Good paying manufacturing jobs 
have been replaced by lower paying retail and service jobs 

3. Income - the study area has the highest concentration of poverty in Baltimore 
County, with a majority of the area below the County's median household income 

4. Education - only 65% of area residents have a high school diploma. Less than 10% 
have advanced degrees 

5. Crime - the study area has the highest concentration of violent crime, drug-related 
crime, juvenile arrests and order maintenance calls in the County. 

Economic Development 

Baltimore County has targeted much of the study area for future employment growth through 
its countywide Growth Management Plan. An objective of the plan is to maintain an adequate 
supply of prime industrial land served by public infrastructure to encourage employment-generating 
development and redevelopment, while still preserving the rural character of 2/3 of the County's 
land area. Toward this end, the County designated several areas, including Middle River, as 
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Employment Centers. The Employment Center classification is defined as "existing and proposed 
retail office and manufacturing areas which provide significant County-wide service and 
employment opportunities" (June 2, 1997, Master Plan Amendment). 

The Middle River Employment Center includes the Martin State Airport, the Chesapeake 
Industrial Park, the Lockheed Martin Aerostructures/General Electric (LMA/GE) facility, the former 
US Army Publications Depot, and the 1,000-acre undeveloped A.V. Williams tract (See Map 3). 

The economic anchor was LMA/GE operation, which during the 1930^ and 1940^, as the 
Glenn L. Martin Company, became a leading aircraft manufacturer. Because of corporate down- 
sizing and consolidation in the defense and commercial jetliner industries, production at this facility 
has decreased significantly in the past 50 years from a peak of 50,000 jobs during World War II to 
less than 1,200 jobs in 1996. This has had a negative impact on the surrounding communities which 
depended on the company for employment. 

The newly renamed "Baltimore Aerostructures," formerly Lockheed Martin Aerostructures 
and recently purchased by General Electric (GE), has experienced significant growth in the last 18 
months. In 1997, the company has expanded their aircraft parts machining and manufacturing 
business having been awarded a number of new contracts. New activity to the plant includes an 
additional jet engine thrust reverser project for the Air Force, a military aircraft components bonding 
contract and an aerostructures sub-contract for Boeing. This new activity has expanded the 
workforce by over 700 employees, up from 1,000 in December of 1996. GE has signed a 15 year 
lease with Lockheed Martin Properties (lessor of the land and buildings), and has committed to keep 
the existing management in place, which holds open the potential for additional business expansion 
at the facility in the future. 

Lockheed Martin Properties also owns and represents nearly 80 acres of industrial property, 
known as Chesapeake Industrial Park, that is distributed among 6 parcels and available for 
development. The development of these parcels is zoned to include manufacturing, 
warehouse/distribution and office uses. Access to this undeveloped land will be greatly enhanced 
with improved transportation service. 

Next to the GE facility is Martin State Airport (MSA), which is presently undergoing 
expansion. MSA has 265,000 square feet of office/industrial and hangar space available for lease, 
with a current occupancy rate of 95%. A number of area businesses maintain flight operations and 
office facilities at MSA, including Black & Decker Corporation, Crown Central Petroleum, USF&G, 
PHH, Ward Machinery and Lockheed Martin. A new 40,000 square foot hangar for Lockheed 
Martin Flight Operations is proposed, as well as a new Midfield Terminal. 

Across the street from Martin State Airport is the 1.7 million square foot General Services 
Administration (GSA) building. This building, owned by GSA, was the site of a major Army 
Publications Depot facility until that operation was relocated in 1996 as part of the Base 
Realignment and Closing (BRAC) process. The building is presently 53% leased and houses the 
Social Security Administration, an Air Force Publications facility, and the State Department as 
tenants. The remaining 47% is being actively marketed by GSA, with the potential of an additional 
400,000 square feet being leased in the immediate future. GSA plans to maintain control of the 
facility for lease to government entities. 
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Nottingham Properties, the primary developer of the White Marsh Town Center has 
experienced significant growth over the past decade. Today, the Town Center has nearly 3.7 million 
square feet of commercial space. When the 250 undeveloped acres are brought on-line, total 
potential build-out will be 5.0 million square feet. The development of the Town Center has been 
most dramatic since the extension of Route 43 from 1-695 to Route 40. The road extension has 
contributed to the development of many projects, specifically the Warner Bros., Danfoss Automatic 
Controls, CSS Power and Metris facilities. 

Economic Development Potential of the MREC: Conservative and Expected Scenarios 

The Middle River Employment Center has tremendous economic development potential with 
its existing industrial uses, waterfront access, airport, railroad, and large inventory of undeveloped, 
industrially-zoned land. To estimate the development potential and fiscal impact of likely 
commercial development in the study area resulting from increased access in the area, Baltimore 
County created a development model including all vacant parcels with five or more acres in the 
study area that would likely be developed for commercial or industrial uses. {Map 4 identifies the 
development parcels considered in the model and the wetlands delineated in the study area). The 
County evaluated two alternative scenarios ~ the first assuming the most conservative development 
factors, and the second assuming development factors that more closely represent what is expected to 
happen. Because of the extensive nature of the environmental constraints within the study area, both 
development models assume that only 50% of the available land will be developable. 

Assumptions for the Expected Scenario differ from those for the Conservative Scenario in the 
following four ways: 

1. The Expected Scenario assumed that for the A.V. Williams Tract alone, a somewhat higher 
proportion of manufacturing and flex space and a lower proportion of warehouse distribution 
development would occur than did the Conservative Scenario (see Table A). The assumed use 
distribution for all other parcels in the study area was the same under both scenarios. 

2. The Expected Scenario assumed a less conservative coverage ratio for the development expected 
to occur on the target parcels than the Conservative Scenario used (see Table B). 

3. The Expected Scenario used a less conservative estimate of the construction costs per square foot 
for the various types of development than did the Conservative Scenario (see Table C). 

4. The Expected Scenario assumed a somewhat denser employee/square foot ratio than did the 
Conservative Scenario (see Table D). 

Table A represents the assumed development breakdown of the A.V. Williams tract. 
Note that the remaining parcels were all assumed to be developed in the same manner under both 
scenarios. Table 2 in Appendix A contains a complete listing of development types by parcel. 

liable A - Development Breakdown of A.V. Williams Tract 

Conservaf/ve Expected 
Warehouse Distribution 
Flex Space 
Manufacturing 

50% 
30% 
20% 

33% 
33% 
33% 
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Nottingham Properties, the primary developer of the White Marsh Town Center has 
experienced significant growth over the past decade. Today, the Town Center has nearly 3.7 million 
square feet of commercial space. When the 250 undeveloped acres are brought on-line, total 
potential build-out will be 5.0 million square feet. The development of the Town Center has been 
most dramatic since the extension of Route 43 from 1-695 to Route 40. The road extension has 
contributed to the development of many projects, specifically the Warner Bros., Danfoss Automatic 
Controls, CSS Power and Metris facilities. 

Economic Development Potential of the MREC: Conservative and Expected Scenarios 

The Middle River Employment Center has tremendous economic development potential with 
its existing industrial uses, waterfront access, airport, railroad, and large inventory of undeveloped, 
industrially-zoned land. To estimate the development potential and fiscal impact of likely 
commercial development in the study area resulting from increased access in the area, Baltimore 
County created a development model including all vacant parcels with five or more acres in the 
study area that would likely be developed for commercial or industrial uses. {Map 4 identifies the 
development parcels considered in the model and the wetlands delineated in the study area). The 
County evaluated two alternative scenarios ~ the first assuming the most conservative development 
factors, and the second assuming development factors that more closely represent what is expected to 
happen. Because of the extensive nature of the environmental constraints within the study area, both 
development models assume that only 50% of the available land will be developable. 

Assumptions for the Expected Scenario differ from those for the Conservative Scenario in the 
following four ways: 

1. The Expected Scenario assumed that for the A.V. Williams Tract alone, a somewhat higher 
proportion of manufacturing and flex space and a lower proportion of warehouse distribution 
development would occur than did the Conservative Scenario (see Table A). The assumed use 
distribution for all other parcels in the study area was the same under both scenarios. 

2. The Expected Scenario assumed a less conservative coverage ratio for the development expected 
to occur on the target parcels than the Conservative Scenario used (see Table B). 

3. The Expected Scenario used a less conservative estimate of the construction costs per square foot 
for the various types of development than did the Conservative Scenario (see Table C). 

4. The Expected Scenario assumed a somewhat denser employee/square foot ratio than did the 
Conservative Scenario (see Table D). 

Table A represents the assumed development breakdown of the A.V. Williams tract. 
Note that the remaining parcels were all assumed to be developed in the same manner under both 
scenarios. Table 2 in Appendix A contains a complete listing of development types by parcel. 

liable A - Development Breakdown of A.V. Williams Tract 
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Table B represents the expected coverage ratios for the development expected to occur on the 

target parcels. The coverage ratios represent the expected amount of building space in relation to the 
total area of the parcel. These ratios take into account the County's standard development regulations 
for setbacks, reforestation, stream buffers, parking, etc. The coverage ratios were derived by 
examining other similar developments in the area. 

(Table B - Expected Coverage Ratios (entire study area)           | 
Conservatfve Expected 

Light Industrial 0.23 0.28 
Office 0.33 0.40 
Commercial 0.27 0.32 
Distribution Warehouse 0.20 0.24 
Manufacturing 0.20 0.24 
Flex Space 0.23 0.28 

Table C represents the estimate construction cost per square foot to build each development 
type. These figures were derived by examining comparable development costs for various building 
types in the area. 

Table C • Construction Costs per Square Foot (entire area) 
Conservative            Expected 

Light Industrial $60 $70 
Office $90 $100 
Commercial $70 $80 
Distribution Warehouse $40 $45 
Flex Space $60 $65 
Exhibition Space $50 $50 
Manufacturing $65 $70 

Table D represents the expected allocation of square feet per employee to derive an expected total 
employment for each development parcel. These figures were developed by examining other similar 
business operations in the area. 

(Table D - Estimated Square Feet per Job (entire acerage)        | 
Conservatfve Expected 

Light Industrial 500 400 
Office 300 200 
Commercial 300 300 
Distribution Warehouse 1,000 800 
Flex Space 625 500 
Exhibition Space 2,000 1,500 
Manufacturing 500 400 
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Table E summarizes the results of the model, as well as the level of development expected 

under a "no-build" scenario, i.e., if improved access is not provided. A complete summary of the 
conservative impact model and the "no-build" model can be found in Tables 2 - 5 in Appendix A. 
Based on the above stated assumptions, the development of the parcels in the study area is expected 
to yield between 9,600 and 15,500 new jobs for the area, and result in new private investment of 
$330 million to $460 million if improved access is provided. If improved access is not provided, 
the parcels are expected to yield only 2,000 new jobs and $58 million in private investment. A 
complete summary of how the model was formulated and the underlying assumptions can be found 
in Attachment 1 in Appendix A. 

liable E - Development Model Results Summary                                                 | 
Conse/vaf/ve Expected No-Build 

Acres Developed 647 647 84 
Square Feet Built 6,080,639 7,307,479 890,117 
Employment 9,638 15,564 2,052 
Capital Investment $331,052,435 $462,395,964 $58,197,822 
30-NPV of County Taxes $28,304,897 $41,745,056 $5,351,895 

The following conditions were used in estimating the intensity of development if no 
improvements were to be made to the existing roadway network: 

• The undeveloped land within the study area has either limited or remote access to two 2- 
lane roadways. Bird River Road and Ebenezer Road, which serve residential areas and 
are not designed to accommodate large trucks or tractor-trailers. 

• Ebenezer Road connects to US 40, however access to the Interstate system is circuitous. 

• No direct access to MD 150 now exists from the land parcels north of the Amtrak line 
because the line acts as a barrier and an above-grade crossing would be required. 

• Windlass Run and associated wetland areas make access to all parcels difficult. 

• Bird River Road does not now connect with a major highway facility. (Campbell 
Boulevard is a master-planned road that was assumed to be extended from MD 7 to Bird 
River Road in the future.) 

The A.V. Williams property is the largest industrial tract of land under single ownership in the 
County (1,000 acres), but has not been developed to its planned potential primarily because of poor 
highway access, although sewer service is also needed. With over 7,500 feet of frontage on Amtrak's 
northeast corridor, rail access is excellent. However, the Amtrak railroad acts as a barrier, preventing 
access between this property and MD 150. The Master Sewer and Water Plan was amended in 1996 
to designate this property as a capital facilities area, which means that water and sewer services 
would be made available within the framework of the six-year capital program. Over the past few 
years, the A.V. Williams parcel has been proposed at different times for development as an 
automobile assembly plant, an amusement park with a foreign trade zone, and an automobile 
raceway with a 100,000-seat stadium. Each of these proposals was critically dependent on 
significantly improved regional highway access to accommodate large volumes of freight, 
employees and/or customers. 
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In addition to the Williams tract, the Chesapeake Industrial Park has about 80 acres of 

developable land with access to MD 150, a rail spur to the Amtrak line, and shoreline frontage along 
Dark Head Creek. The site has been proposed as a mixed use waterfront conference and convention 
center. Across from the Martin State Airport is 800,000 square feet of warehouse space available in 
the GSA building. A comparison of Tables 2 and 3 indicates that development of these sites, located 
in the southern portion of the MREC, is not dependent on improved access. Recent experience 
shows, however, that new business attraction to the area has been slow or non-existent. It is a real 
estate judgment that the area is being by-passed for other regional areas that have advantageous 
highway access. 

Table 1 of Appendix A outlines a potential for developing nearly 1,200 residential units within 
the study area. Four parcels are also included in Tables 2 and 3, indicating a potential for re-zoning 
from residential to zoning that would allow light industrial uses. The traffic generated by the 
residential development will contribute significantly to congestion on existing local roads that 
currently provide access to the northern section of the MREC. 

Potential Benefits and Fiscal Impacts 
The following Table F displays growth projections of population, households, labor force and 

employment for the Middle River Employment Center and the study area. Round 5 A is the most 
recent projection which includes an assumption that a new four-lane highway would be constructed 
between US 40 and MD 150 with access to the A.V. Williams parcel, in accordance with the 
Baltimore Metropolitan Council's Constrained Long Range Plan. 

|Table F - Projected Growth:1995-2020                           | 
1995 2020 % Change 

Population 16,273 16,021 -1.5% 
Households 6,236 6,524 4.6% 
Labor Force 8,681 8,561 -1.4% 
Employment 12,186 23,528 93.1% 

Source: Baltimore County Office of Planning, Round 5A projections 
for transportation zones 411,441,442,486,487 and 499. 

The growth projections show that employment is expected to increase significantly with the 
highway network assumptions. Households are expected to increase slightly, and population and 
labor force are expected to remain near the current level. This data indicates that the future need for 
employees living outside the Middle River Employment Center to commute to jobs within the 
Middle River Employment Center will be greater in the future than it is today. 
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Transportation improvements in the study area are the critical element of realizing the 

economic development potential for the Middle River Employment Center. Specifically, 
transportation improvements would: 

• allow the A.V. Williams tract to develop as planned, 

• improve freight access to the under-utilized Lockheed Martin/GE facility and to the GSA 
building, 

• advance the development of Chesapeake Industrial Park 

• provide convenient access to Baltimore County's waterfront sites and shoreline, 

• provide convenient access to the MARC station and Martin State Airport from 1-95, 
facilitating intermodal transfers between highway, rail and air transportation systems. 

Of the 1,760 acres of commercially and industrially zoned land that was studied, it is 
estimated that 647 acres would be developed over a 30-year period. On these 647 acres, there is a 
potential for 6.1 million to 7.3 million square feet of commercial and industrial space, representing 
between $330 million and $460 million in new investment. This development is expected to create 
between 9,600 and 15,500 new jobs in Baltimore County with associated wages of $270 million to 
$440 million annually. 

The projected impact of the expected development on Baltimore County revenues is very 
significant. New real property tax revenue is expected to be between $3.8 million and $5.3 million 
annually at buildout. Baltimore County income tax revenues resulting from the new jobs created are 
expected to be between $2.1 million and $3.4 million annually at build-out. Based on straight-line 
30-year build-out, the net present value of the county tax revenues to be received over the 30-year 
period is expected to be between $28 million and $42 million. This figure does not take into account 
any spin-off or multiplier effects of the development. 

If regional access is not provided, it is estimated that only 87 acres of the nearly 1,800 acres 
of industrially zoned land in the Study Area would be developed due to an inadequate transportation 
infrastructure serving the area. The total fiscal impact is expected to be less than one-fourth of what 
it would be if a major transportation facility providing direct access became a reality. New real 
property tax revenue would be just under $665,000 annually with less development at build-out. 
Income tax revenues resulting from the 2,000 new jobs created will be only $449,000 annually. 
Based on straight-line 30-year build-out, the net present value of the county tax revenues to be 
received over the 30-year period would result in little more than $5 million. This is $23 million to 
$36 million less than the full build-out scenario if a transportation facility were constructed. 

Existing Transportation Infrastructure 

The existing infrastructure includes the Martin State Airport, an Amtrak rail line. Mass 
Transit Administration service and a joint County/State highway network. (See Map 5 ) 

Martin State Airport 
Martin State Airport (MSA) is Maryland's largest general aviation facility. The airport is 

located eight miles east of the City of Baltimore and occupies 707 acres in the Middle River area of 
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Baltimore County. MSA is owned by the State of Maryland and is operated by the Maryland 
Aviation Administration (MAA). With its control tower and long runway, it is capable of handling 
additional corporate air traffic. 

Martin State Airport is the home base for the Maryland Air National Guard (MANG), the 
Maryland State Police Aviation Division, the Baltimore City Police Helicopter Unit, the Baltimore 
County Police Marine/Aviation Unit, a number of aviation sections of major Maryland corporations 
and 262 general aviation aircraft. 

The MAA conducted a Master Plan Study in 1994 to identify improvements required to 
ensure the airport is capable of satisfying expected demand over the next twenty years; and update 
forecasts on the airport's activities. The number of general aviation aircraft registered in the 
Baltimore Region is projected to grow at approximately 0.25 percent annually to 1,510 by the year 
2000, slightly increasing to 0.75 percent to 1,627 in the year 2010. These growth rates reflect the 
continued good health of the Region's economy over the long-term. The objectives of the Martin 
Master Plan are to preserve the airport as a general aviation facility in the Baltimore Region and 
protect its capacity to accommodate existing and future levels of demand, ensuring that the airport 
will continue to operate as a general aviation reliever for Baltimore-Washington International 
Airport (BWI), and ensuring a continuing base for the MANG. 

Amtrak Rail Service 

Amtrak, the high speed rail line serving the Northeast Corridor, traverses the study area along 
the west side of MD 150, however, no service is provided within the area. Amtrak is currently 
investigating the possibility of locating a new station within the study area between Earls Road and 
the MARC Station. Improved highway access is critical to the feasibility of the new Amtrak station 
to provide adequate attraction potential from a larger area then exists today to justify station use. 

MTA Service 

Rail 
The Maryland Commuter Rail Service (MARC) operated by MTA initiated service to eastern 

Baltimore County, within the study area, in 1991 when the Perm Line service was extended from 
Baltimore City to Perryville in Cecil County. The MSA Station was established at that time on MD 
150 across from MSA. The Penn Line provides commuter rail service over the Amtrak northeast 
corridor between Union Station in Washington, DC and Perryville. Although this line serves 
Baltimore's Penn Station, its primary function is to provide commuter service to Washington, DC. 

Bus 
Bus service within the study area is provided by the MTA's #24 bus line. This a core bus 

route that operates via Pulaski Highway, Kelso Road, Martin Boulevard and Middle River Road to 
Eastern Boulevard. It provides service between Oliver Beach/ Tidewater Village and Middle River/ 
Franklin Square Hospital. 
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Highway Network 

The MREC area is serviced by a mixed network of highways and local roads on the State 
highway and Baltimore County road systems. 

US 40 is a four-lane divided arterial highway providing east-west movement for both local 
and through traffic between Baltimore City and Harford County. 1-95, located approximately one 
mile west of US 40, is the principal north-south interstate highway on the east coast*. MD 7 
(Philadelphia Road), a secondary two-lane roadway situated parallel to, and between US 40 and 1-95, 
provides additional north-south movement, primarily serving local traffic needs. MD 150 (Eastern 
Avenue) is a two to four-lane highway leading to, and providing access from, the predominantly 
residential areas of Bowleys Quarters and Carroll Island, Middle River, the Martin State Airport, 
Essex, and Baltimore City. Major east-west traffic movements within the MREC area between US 
40 and MD 150 are provided by Ebenezer Road and Earls Road. Additional traffic circulation 
within the area is provided primarily by Bird River Road, and Vincent Road. 

Ebenezer Road located along the northern boundary of the MREC area is maintained and 
owned by Baltimore County. The roadway has a two-lane section with 11-foot lanes, no shoulders or 
access controls with twelve at-grade intersections and approximately 115 driveways accessing the 
roadway. A cemetery is located close to the roadway just east of Earls Road. Land use is 
predominantly residential with agricultural and local service businesses also present. 

Vincent and Bird River Roads are located in the western portion of the MREC area. These 
roadways are primarily older, established residential streets with some evidence of new development 
along the western end of Bird River Road. The two-lane roadways have 10 foot lanes and no 
shoulders or access controls. 

Earls Road, a connecting link between MD 150 and Ebenezer Road, has severe design 
deficiencies in both horizontal and vertical alignments. The roadway section includes two 10-foot 
lanes with no shoulders. Land use is predominantly commercial with a sand and gravel plant, 
nursery, auto junkyard and other similar uses. Scattered residential uses are also evident. The 
existing land use results in significant truck traffic along the roadway. The bridge on Earls Road 
crossing Amtrak is restricted, with a maximum weight limit of five tons and a speed limit of 30 
miles per hour. The bridge is scheduled for complete in-kind replacement to begin in the later part 
of 1997. The deficiencies, in both the road and bridge crossing, contribute to a high accident rate on 
Earls Road. 

* Although 1-95 is designated a north-south highway and US 40 is designated an east-west highway, they ran parallel to 
each other between Baltimore and New Castle, Delaware, and actually have a northeast-southwest orientation through 
eastern Baltimore County. 
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Safety 

An accident analysis was performed for the MREC Area for the three-year period of January 
1,1994 to December 31,1996. The analysis indicated there was a total of 336 reported accidents on 
the network of roads in the study area during this period. The following roadways were included: 

• MD 150; Martin Blvd. (MD 700) to Ebenezer Road 
• MD 43; 1-95 to US 40 
• Ebenezer Road; US 40 to MD 150 
• Bird River Road; Ebenezer Road to Middle River Road 
• Vincent Road; Ebenezer Road to Bird River Road 
• Earls Road; MD 150 to Ebenezer Road 

The results of the analysis reveal that Earls Road, Vincent Road, Bird River Road and MD 
150 are operating with accident rates that are statistically significantly higher than the statewide 
average rate for similar type and design highways. Of the 336 reported accidents on the study area 
road network, there were six fatalities, 352 personal injuries and 140 accidents involving only 
property damage. 

Ebenezer Road, MD 150, Earls Road, Bird River Road and Vincent Road have significantly 
higher rates of rear end, opposite direction, sideswipe, fixed object, pedestrian and parked vehicle 
type accidents than the statewide average. Data in Appendix B shows the type and severity of 
accidents that occurred on the specific roadways. There were no High Accident Intersections 
identified in the study area. 

Summary 

The Middle River Employment Center Area (MREC) is targeted for revitalization and for 
additional employment growth through its Eastern Baltimore County Revitalization Strategy and its 
countywide Growth Management Plan. The MREC is planned for significant economic growth that 
can not be accommodated with the existing transportation infrastructure. In order for this 
development to occur, as Baltimore County has planned, additional multi-modal access needs to be 
examined. The need for this study is to examine ways to enable development to occur that can result 
in the 10,000 -15,000 proposed new jobs for the area. 

16 



5*if 

APPENDIX A 

Development Potential 

Residential Development Potential Table 1 

I 
I 
I 

m                           Owner Map Parcel Land 
Area 

Existing 
Zoning 

Potential 
Zoning 

Density Potential 
Units 

BALTIMORE GAS & ELECTRIC CO.. 82 0230 31.00 RC-3 DRI 1 31 1 
• BALTIMORE GAS & ELECTRIC CO. 82 0608 14.32 RC-3 DR1 1 14! 
• • BALTIMORE GAS & ELECTRIC CO 83 0143 19.61 RC-3 DR-2 2 38| 

BEVANS CHARLES C. 83 0145 25.64 RC-3 DR-2 2 50 1 
•GAMBRJLL CHARLES A.. JR. 83 0035 31.02 RC-3 DR-2 2 61 
1ICOLDSBERRY FLORENCE A. 83 0532 1729 RC-3 DR-2 2 34| 

GROSS HELEN M. 90 0980 11.00 DR-2 DR-2 2 21 1 
fcLAUBACH GEORGE. JR. 82 0197 12.18 DR-1,2 DRI 1 12 1 
1INOTTINGHAM FARMS INC. 82 0111 55.69 RC-3 DR-2 2 no 

NOTTINGHAM FARMS INC. 82 0594 12.46 DR-3.5 DR-3.5 3J 42 1 
•NOTTINGHAM PROPERTIES INC. 82 0109 15.49 RC-3 DR-2 2 30! 
! IPAUL SARAH F. 83 0377 14 31 RC-2 DR-2 2 28| 

ROHE FARM LANE DEVELOPMENT INC. 82 0741 22.99 DR-2 DR-2 2 45 
iROSEDALE ROOFING COMPANY INC. 83 0677 1326 RC-3 DR-2 2 26 
1ISECURITY MANAGEMENT CORP. 83 0360 110.00 RC-3, DR-1 DR-2 2 219 

SHERMAN GEROLD D. 82 0238 52.04 DR-1,2.3 DR-12,3.5 3 155 
•SKALSKI ANDREA 83 630 31.50 ML-IM DR-2 2 62 
JKLOWIKJOHNA. 90 0093 10.13 DR-2 2 19 

STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 83 0452 11.49 DR-2 2 22 
•TITO INC. 82 0149 17.73 DR-3.5 DR-3.5 3.5 60 
•rREMPER HERMAN H. 83 0142 1621 RC-3 DR-2 2 31 

WELSH SCOTT LEBRUN 83 0220 11.09 RC-2 DR-2 2 21 
| flVHITE, RANDY W. 83 387 18.05 MLR-IM DR-2 2 35 

I 83 10 10.13 RC-3 DR-2 2 19 
TOTAL                                                           | 584.63 1185 
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NEW Commerc ial and Industrial Development Poter itial      1 

BffS^isfeijibg-jwBgx hi*-'' '..'^yr?**! SSBHaraMg 

Owner Map Parcel Zoning Total % Development Acres for Square 
Acres by use Type Develop. 

50% 

Feet 

AV Williams and 83 147 "M" - IM 984 50% Distribution Warehouse 246 2,143,152 
Univ. of Maryland 148 30% Flex Space 148 1,478,775 

164 20% Manufacturing 98 857,261 
91 196 • 

Chesapeake Park 90 964 '' / 
A MH-IM 13 Office 7 93,436 
B MH-IM 18 Office 9 129,373 
C-1230 MH-IM 6 Distribution Warehouse 3 26,136 ^H 

D MH-IM 13 Commercial/Office 7 76.448 
F MH-IM 12 Commercial 6 70,567 
G&H MH-IM 21 Exhibition Space 11 75,000 

(Lockheed Martin) I MH-IM 66 Lockheed Martin 
Security 83 360 "M" - IM 60 50% Light Industrial 15 150,282 
Management I 50% Rex Space 15 150.282 
Genstar 83 243 "M" - IM 399 Mining 
Kellner 83 141 RC3 5 Light Industrial 3 25.047 
Tremper 83 142 RC3 16 Light Industrial 8 80,150 
Bevans 83 145 RC3 16 Light Industrial 8 80,150 
Goldsberry 83 532 RC3 24 Light Industrial 12 120,226 
Comer 83 607 MH-IM 13 Light Industrial 7 65,122 
Casson 83 167 MH-IM 8 Light Industrial 4 40,075 
Chase Auto 83 170 MH-IM 10 Light Industrial 5 50,094 
MARC 91 438 MH-IM 5 Transit Center 3 21,780 
MD Transportation 91 465 MH-IM 9 Distribution Warehouse 5 39.204 
Leland Industrial 90 1070 ML-IM 14 Light Industrial 7 70,132 

90 773 ML-IM 8 Light Industrial 4 40,075 
90 514 ML-IM 8 Light Industrial 4 40.075 

Rosser, Thomas E 90 1112 ML-IM 13 Light Industrial 7 65,122 
Northpoint Holding        83 151 MLR-IM 19 Light Industrial 9 92,674 
TOTAL DEVELOPMENT 1,760 647 6,080,639 

ASSUMPTIONS: 

1. FLOOR AREA RATIOS: 
iH 

Light Industrial =                    0.23 Distribution Warehouse or Manufacturing = 0.20 | 
Office =                                  0.33 Flex Space = 0.23 1 
Commercial =                        0.27 

2. Area for MO 43 Right-of-Way is not subtracted f rom parcel total. | 
3. Existing development is not included in total dev relopment summary. 1 
4. "M" = multiple industrial zones currently located on parcel. 
5. RC 3 zoned parcels would be rezoned to an "M' ' classification. 1 

y A2 11/28/9 7 
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517 
NEW Development Potential w/o Master-Planned Access 

Commercial = 0.27 
2. Area for MD 43 Right-of-Way is not subtracted from parcel total. 
3. Existing development is not included in total development summary. 
4. "M" = multiple industrial zones currently located on parcel.' 
5. RC 3 zoned parcels would be rezoned to an "M" classification. 

Owner Map Parcel Zoning Total % Development Acres for Square 

Acres by use Type Develop. 
50% 

Feet 

AV Williams and 83 147 "M" - IM 984 50% Distribution Warehouse - - 

Univ. of Maryland 148 30% Rex Space - .- 

164 20% Manufacturing - - 

91 196 
Chesapeake Park 90 964 

A MH-IM 13 Office   -" 7 93,436 

B MH-IM 18 Office 9 129,373 

C-1230 MH-IM 6 Distribution Warehouse 3 26,136 

D MH-IM 13 Commercial/Office 7 76,448 

F MH-IM 12 Commerctai 6 70,567 

G&H MH-IM 21 Exhibition Space 11 75,000 

(Lockheed Martin) 1 MH-IM 66 Lockheed Martin 
Security 83 630 "M--IM 60 50% Light Industrial * - 

Management 50% Flex Space - - 

Genstar 83 243 MM" - IM 399 Mining 
Kellner 83 141 RC3 5 Light Industrial * - 

Tremper 83 142 RC3 16 Light Industrial - • 

Bevans 83 145 RC3 16 Ught Industrial - m 

Goldsberry 83 532 RC3 24 Light Industrial • • 

Comer 83 607 MH-IM 13 Light Industrial - - 

Casson 83 167 MH-IM 8 Light Industrial - - 

Chase Auto 83 170 MH-IM 10 Light Industrial 5 50.094 

MARC 91 438 MH-IM 5 Transit Center 3 21.780 
MD Transportation 91 465 MH-IM 9 Distribution Warehouse 5 39.204 

Leland Industrial 90 1070 ML-IM 14 Light Industrial 7 70.132 
90 773 ML-IM 8 Light Industrial 4 40.075 
90 514 ML-IM 8 Light Industrial 4 40.075 

Rosser, Thomas E 90 1112 ML-IM 13 Ught Industrial 7 65,122 
Northpoint Holding 83 151 MLR-IM 19 Ught Industrial 9 92.674 

[TOTAL DEVELOPMENT 1,760 84 1       890,117 

ASSUMPTIONS: 

ATIOS: 1. FLOOR AREA R 
Light Industrial -                    0.23 Distributic n Warehouse or Manufacturing - 0.2C 

Office* 0.33 Rex Spac *« 0.22 • 

A3 11/28/97 
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Fiscal Impact of New Development on County Revenue 
WHSKSWWPW  • 

.^HHOMtW^" M;*rf»i>M<—i• »r»4  • 

Owner Parcel Market Property New Total Income Total 

Value of Tax Jobs Annual Tax New Tax 30-Year     • 

Imprvts. Revenue Wages Revenue Revenue NPV       • 
AV Williams and 147 $85,726,080 $978,992 2,143 $60,625,484 $468,900 $1,447,892 $6,958,724 

Univ. of Maryland 148 $88,726,493 $1,013,257 2.366 $66,930,534 $517,666 51.530,922 $7,357,776   I 

164 
196 

$55,721,952 $636,345 1,715 $48,500,387 $375,120 $1,011,465 $4,861,208   m 

Chesapeake Park 964 • 
A $8,409,258 $96,034 311 $8,810,411 $68,143 $164,177 $789,051   | 

B $11,643,588 $132,970 431 $12,199,030 $94,352 $227,322 $1,092,532 

C-1230 $1,045,440 $11,939 26 $739,335. $5,718 $17,657 $84,862   H 

D $5,351,346 $61,112 255 $7,208,518 $55,753 $116,866 $561,669   • 

F $4,939,704 $56,411 235 $6,654,017 $51,465 $107,876 $518,464   • 

G&H $3,750,000 $42,825 38 $1,060,800 $8,205 $51,030 $245,254 

(Lockheed Martin) 1 • 
Security 360 $9,016,920 $102,973 301 $8,502,354 $65,760 $168,734 $810,952   • 

Management $9,016,920 $102,973 240 $6,801,884 $52,608 $155,582 $747,741 

Genstar 243 M 
Kellner 141 $1,502,820 $17,162 50 $1,417,059 $10,960 $28,122 $135,159   | 

Tremper 142 $4,809,024 $54,919 160 $4,534,589 $35,072 $89,991 $432,508 

Bevans 145 $4,809,024 $54,919 160 $4,534,589 $35,072 $89,991 $432,508   — 

Goldsberry 532 $7,213,536 $82,379 240 $6,801,884 $52,608 $134,987 $648,761   • 

Comer 607 $3,907,332 $44,622 130 $3,684,354 $28,496 $73,118 $351,412  • 

Casson 167 $2,404,512 $27,460 80 $2^67.295 $17,536 $44,996 $216254 

Chase Auto 170 $3,005,640 $34,324 100 $2,834,118 $21,920 $56,245 $270,317  • 
$0 • 

MARC 438 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

MO Transportation 465 $1,568,160 $17,908 39 $1,109,003 $8,577 $26,486 $127294 

Leiand Industrial 1070 $4,207,896 $48,054 140 $3,967,765 $30,688 $78,742 $378,444 m 

773 $2,404,512 $27,460 80 $2^67,295 $17,536 $44,996 $216254 • 

514 $2,404,512 $27,460 80 $2,267,295 $17,536 $44,996 $216,254 

Rosser, Thomas E. 1112 $3,907,332 $44,622 130 $3,684,354 $28,496 $73,118 $351,412 _ 
$500,087 • 

$28,304,897 • 
Northpoint Holding Ent 151 $5,560,434 

»«•«,.«   M0«i  .tie 

$63,500 
ei Ton c*a 

185 
O Sift 

$5,243,119 
S272 645 470 

$40,552 
S2.108.742 

$104,052 
$5,889,361 TOTAL 

ASSUMPTIONS: 

9OJI ,ua*,«»ja | JJ,IU«,«I* 

ruction: 
-I 

1. Construction costs a nd jobs created per square foot of const 

USB                                                                   Cost/SF SF/Job | 
Light Industrial =                                                    S60 500 I 
Office"                                                                   590 300 
Commercial =                                                        *70 300 • 
Distribution Warehouse =                                        $40 1000 • 

| 
Flex Space «                                                         $60 625 
Exhibition Space »                                                 S50 2000 • 
Manufacturing«                                                       565 50G 1 

2. Total wages based on Baltimore County average annual waj 3eof$28 288. 
3. For income tax wages are reduced by 25% to adjust for expi sctedtax deductions. •1 
4. Fifty percent of new jobs will be held by Baltimore County re sidents. 1 
5. Seventy five percent of jobs created will be net new to the C ounty. m 

6. Straight-line absorbtion over 30 years (21.6 acres per year) 
7. Net present value (NPV) assumes 6.5% annual cost of capH al. 1 

A< 1 11/28/97 



Table 5 

Fiscal Impact of New Development on County Revenues w/o Master-Planned Access 
:^^»'>*»«^w*^^ 
Owner Parcel Market Property New Total Income Total 

Value of Tax Jobs Annual Tax New Tax 30-Year 
Imprvts. Revenue Wages Revenue Revenue NPV 

AV Williams and 147 $0 $0 0 so $0 so SO 
Univ. of Maryland 148 $0 $0 0 $0 $0 so so 

164 
1S6 

$0 $0 0 $0 $0 so $0 

Chesapeake Park 964 
A $8,409,258 $96,034 311 $8,810,411 $68,143 $164,177 $789,051 
B $11,643,588 $132,970 431 $12,199,030 $94,352 $227,322 $1,092,532 
C-1230 $1,045,440 $11,939 26 $739,335 $5,718 $17,657 $84,862 
D $5,351,346 $61,112 255 $7,208,518 $55,753 $116,866 $561,669 
F $4,939,704 $56,411 235 $6,654,017 $51,465 $107,876 $518,464 

(Lockheed Martin) 
G&H 
I 

$3,750,000 $42,825 38 $1,060,800 $8,205 $51,030 $245,254 

Security 
Management 

630 $0 
SO 

$0 
$0 

0 
0 

$0 
so 

so 
SO 

SO 
SO 

SO 
SO 

Genstar 243 
Kellner 
Tremper 
Bevans 
Goldsberry 
Comer 
Casson 
Chase Auto 
MARC 
MD Transportation 

141 
142 
145 
532 
607 
167 
170 
438 
465 

SO 
SO 
SO 
$0 
SO 
so 

$3,005,640 
$0 

$1,568,160 

$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 

$34,324 
$0 

$17,908 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

100 

39 

so 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 

$2,834,118 
$0 

$1,109,003 

$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 

$21,920 
$0 

$8,577 

so 

S SO 

$0 
$0 

$56,245 
$0 

$26,486 

SO 
SO 
SO 
SO 
SO 
$0 

$270,317 
$0 

$127,294 
Leland Industrial 1070 

773 
514 

$4,207,896 
S2.404.512 
S2.404.512 

$48,054 
$27,460 
S27.460 

140 
80 
80 

$3,967,765 
$2,267,295 
$2,267,295 

$30,688 
$17,536 
$17,536 

$78,742 
$44,996 
$44,996 

S378.444 
$216,254 
$216,254 

Rosser. Thomas E. 
Northpoint Holding Ent 

1112 
151 

S3.907.332 
S5.560.434 

S44.622 
$63,500 

130 
185 

$3,684,354 
$5,243,119 

$28,496 
$40,552 

$73,118 
$104,052 

$351,412 
$500,087 

TOTAL I 558,197.822 | $664,619 [ 2,052 $58,045,058 $448,942 $1,113,561 $5,351,895 

ASSUMPTIONS: 

1. Construction costs and jobs created per square foot of construction: 

Use Cost/SF SF/Job 
Light Industrial = 
Office^ 
Commercial = 
Distribution Warehouse = 
Rex Space a 

Exhibition Space » 
Manufacturing = 

$60 
$90 
$70 
$40 
$60 
$50 
$65 

500 
300 
300 
1000 
625 
2000 
500 

2. Total wages based on Baltimore County average annual wage of $28,288. 
3. For income tax wages are reduced by 25% to adjust for expected tax deductions. 
4. Fifty percent of new jobs will be held by Baltimore County residents. 
5. Seventy five percent of jobs created will be net new to the County. 
6. Straight-line absorbtion over 30 years (2.8 acres per year) 
7. Net present value (NPV) assumes 6.5% annual cost of capital. 

A5 11/28/97 



Attachment 
Detail of Steps Taken to Calculate Development Potential & Impact 5fb 

1. Identify all vacant parcels in the study area with 5 or more acres that are likely to be 
developed for a commercial or industrial use if MD 43 is extended. 

2. Estimate the number of acres available for development. Because of the extensive nature of 
the environmental constraints in this area, the total acreage was reduced by 50%. 

3. Determine the expected development type based on parcel location, size and configuration 
(e.g. distribution warehouse, office, light industrial, etc.) 

4. Calculate potential square feet of development based on the expected coverage ratio for each 
type of development A coverage ratio or floor area ratio (FAR), estimates the expected 
percentage of the total land area of the parcel that will be covered by building area (e.g. the 
estimated coverage ratio for light industrial is .23 or stated differently, the expected amount 
of square feet likely to be developed on a light industrial parcel is 23% of the total area of the 
parcel itself. 

5. Estimate the value of the real property improvements. Using an estimated cost of 
construction per square foot, calculate the total construction cost for each parcel based on the 
total square feet expected to be developed. 

6. Estimate the real property tax rate to be received by Baltimore County. Multiply the market 
value of the real property improvements by the County's 40% assessment ratio and apply the 
property tax rate of $2,855 per $ 100 of assessed value. 

7. Estimate the number of new jobs that will be created as a result of the new development in 
die study area using data on the average ratio of employees to square feet of development for 
different types of development Based on the development type, divide the estimated square 
feet of development by the corresponding ratio of jobs per square feet For example, since 
the employee per square feet ratio for light industrial is 1 per 500 square feet a 500,000 
square foot light industrial building would be estimated to employ 1,000 people. 

8. Calculate total annual wages of the new jobs. Multiply the number of new jobs by the 
Baltimore County average annual wage of $28,288. Given the types of uses projected under 
this analysis, the average annual wage would most likely be higher. But to ensure that 
estimates are conservative, the analysis used the most recent County average wage figure 
available. 

9. Estimate annual new income tax revenues to be received by Baltimore County. Assuming 
that only 75% on the jobs created on the parcels will be new to the County (i.e. 25% of the 
jobs are likely to have relocated to the new parcels from other County locations) multiply the 
total annual wages by 75%. Next assuming that only 50% of the jobs will be held by 
Baltimore County residents (the remaining 50% of the jobs will likely be held by residents of 
Baltimore City, Harford County and other surrounding jurisdictions) multiply the results 
again by 50%. Then multiply the results by an additional 75% to adjust the income for tax 
deductions and apply the County's marginal income tax rate of 2.75%. 

10. Calculate total new tax revenue to Baltimore County by adding the property tax and income 
tax figures. 

11. Calculate a 30-year net present value of the total tax revenues, assuming straight-line 
absorption of the property of 22.5 acres per year and using a discount rate of 6.5%. 

A6 

i 



•59( 

APPENDIX B 

MREC Area Accident Summaries 

|                                    Earls Road from MD150 to Ebenezer Road(1.48 miles)                                    | 

Study Rate Statewide Average Rate 
1994         1995         1996         Total 

Angle 1                                               1            32.10 32.70 
Rear End 1                               1            32.10 59.00 
Fixed Object 7               1               3              11          353.13* 27.30 
Opposite Direction 1                1                                2            64.21* 10.10 
Sideswipe 0 10.30 
Left Turn 0 17.50 
Pedestrian 0 5.60 
Parked Vehicle 0 5.80 
Other 0            96.31* 22.30 

Fatal 0 1.30 
Injury 6               2               2              10          321.03* 98.80 
Property Damage 3               14               8           256.82* 90.40 
TOTAL 9               3               6              18          577.85* 190.50 

* Significantly higher than statewide average 

|                             Vincent Road from Ebenezer Road to Bird River Road(0.74 mile)                              | 

Study Rate Statewide Average Rate 
1994         1995         1996         Total 

Angle 
Rear End 

0                                         18.20 
0                                         24.80 

Fixed Object 
Opposite Direction 
Sideswipe 
Left Turn 

1113           192.62*                   41.40 
0                                            9.20 
0                                            5.50 
0                                            7.70 

Pedestrian 0                                            2.00 
Parked Vehicle 0                                           2.50 
Other 0                                           22.20 

Fatal 0                                            2.40 
Injury 
Property Damage 

1                1                                  2            128.41                      70.40 
1                1               2            128.41                     60.80 

|TOTAL 12               14           256.82*                   133.60 

* Significantly higher than statewide average 

Bl 
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|                         Bird River Road from Ebenezer Road to Middle River Road (2.94 miles) 

Study Rate Statewide Average Rate 
1994         1995         1996         Total 

Angle 0                                          18.20 
Rear End 1               1               2            21.18                     24.80 
Fixed Object 5               7               3              15          158.86*                   41.40 
Opposite Direction 1               1             10.59                      9.20 
Sideswipe 2                                1               3            31.77*                     5.50 
Left Turn 0                                           7.70 
Pedestrian 1               2               3            31.77*                     2.00 
Parked Vehicle 1113            31.77*                     2.50 
Other 2               2            21.18                     22.20 

Fatal 0                                           2.40 
Injury 2               6               4              12          127.09*                   70.40 
Property Damage 6               4               7              17          180.04*                   60.80 
TOTAL 8              10             11             29          307.12*                  133.60 

* Significantly higher than statewide average 

|                           Ebenezer Road from US 40 to 0.02 mile north of MD 150 (3.83 miles)                          | 

Study Rate Statewide Average Rate 
1994         1995         1996         Total 

Angle 3               13               7             15.15                     18.20 
Rear End 5               4               9              18           38.95*                    24.80 
Fixed Object 11              6               3              20           43.28                     41.40 
Opposite Direction 6               2               9              17           36.79*                     9.20 
Sideswipe 1                1                                2             4.33                       5.50 
Left Turn 1               2               2               5             10.82                      7.70 
Pedestrian 0                                           2.00 
Parked Vehicle 0                                           2.50 
Other 1113            6.49**                     22.20 

Fatal 0                                           2.40 
Injury 17              8              18             43           93.05*                    70.40 
Property Damage 11              9               9              29            62.75                     60.80 
TOTAL 28             17             27             72           155.80                   133.60 

* Significantly higher than statewide average Significantly lower than statewide average 

B2 
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|                            MD 150 from Martin Blvd. (MD 700) to Ebenezer Road (4.67 miles)                            | 

Study Rate Statewide Average Rate 
1994         1995         1996         Total 

Angle 6               11               6              23            18.02                      18.83 
Rear End 25             23             19             67           52.49*                    24.36 
Fixed Object 11              10             22             43            33.69                     29.49 
Opposite Direction 8               4               2               14            10.79*                      4.35 
Sideswipe 10              2               5              17           13.32*                     6.07 
Left Turn 4               6               6              16            12.54                      8.71 
Pedestrian 4               3               7             5.48*                      1.56 
Parked Vehicle 1113             2.35                       1.93 
Other 2               4               5              11            8.62**                     18.55 

Fatal 14               16              4.7*                       1.96 
Injury 42             40             38            120          94.02*                    60.13 
Property Damage 24             21             33             78            61.11                     51.92 
TOTAL 66             61             71             198          159.83                   113.94 

Significantly higher than statewide average Significantly lower than statewide average 

|                                                   MD 43 from I-95 to US 40 (0.96 mile)                                                   | 

Study Rate Statewide Average Rate 
1994         1995         1996         Total 

Angle 0                                          0.40 
Rear End 3                                3              9.77                       7.40 
Fixed Object 3               2               5             16.29                     16.60 
Opposite Direction 0                                            0.40 
Sideswipe 1                                 1              3.26                       4.50 
Left Turn 0                                            0.20 
Pedestrian 0                                            0.10 
Parked Vehicle 0                                            1.20 
Other 0                                            8.30 

Fatal 0                                            0.70 
Injury 2               1               3              9.77                      18.40 
Property Damage 5               1               6             19.55                     20.00 

TOTAL 0               7               2               9             29.32                     39.10 

B3 
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APPENDIX B 
Right-of-Way and Relocation Report 

Middle River Employment Center Access Study 
Final Environmental Impact Statement/Final Section 4(f) Evaluation 

^S&fe. 
|^P ^1   U.S. Department of Transportation 
vij^^m^   Federal Highway Administration 

Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 



Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 
Office of Real Estate / Right-of-Way District 4 

^f 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Heather Murphy 
Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 

FROM: 

DATE: 

Gina M. Anthony, Chief 
Right-of-Way District 4 

February 11,1999 

SUBJECT:       Middle River Employment Center Access Study 

RE: Relocation Assistance Information Study 

The following relocation assistance information study for the proposed alternates, is based upon a 
survey of the area and available market data from various sources including local newspapers and local 
real estate information. Generally, it is difficult to determine the exact number of residents on any 
particular property without interviews, however, we shall give an estimate of the total number of 
displacements, based upon general knowledge of the area. 

Alternate D 

Alternate D will require the acquisition of four improvements, believed to be three residential 
improvements and one "multi-use" property (residence and business). Two of the residential 
improvements appear to be owner occupied and the»remaining residence appears to be occupied by a 
tenant. The property we identify as a "multi-use" property seems to be the owner's residence and his 
welding business. We estimate displacing 16 individuals for this alternate. 

Phone: (410)321-2871 /Fax: (410)321-2892 
l-(800)-962-3077 



5^ 
Alternate D-Modified 

Alternate D Modified will require the acquisition of five improvements including four residential 
properties and one "multi-use" property (three of the residential properties and the "multi-use" 
property were identified in Alternate 3). 

We believe the four residences include two owner occupied and two tenant occupied properties. The 
fifth improvement is the same "multi-use" property identified in Alternate D as a combination 
residence and welding business. 

We estimate 20 individuals are displaced by this alternate. 

Alternate E 

Alternate E will require the acquisition of six improvements including five residential properties and 
one "multi-use" property (four of these properties, three residential and one "multi-use," have been 
previously identified in Alternates D and D modified). 

The six improvements include three owner occupied, two tenant occupied and one "multi-use" 
property (residence and welding business). 

We estimate 22 individuals will be displaced by this alternate. 

Alternate F-l Modified 

Alternate F-l Modified will require the acquisition often improvements, including nine residential 
properties and one "multi-use" property. It appears that seven of the residential properties are owner 
occupied and the remaining two may be tenant occupied. The "multi-use" property is owner occupied 
as a residence and a car repair business in the rear. 

We estimate that this alternate will displace 46 individuals and require the relocation of a business 
with approximately 7 employees. 

Alternate I - Modified 

Alternate I-Modified will require the acquisition of five improvements (all of these properties have 
been identified in various other alternates, four of which have been included in Alternates D, D 
modified and E). 

The five improvements affected include two owner occupied residences, two tenant occupied 
residences and one "multi-use" property (combination residence and welding business). 

We estimate 20 individuals are being displaced by this alternate. 

Phone: (410)321-2871 /Fax: (410)321-2892 
l-(800)-962-3077 



Relocation Assistance Information Summary ffl 

We have reviewed each alternate and note that several residential properties and at least one business is 
affected on each alternative. Although the area is an older, established community with long time 
residents that may include minorities, elderly and disabled persons, we are not impacting a large 
community of any particular group. 

We believe there will be sufficient available housing to satisfy the demands for replacement housing 
for any of the alternates in this report. We also believe that there are locations available to satisfy 
relocating the businesses affected, however, it may be somewhat difficult to relocate the 
business/residence combinations to similar use properties due to zoning regulations. 

This area is experiencing significant development, both residentially and commercially. A review of 
real estate in the area leads this office to believe we could complete acquisition and relocation 
assistance activities in a satisfactory manner. It is estimated that we could accomplish all relocation 
assistance activities within an eighteen month period. 

Please feel free to contact me if you require additional information. 

Phone: (410)321-2871 / Fax: (410)321-2892 
l-(800)-962-3077 
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Land Use Analysis Committee Market Analysis Report 

Middle River Employment Center Access Study 
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MIDDLE RIVER EMPLOYMENT CENTER 
ACCESS STUDY 

LAND USE ANALYSIS COMMITTEE 
MARKET ANALYSIS REPORT 

February 20.1998 



Middle River Employment Center Access Study 
Land Use Analysis Committee Market Analysis Report 

IptP 

Prepared by: 

KLNB,Inc.: 

Koren Development Company Inc.. 
Moncure & Associates, Inc.: 

Mr. Thomas C. Martel, SIOR, President 
Mr. Timothy R. Hearn, CCIM 
Mr. Steven S. Koren 
Mr. Robert A. Moncure, P.E., R.L.S. 

INTRODUCTION 

The purpose of this report is to provide a review of the material which has been submitted by Baltimore 
County Officials to the State Highway Administration as it relates to the proposed Middle River 
Employment Center Access Study. Documentation previously provided include: 

1.)        Economic Development Potential Between the White Marsh Town Center and Martin 
State Airport 

2.)        Middle River Employment Center Access Study Purpose and Need Statement; December 
17, 1997. 

This market analysis will focus on the two (2) primary areas: 

A.)       Access Alternatives 
B.)       Marketability of the Baltimore County Plan identified in the Economic Development 

report above. 

I. Developable Land Analysis 

The first part of our study was to analyze the exact extent of the environmental constraints within the 
Employment Center boundary. These constraints included the wetlands and streams (and their 
appropriate buffers), cemeteries, parks, schools, etc. A 25 foot buffer was placed around all the wetlands 
and a 75 foot buffer was placed from the top of the stream banks. 

When this task was completed the zoning designations were added and all parcels that were evaluated by 
Baltimore County were delineated and identified by their Tax Map number. A "land bay" analysis was 
then prepared only for the properties which the County identified for development. The acreage from the 
"land bay" analysis was then compared to the County's numbers (See Table 1 and Figure 1). 

We obtained and have shown on the mapping the major interceptor sewers and force mains that exist in 
the area. The Vincent Farms force main and Windlass Run Pump Station will be completed by the year 
2000. Located in the area between Bird River Road, Vincent Road, and Ebenezer Road, this proposed 
sewer system would adequately serve the developable properties within the Employment Center north of 
the power line. The existing Leland Avenue Force Main/Orems Road Pump Station and the Bengies 
Road Pump Station will also serve the Employment Center. These systems are located to southeast and 
south (along Eastern Boulevard) of the Employment Center. Our analysis has determined that the 
existing and planned sewer system is capable of servicing a full build-out of the Middle River 
Employment Center. 
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Middle River Employment Center Access Study 
Land Use Analysis Committee Market Analysis Report 4*>/ 

Table 1 
Middle River Employment Center Access Study 

Land Use Analysis Committee 

NEW Commercial and Industrial Development Potential 

lowner Map Parcel Zoning Total % Development Type Acres for Acres for Square 

1 

Acres by use Dev. 
50% 

Develop. 
Detailed 
Study 

Feet 

|AV Williams and Univ. 83 147 "M"-IM 984 50% Distrib. Warehse. 246 218' 2,142,152 
of Maryland 148 30% Flex Space 148 1862 1,478,775 

164 20% Manufacturing 98 543 857,261 
| 91 196 Residential 0 
IChesapeake Industrial 90 964 . 

Park A MH-IM 13 Office 7 7 93,436 
B MH-IM 18 Office 9 9 129,373 

1 C-1230 MH-IM 6 Distrib. Warehse 3 3 26,136 1 D MH-IM 13 Comm./Office 7 7 76,448 
D MH-IM 12 Commercial 6 6 70,567 

• G&H MH-IM 21 Exhib. Space 11 11 75,000 
•(Lockheed Martin) I MH-IM 66 Lockheed Martin 
Isecurity 83 360 -iwr-iM 60 50% Light Industrial 15 37 150,282 

Management 50% Flex Space 15 150,282 
•Genstar 83 243 "M"-IM 399 Mining 
iKellner 83 141 RC3 5 Light Industrial 3 2 25,047 
^Tremper 83 142 RC3 16 Light Industrial 8 12 80,150 
Bevans 83 145 RC3 16 Light Industrial 8 13 80,150 

•Goldsberry 83 532 RC3 24 Light Industrial 12 13 120,226 
•Comer 83 607 MH-IM 13 Light Industrial 7 5 65,122 
•Casson 83 167 MH-IM 8 Light Industrial 4 8 40,075 
Chase Auto 83 170 MH-IM 10 Light Industrial 5 10 50,094 

•MARC 91 438 MH-IM 5 Transit Center 3 5 21,780 
IMD Transportation 91 465 MH-IM 9 Distrib. Warehse. 5 5 39,204 

'leland Industrial 90 1070 ML-IM 14 Light Industrial 7 0 70,132 
90 773 ML-IM 8 Light Industrial 4 0 40,075 

1 90 514 ML-IM 8 Light Industrial 4 0 40,075 
•Rossner, Thomas E. 90 1112 ML-IM 13 Light Industrial 7 0 65,122 

NorthPoint Holdinq 83 151 MLR-IM 19 Light Industrial 9 19 92,674 
TOTAL DEVELOPMENT 1,760 647 630 6,080,639 

ASSUMPTIONS: 

FLOOR AREA RATIOS: 
Light Industrial = 0.23 
Office = 0.33 
Commercial = 0.27 
Area for MD 43 Right-of-Way is not subtracted from parcel total. 
Existing development is not included in total development summary. 
"M" = multiple industrial zones currently located on parcel. 
RC 3 zoned parcels would be rezoned to an "M" classification. 

North of Transmission Line 
South of Transmission Line 
S.E. Corner - Mitigation required 

Distribution Warehouse or Manufacturing 
Flex Space = 

0.20 
0.23 



Middle River Employment Center Access Study *' 
Land Use Analysis Committee Market Analysis Report •   

Existing public water is located along Leland Road (36") and along Ebenezer Road (16"). A water line 
will be constructed within the proposed Campbell Boulevard right-of-way when Campbell Road is 
constructed. This is programmed for construction by the year 2000. The system will consist of 20"and 
16" water mains from Philadelphia Road to Bird River Road. The developable area within the 
Employment Center would tie into the existing systems along Ebenezer Road and Leland Avenue/Eastern 
Boulevard. Based on the sizes of the existing mains and planned expansions, we believe that the existing 
and planned water system is adequate to support any development within the Middle River Employment 
Center. 

II. Access Alternatives 

As we review access alternatives within the scopes of this assignment, two (2) land development areas 
present the primary opportunities. 1) The A.V. Williams tract, and adjacent parcels; 2) the Eastern 
Boulevard corridor, which includes the Chesapeake Industrial Park, and Riverdale Apartment site, Martin 
State Airport and the Government Service Administration (G.S.A.) Depot facility. 

A.V. Williams and Adjacent Properties 

At present, portions of this area have frontage on roads such as Bird River Road to the north; Wampler 
and Bengies Road-South to the west; and Ebenezer and Earls Road to the east. Due to the presence of a 
high-speed Amtrak rail line along it's southern border, no access is available along this boundary. With 
the purpose of this report focusing on economic development potential, it is critical to start with the key 
ingredient; access in this region to Interstate 95. In order to maximize the potential employment uses to 
the sites, direct access to Interstate 95 is an essential priority. 

At present, the travel routes from 1-95 to this area are provided via Maryland 43 to Route 40, or the 
Baltimore Beltway to Route 40. From Route 40, the Eastern Boulevard area is accessed via Martin 
Boulevard. Middle River Road provides a route to Bird River Road; Ebenezer Road has an intersection 
with Route 40 as well. Each of these road patterns have been in place for several decades, none of them 
offer an acceptable route for new business development of high employment density or quality. 

The liabilities associated with this existing road network can not be overcome by upgrading their paving 
sections, or enhancing their appearance. A business park of the magnitude contemplated for the Middle 
River Employment Center will require direct access to 1-95, not the circuitous routes currently in place. 
The future employers and operators of businesses which will locate on the A.V. Williams tract and 
adjacent compatible parcels will not want to introduce large scale truck traffic onto roads which have a 
heavy residential character because of inevitable neighborhood confrontations, such as Bird River and 
Ebenezer. A route which requires access to 1-95 via 1-695 East to Route 702 to Eastern Boulevard is both 
circuitous as well as offering a heavily signalized route along Eastern Boulevard with strong residential 
and neighborhood business characteristics. 

To the extent that the existing road system was relied upon, even given upgrades, limited to no economic 
growth could occur on the A.V. Williams parcel and adjacent compatible parcels, a situation which has 
remained static over the past thirty (30) years. We concur with the County's report on this item. 

With regard to the option of an extension of Campbell Boulevard, while this would be a new road way, it 
also provides a route which is troublesome. Once again, direct access from 1-95 is not available; all 
vehicles and trucks would have to move through two (2) phases of the White Marsh Business 
Community, proceed through a heavy wetland area from Route 7 to Route 40, and intersect with Bird 
River Road in an area with an even stronger residential character then Maryland 43's provides. While an 
extension of Campbell Boulevard would provide an improvement to the current situation, the A.V. 
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Williams parcel would result in being the "back-end" of White Marsh, and would only offer an alternative 
as a low cost land source. Distribution Companies would consider the transportation route, via Campbell 
Boulevard, as a negative; Office/R&D/ Flex employers would not be interested in this awkward location; 
manufacturing users may find it acceptable. It should be noted of these product types (Distribution 
Warehouse, Office/R&D, and Manufacturing), a manufacturing use has the most limited market size in 
terms of demand. 

Access Alternatives - Maryland 43 Extension 

We agree with the County report which identifies the extension of Maryland 43 as being the only 
practical alternative to creating a first class employment center in this region. 

Benefits to this alternative include: 

1) Direct access to 1-95, with limited interaction with adjacent residential communities. 

2) Because of this direct access, the A.V. Williams and adjacent compatible parcels would have the 
opportunity to act as a primary business park, not as the "back-end" to White Marsh-Rossville. 

3) Existing development west of the A.V. Williams parcel is significantly residential in character. 
We would suggest an alignment alternative which locates Maryland 43 as far west as possible, 
with the new roadway creating a buffer to these residential communities. This would allow for 
large "land bays" to be located to the east of the new roadway; when this is assembled it will 
maximize the development potential of the site. Existing Bengies Road-North and Earls Road 
could be utilized as a secondary means of ingress/egress to the site for truck traffic or cars 
entering the parcel from the Bengies/Chase areas (See Figure 2). 

4) With the extension of Maryland Route 43, a commercial/service parcel could be carved out at the 
Route 40/Maryland Route 43/Bird River Road interchange which would provide land to users. 
Such users would include service hotels, a convenience shopping center which may include 
commercial services, a grocery store, and automotive services, similar to that which is seen at the 
White Marsh Center. This retail would also support the residential areas, as there has been no 
new neighborhood retail centers developed along Eastern Boulevard over the past twenty-five 
(25) years. 

III. With this type of road network in place, the model for specific economic development activity 
which would take place on the A.V. William and adjacent compatible parcels becomes apparent. 
The White Marsh Business Community provides an excellent example of the potential for this 
site. Uses and land values for fully developed, finished sites in this area include: 

A) Warehouse Distribution Centers - similar to the Time Warner facility, which is a 600.000 
square foot building. Land values for this type of project will be in the S 140,000 per acre 
range. 

B) Office/Flex/R&D - Similar to the McLean Ridge Development, a five (5) building 
250,000 square foot office park which is home to Metris, Travelers Insurance and others. 
Land values in this park are in the $200,000 per acre range. 

C) Service Retail - Similar to White Marsh Retail, a Giant grocery anchored center; the 
Hampton Inn Hotel facility and Exxon Service Station. Land values from these users are 
in the $300-400,000 per acre range. 
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Office/Flex/R&D - 15% 
Manufacturing - 10% 
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D) Manufacturing - Because the White Marsh's master development plan did not encourage 
this use, new manufacturing business have typically looked to the Harford County area 
for their growth. Employers such as Clorox, Alcore and others are operating in sites 
which have typically been priced in the $95,000 per acre range. 

E) Residential - Per our previous comments, we do envision the sites which will be west of 
the Maryland Route 43 extension as being designated for residential use. Land value for 
this activity will be dependent on the single family or townhouse density and yield which 
would be available. 

Assuming 500 acres of land bays could be assembled on the east side of the Maryland Route 43 extension 
into this development envelope, and operating within the following Development Profile: 

325 acres @ 80% efficiency, 260 net useable 
75 acres @ 80% efficiency, 60 net useable 
50 acres @ 80% efficiency, 40 net useable 
50 acres @ 80% efficiency,   40 net useable 

Total: 500 acres 400 net useable acres 

We evaluate the finished land/lot values as: 

Distribution Warehouse 260 acres @ $140,000 per acre = $36,400,000 
Office/Flex/R&D    - 60 acres @ $200,000 per acre = $12,000,000 
Manufacturing        - 40 acres @   $95,000 per acre = $3,800,000 
Retail Service         - 40 acres @ $300,000 per acre = $12.000.000 

Gross Land Value: $64,200,000 

Residential Values are to be determined. 

Potential Square Footage of Buildings and Employment to be located in each of these land bays could be: 

DistributionAVarehouse -   260 acres at 50% coverage   - 5,662,800 square feet 
@ 1.25 Employees per 1,000 square feet = 7,079 employees 

Office/Rex/R&D -     60 acres at 25% coverage   - 653,400 square feet 
@ 5 Employees per 1,000 square feet = 3,267 employees 

Manufacturing -     40 acres at 35% coverage   - 609,840 square feet 
@ 4 Employees per 1,000 square feet = 2.439 employees 

Retail Service -     40 acres at 20% coverage   - 348,480 square feet 
@ 3 Employees per 1,000 square feet = 1,045 employees 

Projected Total Square Footage - 7,274,520 
Projected Total Employees - 13,830 
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IV. 

i) 

2) 

3) 

Employers and developers of modem warehouse faciliues currently evaluate the des.rabihty of 
the business parks in this area as having three (3) levels: 

WMte Marsh Business Community - Pnmary - as i. evinced by a type, .hell rate for 

i^r^^^x^^ «- -- - -is -^by a *-*"25% 
decline in value to a $3.00 p.s.f. Industrial Gross range 

We discuss ,hes= va,ues as ,0 Prov,de ^^^^^^Z^T^ 
and its ccresponding direct access to I»«^9^*\* ^ •• '^ ^ State of Maryland with 
Boulevard can occur. For property owners and ^J^^^l the Chesapeake Industrial Park. 
Mamn State Atrport; Venical ^^^^^^2^-1 have'an enormous benef.t 

?& ?%£sz%^2%3£A •» - r40%'wi"occur in ,he ",dustnal 
p°operiy values along Eastern Boulevard once llus access ,s provtded. 

.u ^^cciKiiitv nf the hi<rh quality waterfront development 
The direct access will also ••^^.^'^J^ ^J^cessUmwghdKexiaing 
contemplated for Middle R,ver as dtscu^ed „ «h   County Pn* ^^ ^ ^^ or el 

^tl^d'TlS^.nX^ would create a positive benefit on these res.denttal 

property values as well. 

Theextension of Route 43 wil, ^^iftcant^X^Z^^^ 

S^^r^S^^ S=d can occur within a ,e„ (,0, year period. 
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SUMMARY OF THE RELOCATION ASSISTANCE PROGRAM OF THE 
STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION OF MARYLAND 

All State Highway Administration projects must comply with the Uniform Relocation 
Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (42 USC 4601) as amended by Title 
IV of the Surface Transportation & Uniform Relocation Assistance Act of 1987 (P.L. 100-17), the 
Annotated Code of Maryland entitled "Real Property Article" Section 12-112 and Subtitle 2, 
Sections 12-201 to 12-212. The Maryland Department of Transportation, State Highway 
Administration, Office of Real Estate administers the Transportation Relocation Assistance Program 
in the State of Maryland. 

The provisions of the Federal and State laws require the State Highway Administration to 
provide payments and services to persons displaced by a public project. The payments include 
replacement housing payments and moving costs. The maximum limits of the replacement housing 
payments are $22,500 for owner-occupants and $5,250 for tenant-occupants. Certain payments may 
also be made for increased mortgage interest costs and other incidental expenses. In order to receive 
these payments, the displaced person must occupy decent, safe and sanitary replacement housing. 
In addition to these payments, there are also moving expense payments to persons, businesses, farms 
and non-profit organizations. Actual but reasonable moving expenses for residences are reimbursed 
for a move of up to 50 miles or a schedule moving payment of up to $1,300 may be used. 

In the event comparable replacement housing is not available within the monetary limits for 
owners and tenants to re-house persons displaced by public projects or available replacement 
housing is beyond their financial means, replacement "housing as a last resort" will be utilized to 
accomplish the re-housing. Detailed studies must be completed by the State Highway 
Administration before relocation "housing as a last resort" can be utilized. 

The moving cost payments to businesses are broken down into several categories, which 
include actual moving expense payments, reestablishment expenses limited to $10,000 or fixed 
payments "in lieu of actual moving expenses of $1,000 to $20,000. Actual moving expenses may 
also include actual direct losses of tangible personal property and expenses for searching for a 
replacement site up to $1,000. 

The actual reasonable moving expenses may be paid for a move by a commercial mover or 
for a self-move. Payments for the actual reasonable expenses are limited to a 50-mile radius unless 
the State determines a longer distance is necessary. The expenses claimed for actual cost moves 
must be supported by firm bids and receipted bills. An inventory of the items to be moved must be 
prepared in all cases. In self-moves, the State will negotiate an amount for payment, usually lower 
than the lowest acceptable bid. The allowable expenses of a self-move may include amounts paid 
for equipment hired, the cost of using the business vehicles or equipment, wages paid to persons who 
participate in the move, the cost of actual supervision of the move, replacement insurance for the 
personal property moved, costs of licenses or permits required and other related expenses. 

toq. 
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In addition to the actual moving expenses mentioned above, the displaced business is entitled 
to receive a payment for the actual direct losses of tangible personal property that the business is 
entitled to relocate but elects not to move. These payments may only be made after an effort by the 
owner to sell the personal property involved. The costs of the sale are also reimbursable moving 
expenses. 

If the business elects not to move or to discontinue the use of an item, the payment shall 
consist of the lesser of: the fair market value of the item for continued use at the displacement site, 
less the proceeds from its sale; or the estimated cost of moving the item. 

If an item of personal property which is used as part of a business or farm operation is not 
moved and is promptly replaced with a substitute item that performs a comparable function at the 
replacement site, payment shall be of the lesser of: the cost of the substitute item, including 
installation costs at the replacement site, minus any proceeds from the sale or trade-in of the replaced 
item; or the estimated cost of moving and reinstalling the replaced item. 

In addition to the moving payments described above, a business may be eligible for a 
payment up to $10,000 for the actual reasonable and necessary expenses of reestablishing at the 
replacement site. Generally, reestablishment expenses include certain repairs and improvements to 
the replacement site, increased operating costs, exterior signing, advertising the replacement location 
and other fees paid to reestablish. Receipted bills and other evidence of these expenses are required 
for payment. The total maximum, reestablishment payment eligibility is $10,000. • 

In lieu of all moving payments described above, a business may elect to receive a fixed 
payment equal to the average annual net earnings of the business. This payment shall not be less • 
than $1,000 nor more than $20,000. In order to be entitled to this payment, the State must determine 
that the business cannot be relocated without a substantial loss of its existing patronage; the business _. 
is not part of a commercial enterprise having more than three other establishments in the same or H 
similar business that are not being acquired; and the business contributes materially to the income 
of a displaced owner during the two taxable years prior to the year of the displacement. A business 
operated at the displacement site solely for the purpose of renting to others is not eligible. 
Considerations in the State's determination of loss of existing patronage are the type of business 
conducted by the displaced business and the nature of the clientele. The relative importance of the 
present and proposed locations to the displaced business and the availability of suitable replacement 
sites are also factors. 

In order to determine the amount of the "in lieu of moving expenses payment, the average 
annual net earnings of the business is to be one-half of the net earnings, before taxes during the two 
taxable years immediately preceding the taxable year in which the business is relocated. If the two 
taxable years are not representative, the State may use another two-year period that would be more 
representative. Average annual net earnings include any compensation paid by the business to the 
owner, owner's spouse, or dependents during the period. Should a business be in operation less than 
two years, the owner of the business may still be eligible to receive the "in lieu of payment. In all 
cases, the owner of the business must provide information to support its net earnings, such as income 
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tax returns, or certified financial statements, for the tax years in question. 

Displaced farms and non-profit organizations are also eligible for actual reasonable moving 
costs up to 50 miles, actual direct losses of tangible personal property, search costs up to $1,000 and 
reestablishment expenses up to $10,000 or a fixed payment "in lieu of actual moving expenses of 
$1,000 to $20,000. The State may determine that a displaced farm may be paid a minimum of 
$1,000 to a maximum of $20,000, based upon the net income of the farm, provided that the farm has 
been relocated or the partial acquisition caused a substantial change in the nature of the farm. In 
some cases, payments "in lieu of actual moving costs may be made to farm operations that are 
affected by a partial acquisition. A non-profit organization is eligible to receive a fixed payment or 
an "in lieu of actual moving cost payment, in the amount of $1,000 to $20,000 based on gross 
annual revenues less administrative expenses. 

A more detailed explanation of the benefits and payments available to displaced persons, 
businesses, farms and non-profit organizations is available in the "Relocation Assistance" brochure 
that will be distributed at the public hearing for this project and be given to displaced persons. 

Federal and state laws require that the State Highway Administration shall not proceed with 
any phase of a project which will cause the relocation of any persons, or proceed with any 
construction project, until it has furnished satisfactory assurances that the above payments will be 
provided, and that all displaced persons will be satisfactorily relocated to comparable decent, safe 
and sanitary housing within their financial means, or that such housing is in place and has been made 
available to the displaced person. 
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February 9, 1999 

Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson 
Deputy Division Chief 
Project Planning Division 
Maryland State Highway Administration 
P.O. Box 717 
Baltimore. MD 21203-0717 

RE: 

Dear 

Project No. BA847A11 
Middle River Employment Center Access Study (MRECAS) 
Baltimore County, Maryland 

impson: 

Thank you for your recent letter, dated and received by the Trust on 11 January 
1999, regarding the above-referenced project. With that letter, SHA forwarded draft 
archeological and final architectural documentation for the project: the draft archeological 
report, Phase I Archeological Survey, Middle River Employment Center Access Study, 
Baltimore County, Maryland (Fiedel et al. 1998); final copies of the report. Survey Report 
Evaluation and Historic Documentation for the MD 43 Planning Study BA847A11 in 
Baltimore County, Maryland (Traceries 1998); and survey forms for the project's standing 
structures. SHA requested the Trust's concurrence with its determination that the project 
will have an adverse effect on historic properties, both architectural and archeological, 
which are eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places. Trust staff 
carefully reviewed the materials and prepared the Trust's comments and concurrence 
presented below. 

ELIGIBILITY DETERMINATION 

ARCHITECTURE:      In our prior correspondence, dated 12 November 1997, the Trust 
concurred with SHA's eligibility determinations, based on draft Maryland Inventory of 
Historic Properties (MIHP) forms prepared by Traceries and draft Determination of 
Eligibility (DOE) forms prepared by SHA.    Those determinations remain valid for the 
project. Therefore, the following properties within the APE are eligible for inclusion in 
isthe National Register of Historic Places: 

BA-1180 Ebenezer Methodist Church 
BA-1852 Old Chase School/St. John's Church 
BA-2081 Glenn L. Martin Airport (part of Martin State Airport HD) 
BA-2824 Middle River Depot (part of Martin State Airport HD). 

The Trust accepts the final MIHP forms prepared by Traceries for the inventoried 
properties in the project area. We are still awaiting the final DOE forms prepared by SHA 
for the fifty-nine remaining properties in the project area. SHA should submit the final 
DOE forms, as soon as possible, to complete the documentation of its identification 
efforts. 

,4i- 
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Trust staff consulted with SHA personnel regarding the final copy of the Survey 
Report — Evaluation and Historic Documentation for the MD 43 Planning Study, 
BA847A11 in Baltimore County, Maryland prepared by Traceries in November 1998. It 
does not appear that Traceries addressed the remarks made in the Trust's letter of 
November 12, 1997 on the draft report.   We are particularly concerned with the APE map. 
Figure 21 in the final report, which is illegible and otherwise totally unreadable at a 5 x 
7" xerographic reproduction. The Trust depends on being provided with accurate APE 
maps which are the basis of our Inventory maps and ultimately the GIS system. Although 
we accept the final report, we request that SHA submit a replacement Figure 21, produced 
at a larger scale, which clearly marks the entire APE and includes MMP and DOE 
numbers on labels which are distinguishable from the background. 

ARCHEOLOGY:    We have reviewed a copy of the following draft report, prepared for 
SHA by John Milner Associates, Inc.: Phase I Archeological Survey, Middle River 
Employment Center Access Study, Baltimore County, Maryland (Fiedel et al. 1998).    As 
noted in SHA's submittal letter, the draft requires substantive revisions to meet the 
reporting requirements of the Standards and Guidelines for Archeological Investigations 
in Maryland (Shaffer and Cole 1994).    However, the document contains sufficient 
information for the Trust to concur with SHA's determinations of eligibility for the 
identified resources.   Attachment 1 lists our specific comments on the draft itself. We ask 
SHA to have the consultant address these issues, in addition to SHA's remarks, in the 
preparation of the final document. 

The Phase I survey identified four new archeological sites within the current APE. 
Site 18BA468 consists of a low density and dispersed scatter of prehistoric lithic artifacts. 
Shovel testing did not identify any intact features or cultural deposits in the site area.   The 
site likely represents a short term campsite. We concur with SHA that 18BA468 does not 
meet the criteria for eligibility in the National Register of Historic Places due to its low 
information potential and lack of integrity.     The remaining three sites include: 
18BA467, an Early-Middle Woodland prehistoric site; 18BA469, a Late Archaic 
prehistoric site; and 18BA470, amid 19th - early 20th c. farmstead.   We agree that Phase 
II archeological investigations are warranted to conclusively determine the National 
Register eligibility of these three sites.    While not specifically addressed in SHA's 
submittal, we believe that it is not necessary to reevaluate the significance of any of the 
previously investigated archeological resources (Waite 1989), the majority of which are 
now situated outside the APE for the current project.   Please keep us informed regarding 
the schedule for implementing any Phase II investigations. 

EFFECT DETERMINATION 

Based on the information provided, the Trust concurs with SHA's determination 
that each of the build altemates(Altematives D, D [Modified], E, Fl [Modified], and I 
[Modified]) proposed will have adverse effects on historic properties, including 
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architectural and archeological resources.1    SHA has appropriately assumed adverse 
impacts for archeological resources, since it has not yet completed the Phase II 
evaluations.     We look forward to working with SHA and the other agencies to resolve 
the adverse effects of the project and complete the project's Section 106 review. 

Finally, we would like to take this opportunity to express our concern regarding 
the quality of the documentation and omission of critical information in SHA's recent 
submittal on this project. We understand that scheduling constraints necessitated the 
timing of SHA's Section 106 coordination for this proposed undertaking.   However, we 
believe that more diligent use of the Section 106 CPPI team checklists would have resulted 
in a more complete submittal.    Use of the checklists will ensure that SHA provides all of 
the necessary information to facilitate Trust review, and it will help SHA to improve the 
quality of its consultant's products, consistent with federal and state standards. 

If you should have any questions regarding this determination, please call Ms. 
Anne Bruder (for structures) at 410-514-7636 or Ms. Beth Cole (for archeology) at 410- 
514-7631. 

Sincerely, 

J. Rodney Little 
Director/State Historic Preservation Officer 

JRL/AEB/EJC 
9900012 
cc:        Mr. Bruce Grey, SHA 

Dr. Charles M. Hall, SHA 
Ms. Jill Dowling, SHA 
Ms. Pam Stephenson, FHWA 
Interagency Review Group 
Ms. Judith Kremen 

1 Because the No Build Alternate is not an undertaking as defined by 36 CFR Part 800.2(o), the 
Trust cannot provide comments on the effect such a course of action would have on historic 
properties. 



(o/y 
Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson 
February^ 1999 
Page 4 

ATTACHMENT 1 
MHT COMMENTS ON DRAFT REPORT 

PHASE I ARCHEOLOGICAL SURVEY - MRECAS 

1. The consultant should thoroughly address SHA's comments listed in the submittal 
letter's Attachment VII. 

2. The report should state the length and width of the new alignments studied. 

3. Figure 1 must illustrate the limits of the newly identified sites, as well as the 
boundaries of the previously recorded sites in the project vicinity. 

4. It does not appear that the consultant utilized the results of the historic and 
architectural context already developed for this project (EHT Traceries, Inc. 1998) in 
the Background Research section.    SHA should make sure that its archeological and 
architectural consultants are aware of the studies underway or recently completed for 
its projects, to reduce duplicative efforts particularly in background research and the 
development of historic contexts. 

5. Figure 9 must provide clear and distinguishable labels for all of the alternates 
illustrated. 

6. In the current draft report, it is somewhat difficult to correlate the large scale shovel 
test pit maps presented in Appendix III with the survey areas shown on Figure 9. 
Furthermore, the shovel test pit maps should be placed with the corresponding 
discussion in the test. We trust these difficulties will be corrected in the final 
document. 

7. The report must include a detailed description of the sites examined by the previous 
investigations for this project (Waite 1989).   The discussion should address the sites' 
National Register eligibility status, describe their location in relation to the current 
APE, specifically address whether the survey results involve any of the previously 
recorded sites, and state whether or not a reevaluation of the previously recorded sites 
is warranted. 

8. The Results section for 18BA467 must include a discussion of site stratigraphy, as 
revealed by the testing. In addition, it should include an explanation for the placement 
of excavation units. 

9. The discussion of 18BAX290 should describe what efforts were made to locate the 
reported cemetery (18BA380) particularly when broken headstones were observed. 

10. The Results discussion (page 73) mentions the identification of a small 19th c. family 
cemetery which "probably lies beyond the western edge of the project APE."   The 
consultant should complete an official archeological Inventory form for the cemetery 
and submit it to the Trust for entry in the Inventory. In addition, the report must 
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clarify whether or not the site is located within the APE and provide relevant 
recommendations on site treatment. 

11. Many of the site plan figures are floating in space (for example, Figures 23, 25).    The 
consultant should add identifying features to these figures to key them to the project 
maps. 

12. The Summary and Recommendations should include a management table listing the 
archeological sites examined by the current and previous study, noting their National 
Register eligibility status, stating the pertinent alternate affecting those resources or 
whether they are situated outside the APE, and presenting recommended site 
treatments. 

13. The report should not address the National Register eligibility of isolated finds, since 
these items do not constitute identified sites. 

14. If the current survey reexamined any of the previously identified sites in the project 
vicinity, the consultant should prepare updated Inventory forms for those sites and 
submit them to the Trust. 

15. The Summary and Recommendations should include a discussion assessing the 
project's potential effects on the sites. 
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Mr. J. Rodney Little 
State Historic Preservation Officer 
Maryland Historical Trust 
100 Community Place 
Crownsville MD 21032-2023 

Dear Mr. Little: 

Introduction and Project Description 
The purpose of this letter is to inform you of changes made to the subject project. Alternate D has 
been modified in three areas (Enclosure 1, 200 scale plans). The first change was done to avoid 
impacts to electrical transmission towers, and involves an area measuring 635 m long, extending a 
maximum of 90 m east of the previous right-of-way. The second change was made to flatten a 
curve and reduce wetland impacts, and involves an area measuring 425 m long, extending a 
maximum of 55 m east of the previous right-of-way. The third change was done to minimize 
impacts at the Whitemarsh Run crossing, and involves a minor shift to the northeast to produce a 
perpendicular stream crossing, and a change to the ramp configuration at the interchange of MD 43 
and US 40. 

Project History 
On January 11, 1999, we wrote to you with our determination that the project will have an adverse 
effect on historic properties, and received your concurrence on February 9, 1999. On December 7, 
1999, we wrote to you regarding proposed wetland mitigation sites for the project, and received 
your concurrence that archeological identification only is warranted. Since that time. Site 1 has not 
been pursued, and we have been unable to gain access to Site 3, the Holly Neck site (Parcel 424) to 
perform archeological studies. We are trying to determine whether we will continue to pursue Site 
3. Enclosure 2 provides our re-evaluation of the archeological potential of Site 2, the University of 
Maryland property (Parcel 132/133). On March 28, 2000, we submitted the project Memorandum 
of Agreement for your approval and signature. 

Results of Identification 
Historic Structures Reconnaissance 
SHA architectural historian Heather Confer consulted project mapping, previous coordination, and^ 

tfjcJ.'jJ^A     t^ f^'^rl     My telephone number is         iY       ~-'     -r?/    —^z   '-• 

/* 

gutS/ez*-) £?^tt£d£r*"^.rB Maryland Relay Service for Impaired Hearing or Speech f^f1^.'-^-  •^''r_^:v'\     —rA"'.- 
1-800-735-2258 Statewide Toll Free 

Mailing Address: P.O. Box 717 • Baltimore, MD 21203-0717 
Street Address: 707 North Calvert Street • Baltimore, Maryland 21202 
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the MD 43 Survey Report prepared by Traceries. The alignment shifts to Alternate D Modified are 
located within the area previously surveyed by Traceries. No historic standing structures were 
identified in these areas as documented by the MD 43 Survey Report. The properties documented 
as being eligible for National Register listing, the Ebenezer Methodist Church, the Old Chase 
School, and the Martin Airport Historic District (see Enclosure 3), are located well away from the 
alignment shifts, and the shifts will have no impact on those structures. 

Archeology 
SHA archeologist Richard Ervin evaluated the first and second alignment shifts of selected 
Alternate D-Modified using project mapping, SHA copies of the site files, and archeological 
reports by Waite (1989) and Fiedel (1998). A March 15, 2000 field visit showed that the 
northernmost shift traverses a hillslope disturbed by previous sand and gravel quarrying, then 
crosses a relatively undisturbed hilltop setting. The southernmost shift crosses well drained 
terraces overlooking a tributary of Windlass Run. Undisturbed parts of both areas are considered 
likely to contain significant archeological resources. Historic maps (Hopkins 1877, USGS 1901) 
show several structures in the vicinity of the shifts, although they appear to be outside the project 
areas. 

Both shifts largely follow the project area surveyed by Waite (1989; Phase I Archeological 
Investigations of Maryland Route 43). Only part of the first shift is outside Waite's survey area, 
and this crosses terrain disturbed by construction of an electric substation. Waite assigned 
moderate to high archeological potential to parts of both areas (1989: Figure 8). His subsequent 
archeological survey recorded two sites in or near the proposed alignment shifts (Waite 1989: 
Figure 24). Site 18BA384 is a 20th century farmstead, and site 18BA379 is a 19th and 20' 
century farmstead. Both sites have poor integrity, and have been determined ineligible for the 
National Register (MHT letter dated August 29, 1989). No resources were recorded in areas 
adjacent to the alignment shifts by Fiedel (1998; SHA Archeological Report 211). 

Most of the proposed project area has previously been examined for significant archeological 
resources, with no significant archeological resources recorded. No further archeological 
investigations are warranted for the first and second alignment shifts. 

SHA archeologist Richard Ervin evaluated the third alignment shift in September of 1999, using 
project mapping, SHA copies of the site files, and archeological reports by Waite (1989) and 
Fiedel (1998). All or most of the shift appears to be within the previously surveyed right-of-way, 
although provided mapping does not allow this to be determined conclusively. No archeological 
sites have previously been recorded near the alignment shift, and neither Sidney's (1858) Map of 
the City and County of Baltimore or Hopkins' (1877) Atlas of Baltimore County depict any 
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structures there. A September 2, 1999 field visit indicated the area has been graded during 
previous quarry operations along Whitemarsh Run. Based on prior disturbance, the project 
change is .unlikely to impact significant archeological resources, and no further archeological 
work is warranted. 

Review Request 
Our evaluation has determined that the project, as modified, will have no additional impacts to 
historic properties. We request your concurrence with our determination, and with our 
archeological re-assessment, by May 19, 2000. 

Thank you very much for your assistance with this project. If you have any questions, feel free to 
contact Mr. Richard Ervin at (410) 545-2878 about archeology, or Ms. Jill Dowling at (410) 545- 
8559 about structures. We look forward to receiving the signed copy of the project Memorandum of 
Agreement. 

Very truly yours, 

by-. 

Cynthia D. Simpson 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

Bruce M. Grey 
Deputy Division Chief 
Project Planning Division 

Enclosures (3) 
cc:       Ms. Jill Dowling (w/enclosures) 

Mr. Richard Ervin (w/enclosures) 
Ms. Allison Grooms (w/enclosures) 
Dr. Charles Hall 
Mr. Joe Kresslein 
Ms. Heather Murphey 
Mr. Don Sparklin 

The Maryland Historical Trust concurs that 
no additional impacts will occur to historic 

properties as a result of the proposed 
alignment shifts in the MRECAS Project, 

Baltimore County, Marvland. 

U-—'.  
Anne'E. Bruder, Preservation Officer 

Maryland Historical Trust 
June 2, 2000 
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MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT BETWEEN 
THE FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION AND 

THE MARYLAND STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER 
PURSUANT TO 36 CFR 800.5 (e) (4) REGARDING 

THE MD 43 MIDDLE RIVER EMPLOYMENT CENTER ACCESS PROJECT, 
BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND 

WHEREAS, the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) plans to construct an 
extension of MD 43 in Baltimore County, Maryland for the purposes of alleviating transportation 
problems and encouraging development in the Middle River area, and 

WHEREAS, the FHWA proposes to acquire right of way from the property of the 
MARC Train Station at the Martin State Airport as part of as part of this undertaking, and 

WHEREAS, the FHWA has determined that the acquisition of right of way from this 
property, historically part of the Glenn L. Martin Airport Complex (BA-2081 and BA-2824), an 
historic district eligible for the National Register of Historic Places, will have an adverse effect 
on the property; and 

WHEREAS, the FHWA anticipates that certain future activities associated with this 
undertaking, such as wetland mitigation, stormwater management, and reforestation, may be 
pursued and may require additional cultural resources studies, and 

WHEREAS, the FHWA has consulted with the Maryland State Historic Preservation 
Officer (MD SHPO) in accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act 
(16 U.S.C. 470), and its implementing regulations (36 CFR Part 800) to resolve the adverse 
effect resulting from the construction of a highway bridge and roadway, and the acquisition of 
right-of-way from historic properties; and 

WHEREAS, pursuant to Section 101(d)(6)(B) of NHPA, the FHWA has invited the 
Maryland State Highway Administration (SHA) and the Mass Transit Administration (MTA) to 
be a signatory to and to concur in this MOA; and 

WHEREAS, the Baltimore County Historical Society and the Baltimore County 
Historical Trust, Inc. have been identified as consulting parties and invited to participate in the 
consultation process and to review and comment on this MOA; 

NOW, THEREFORE, the FHWA and the MD SHPO agree that the undertaking shall be 
implemented in accordance with the following stipulations in order to take into account the effect 
of the undertaking on historic properties. 
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STIPULATIONS 

FHWA shall ensure that the following stipulations are implemented: 

1. National Register Eligible Glenn L. Martin Airport and Plant 
The SHA, in consultation with the MD SHPO, will develop a plan for the public 
interpretation of the history of the Glenn L. Martin Airport Complex, including the paint 
hangar, currently a MARC maintenance facility. The plan may include one or more of 
the following items: exhibits, markers, interpretive panels, and/or oral histories of those 
who worked at the Glenn L. Martin Airport during its period of significance (1929-1949). 
The plan will be developed within one year following the completion of the highway 
bridge and will be submitted to the MD SHPO for review and comment. 

2. Future Activities 
Related ancillary activities including but not limited to wetland mitigation, stormwater 
management, and reforestation, may be added to this undertaking in the future. Should 
such activities be added for which cultural resource studies have not been completed, 
SHA shall implement such studies adhering to all relevant standards and guidelines 
referenced in Stipulation 3 and in accordance with the following: 

A. Identification. SHA professional cultural resources staff shall review any 
additions or changes to this undertaking and evaluate their potential to contain as- 
yet unidentified significant cultural resources. The results of this assessment shall 
be conveyed to the MD SHPO and all consulting parties under this MOA along 
with any recommendations for needed studies. Upon the concurrence of the MD 
SHPO, the SHA shall implement agreed upon identification studies. The SHA 
shall provide all completed information to the MD SHPO and all consulting 
parties under this MOA for review and comment. 

B. Evaluation. The SHA shall ensure that all historic resources identified in any 
areas inventoried under Stipulation 2.A. will be evaluated in accordance with 36 
CFR 800.4 (c). The results of any such evaluation efforts shall be provided to the 
MD SHPO and all consulting parties under this MOA for review and MD SHPO 
concurrence. The consulting parties shall provide comment within 30 days of 
receipt of acceptable documentation. Should the parties not be able to reach 
agreement, the FHWA shall forward the documentation to the Keeper of the 
National Register of Historic Places for a final determination. 

C. Treatment. Should any property eligible for inclusion in the National Register of 
Historic Places be identified under Stipulation 2.A. and 2.B., the SHA shall make 
a reasonable good-faith effort to avoid adversely impacting such resources. If 
adverse impacts are unavoidable, SHA shall, in consultation with the MD SHPO 
and all consulting parties to this MOA, consider appropriate treatment options. 
Such options may include, but are not limited to, public interpretation, 
architectural salvage, landscaping, architectural recordation, sale, relocation, 
archeological data recovery; or loss without mitigation. 
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3.   Administration 

A. Professional Guidelines: SHA shall ensure that all documentation carried out 
pursuant to this agreement is performed by or under the direct supervision of a 
person or persons meeting the Secretary of the Interior's Professional 
Qualifications Standards as Architectural Historian, Historic Architect, Historian, 
or Archeologist (see FR 44738-9 or 36 CFR Part 61). 

B. Amendment: Any signatory to this Memorandum of Agreement may request that 
it be amended, whereupon the parties will consult in accordance with 36 CFR 
§ 800.6 (c) to consider the amendment. 

C. Dispute Resolution: Should any signatory party object within thirty (30) days to 
implementation of any action proposed pursuant to this agreement, the FHWA 
shall consult with the objecting party to resolve the objection. If the FHWA 
determines that the objection cannot be resolved, the FHWA shall forward all 
documentation relevant to the dispute to the Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation. Within fifteen (15) days after receipt of all pertinent documentation, 
the Council will provide the FHWA with either: 

1. recommendations that the FHWA will take into account in reaching a final 
decision regarding the dispute; or 

2. notification to the FHWA that it will comment pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.7 
and proceed to comment. 

Any Council recommendation or comment provided in response to such a request 
will be taken into account by the FHWA in accordance with 36 CFR § 800. 6 (b) 
(2) with reference only to the subject of the dispute; FHWA's responsibility to 
carry out all other actions under this agreement that are not the subject of the 
dispute will remain unchanged. 

D. Reporting: On or before the 1st of January 2002, the SHA shall contact FHWA, 
the MD SHPO, and the consulting parties to this MOA and apprise them of the 
status of both the undertaking and the implementation of all stipulations included 
in this MOA. Should all parties deem an extension to this MOA necessary, such 
extension shall be treated as an Amendment (Stipulation 3.B. above). Otherwise, 
this MOA shall expire upon the receipt of no objection within a 30-day review 
and comment period from any party copied on the SHA letter required under this 
clause. 

E. Duration:   This agreement shall be null and void if its terms are not carried out 
within ten (10) years from the date of its execution, unless the signatories agree in 
writing to an extension to carry out its terms. 

^3 
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Termination: Any signatory to this Agreement may terminate the Agreement' by 
providing 30 days written notice to the other parties, provided that the parties will 
consult during the period prior to termination to seek agreement on amendments 
or other actions that would avoid termination. Termination of this Agreement 
would require compliance with 36 CFR 800. This Agreement may be terminated 
by the execution of a subsequent agreement that explicitly terminates or 
supersedes its terms. 

Execution of this Memorandum of Agreement by the FHWA, the MD SHPO, the MTA, 
and the SHA, its subsequent acceptance by the Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation, and implementation of its terms evidence that the FHWA has afforded the 
Council an opportunity to comment on the acquisition of right-of-way from the National 
Register eligible Martin State Airport Complex Historic District and the construction of a 
new roadway within the same district for the MD 43 project in Baltimore County, 
Maryland and the effects on historic properties, and that the FHWA has taken into 
account the effects of the undertaking on historic properties. 

blif 

FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 

Nelson J. Castellanos, Division Administrator (aate) 
,/ 

MARYLAND HISTORICAL TRUST 

/•vff-^ 
odney Little, State Historic Preservation Officer (date) 

Concur: 
MASS^ANSIT ADMINISTRATION 

Ronald L. Freeland, Administrator (date) 

MARYLAND STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 

Parkefc/F. Williams, Administrator 
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State Highway Administration 
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State Highway Administration 

MEMORANDUM 

Parris N. Glendening 
Governor 

John D. Porcari 
Secretary 

Parker F. Williams 
Administrator 

TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

Focus Group 

Heather Murphy  )£h4 J^jfr*^^-, 
Project Manager J^ 

I 
March 24, 1999 

SUBJECT:     Middle River Employment Center Access Study (MRECAS) 
Focus Group Meeting Minutes for March 3, 1999 

LOCATION:  Williams Estates Community Center 

NEXT MEETING:     Tentatively Scheduled for July or August 1999 

ATTENDEES: 

Heather Murphy 
Jane Wagner 
Dave Manly 
Robert Palmer 
Bob Olsen 
Paula Houck 
Tom Vidmar 
Jean Flanagan 
Ken Coldwell 

Bill Poole 
Norm Sines 
Sarah Paul 
Frank Bush 
Ellen Jackson 

SHA-PPD 
SHA-PPD 
Century Engr. 
Marine Trades 
Balto. Co. DPW 
County Exec. Office 
Balto. Co. DEPRM 
The Avenue Newspaper 
The Avenue Newspaper & Essex, M. R. Chamber of 
Commerce 
A. V. Williams Trust 
Chamber - Comm. Laison 

White Marsh Area Assn. & Representing Del. DeCarlo 
Essex - Middle River Chamber of Commerce 
East County Times 

My telephone number is ;  

Maryland Relay Service for Impaired Hearing or Speech 
1-800-735-2258 Statewide Toll Free 

Mailing Address: P.O. Box 717 • Baltimore, MD 21203-0717 
Street Address: 707 North Calvert Street • Baltimore, Maryland 21202 
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DISCUSSION: 

Introductions 

Heather Murphy opened the meeting by introducing her new staff member, Ms. Jane Wagner. 

Update Since Last Meeting 
Since the last Focus Group Meeting in October, SHA has met with the Bird River Road 
Community, the Queen of Peace School Parents Association and the Bowley's Quarters 
Community. SHA plans to meet with the Bengies/Chase Communities very soon. Over the last 
five months, the Alternatives Retained have been refined, wetlands have been delineated and 
verified, a hazardous waste evaluation has been conducted, air and noise studies have been 
completed, cultural studies have been conducted and a Pre-Draft Environmental Document has 
been prepared. Currently, resource agencies are reviewing this document. 

Update on Detailed Engineering & Environmental Studies 
Heather then described the engineering and environmental features of Alternatives F. D 
Modified, D, E and I. She explained that the Corps of Engineers helped select two alternative 
crossings of Windlass Run that minimized impacts to the stream. She was asked why the Corps 
dictated the location of the stream crossing. Heather responded by explaining that the Corps 
must concur with the wetlands avoidance prior to issuing the 404 Permit. She was asked how 
many intersections would be allowed between US 40 and MD 150. There will be up to three 
intersections allowed for access to the employment center; however, an at-arade intersection will 
not be constructed at Bird River Road, at the request of residents on Bird River Road. She was 
asked why Alternatives E and I are still being considered, even though they do not intersect MD 
150 at the most obvious location, which is the entrance to Martin State Airport. Heather 
answered that alternatives that avoid the Martin State Airport/Federal Depot Historic District 
must be given consideration. Heather was asked if AMTRAK was considering locatins a new 
station based on the location of the new roadway. She said that AMTRAK was considering a 
new station, but was waiting for the decision on proposed MD 43. 

Next Steps 

Heather then discussed the Public Hearing, which will be scheduled for the week of June 14 or 
21. There will be a display area outside the hearing room, and staff will be available to answer 
questions. There will be a fomial presentation, followed by public testimony. An air- 
conditioned auditorium holding at least 500 people will be needed. Someone on the Focus 
Group suggested Bowley's Quarters Volunteer Fire Company. Another suggestion was the 
Loew's Theater in Whitemarsh. 
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Heather then explained the process following the Public hearing, including the various review 
periods, the preparation of the Final Environmental Document, design, right-of-way acquisition 
and construction. She indicated that design may start early, if only State and Local funding is 
used, but that a decision has not yet been made. The most likely date for opening the roadway 
would be the year 2005. Heather was asked if the regulatory agencies remained involved during 
the design phase. She responded that they would be involved both during design and 
construction. 

Heather stated that SHA would try to meet with the residents affected by the Alternatives prior to 
the Public Hearing, perhaps in May. 

A motion was raised for the Focus Group to recommend a particular alternative. By show of 
hands, the Focus Group selected Alternative D Modified. The State and County representatives 
abstained from voting. The members of the Focus Group will be testifying at the Public Hearing 
in favor of Alternative D Modified. A member of the Focus Group asked if they could be 
provided advanced notice as to the date and location of the Public Hearing. Heather said that 
since the members of the Focus Group were on the project mailing list, that they will receive at 
least one month's notice. 

THE NEXT FOCUS GROUP MEETING WILL BE SCHEDULED SHORTLY AFTER 
THE UPCOMING PUBLIC HEARING. 

cc:       Project Team 
File 
Mr. Dave Manly, Century Engineering, Inc. 
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Parker F. Williams 
Administrator 

MEMORANDUM: 

TO: Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

FROM: Heather Murphy 
Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 

SUBJECT:     Middle River Employment Center 
Access Study 
Project No. BA847A11 

DATE: June 14, 1999 

RE: Bird River Road Community Meeting Minutes 

A meeting was held on June 9 at 6:30 p.m. at Our Lady Queen of Peace School on Bird 
River Road. The purpose of the meeting was to update members of the Bird River Road 
community of the ongoing Middle River Employment Center Access Study (MRECAS). to 
provide information about the upcoming Public Hearing and to solicit comments on the project. 

Approximately 31 community residents attended, a copy of the sign-in sheet is attached. 
They had an opportunity to review the project mapping for each alternative under consideration, 
listen to a brief presentation on the project status and ask questions both individually and as a 
group. 

The following are issues and concerns raised by the community: 

• Future Noise levels brought to a quiet community 
• Property owner rights (ie. Homeowners held hostage by the process unable to 

improve property or sell) 
• Stress to community members, especially the older members including a few recently 

widowed 

My telephone number is  

Maryland Relay Service for Impaired Hearing or Speech 
1-800-735-2258 Statewide Toll Free 

Mailing Address: P.O. Box 717 • Baltimore, MD 21203-0717 
Street Address: 707 North Calvert Street • Baltimore, Maryland 21202 
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• Stress counciling availability 
• Proposed bike paths - existing problems with ATV's exacerbated 
• Wetland impacts vs. homes 
• How to have a No-build alternative selected 

The community was made aware of the upcoming public hearing for this project that is 
scheduled for June 16 at Kenwood High School. Heather outlined various ways for the members 
to communicate their concerns and how important it was for them to be placed on the record. 
She discussed the time frame for alternative selection and how comments from the citizens, 
agencies and public officials are taken into consideration in order to make that decision. 

Please contact the project manager, Ms. Heather Murphy at 410-545-8571 if you have 
any questions regarding these minutes. 

Very truly yours, 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

By:      'TbjZL,  ^T^f   / 
Heather Murphy ^^ 
Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 

cc:       Ms. Gina Anthony 
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•^ Secretary 

Parker F. Williams 
Administrator 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

FROM: Heather Murphy 
Project Manager ^F 

Project Planning Division 

SUBJECT:     Middle River Employment Center 
Access Study 
Project No. BA847A11 

DATE: June 18, 1999 

RE: Community Meeting Minutes 

A meeting was held on June 3 at 6:00 p.m. at the Williams Estates Community Center. 
The purpose of the meeting was to update members of the Bengies Road community and Eastern 
Boulevard minority community of the ongoing Middle River Employment Center Access Study 
(MRECAS), to provide information about the upcoming Public Hearing and to solicit comments 
on the project. 

A representative from each of two communities attended. Mrs. Chisholm from Bengies 
Road and Mr. & Mrs. Albert Wright from the minority community. They had an opportunity to 
review the project mapping for each alternative under consideration, listen to a brief presentation 
on the project status and ask questions individually. 

Feedback was received during a subsequent meeting with the Bird River Road 
community, that information was passed back to neighbors that were unable to attend this 
meeting, as suggested. 

My telephone number is  

Maryland Relay Service for Impaired Hearing or Speech 
1-800-735-2258 Statewide Toll Free 

Mailing Address: P.O. Box 717 • Baltimore, MD 21203-0717 
Street Address: 707 North Calvert Street • Baltimore, Maryland 21202 
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Mr. & Mrs. Wright and Mrs. Chisholm were made aware of the upcoming public hearing 
for this project scheduled for June 16 at Kenwood High School. Heather outlined various ways 
for the members to communicate their concerns and how important it was for them to be placed 
on the record. She discussed the time frame for alternative selection and how comments from 
the citizens, agencies and public officials are taken into consideration in order to make that 
decision. 

Please contact me at 410-545-8571 if you have any questions regarding these minutes, 

cc:       Ms. Gina Anthony 
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Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

ORANDUM 

Farris N. Giendeninc 
Governor 

John D. Porcari 
Secretary 

Parker F. Williams 
Administraior 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

DATE: 

RE: 

Mr. Neil J. Pedersen 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

Cynthia D. Simpson 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

Middle River Employment Center 
Access Study 
Project No. BA847A11 

October 19, 1999 

Bird River Road Stakeholders Meeting 

A meeting was held on Thursday October 7, 1999 with the Bird River Road Stakeholders 
to continue discussions concerning community impacts anticipated with the construction of 
MD 43. Those in attendance from the Study Team included: 

Heather Murphy 
Bob Rilev 
Jane Wagner 
Alazar Feleke 
Dimas Tedpahogo 
Gina Anthony 
Steve Maged 
Chuck Ferraro 
Margot Bartosh 
Ken Polcak 
Chuck Lippy 
Tony Frascarella 

Office of Planning and Preliminary Engineering 
Office of Highway Development 
Office of Planning and Preliminary Engineering 
Office of Planning and Preliminary Engineering 
Office of Planning and Preliminary Engineering 
District 4 - Right of Way- 
District 4 - Right of Way 
District 4-Right of Way 
Landscape Architecture Division 
Office of Environmental Design 
McCormick Taylor & Associates 
Century Engineering 

The meeting started with a review by the residents of the displays presented (100 scale 
drawings of the Alternate D-Modified, Options A and B and the proposed typical section of 
MD 43). The displays depicted two options considered at the MD 43/Bird River Road crossing. 
Option A is the original horizontal and vertical alignment of MD 43 approximately (25) feet over 
Bird River Road, with Bird River Road located at its existing grade. Option B lowers Bird River 
Road approximately ten (10) feet below existing ground and MD 43 aligned over Bird River 
approximately (10) feet. 

My telephone number is .  

Maryland Relay Service for Impaired Hearing or Speech 
1-800-735-2258 Statewide Toll Free 

Mailing Address: P.O. Box 717 • Baltimore, MD 21203-0717 
Street Address: 707 North Calvert Street • Baltimore, Maryland 21202 
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Ms. Murphy then began the formal presentation of the project by first introducing the 
staff members and then giving a brief review of the history and purpose of the project. Project 
planning for the current project started in 1997. A workshop was held in June of 1998. A 
number of preliminary alternatives were presented. A Location Design Public Hearing was held 
in June 1999. Of those who were in support of the project, the majority favored Alternative D 
Modified. Those who opposed the project were mostly concerned with residential relocations on 
Bird River Road as well as the overall impact of the proposed highway on the community. 
Heather announced that Alternative D-Modified is the Alternative that was selected by SHA. but 
is still pending approval by the regulatory agencies and FHWA. 

Heather stated that some agency representatives wanted to know why access was not 
being considered at Bird River Road. Heather stated that SHA is willing to consider the idea of 
an at grade intersection if the community wants it. The options for the MD 43 crossing at Bird 
River Road were then outlined as follows: 

• Bird River Road at its existing location and MD 43 approx. 25' over 
• Bird River Road lowered 10' and MD 43 approx. 20' over 
• Bird River Road and MD 43 at grade intersection 

Heather suggested that SHA would circulate a survey to all citizens invited, outlining the 
above options. They could convey their decision in private after having had some time to think 
about their response. Ms. Murphy then asked for comments and questions from the community. 

A comment was raised that the process has taken much too long, considering that a 
roadway has been studied in this location for the past 30 years. Heather stated that the SHA 
understands the history behind the project and the impact this has on individuals who are kept in 
"limbo" waiting for a final decision. Heather also stated that she is 99% confident that this 
roadway will now be built because of the political support it has. 

A comment was raised as to the accuracy of the number of residences displaced by D- 
Modified as presented in the DEIS. Ms. Murphy said that the number of residences displaced 
and properties impacted were calculated from aerial topography used for study purposes and by 
field checks. During final design of the project a more detailed property survey will be 
conducted. When final right-of-way limits are determined, plats will be prepared and SHA Real 
Estate personnel will begin the appraisal process and then contact individual property owners to 
begin negotiations. 

A question was raised whether this project would result in a change in zoning for 
properties in the vicinity of proposed roadway. Ms. Murphy stated that it is her understanding 
that properties were not subject to a zoning change in this area. 
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A subsequent question was raised whether the SHA was "reserving" property for the 
project, thus (paraphrasing) "artificially depressing property values on those properties similar to 
what was done by the state for the ICC". Ms. Murphy stated that it is her understanding that no 
property had been reserved in the area for construction of MD 43. She further stated that much 
of the property for roadway is within the A.V. Williams property and that the property owner 
would donate the property to the state. 

A question was raised why there was a sound barrier proposed on one side of MD 43 
only. (The DEIS states that a 2,100 foot barrier located along the north side of MD 43 at Bird 
River Road is reasonable and feasible for further study). Mr. Polcak stated that a wall located 
along the south side of MD 43 did not meet the minimum costftenefit criteria contained in the 
SHA Sound Barrier Policy and thus was not considered reasonable and feasible for further study. 
A number of the residents strongly stated that they would like a wall along both sides of MD 43 
to lessen the noise impacts from the proposed roadway. 

A question was asked about the exact locations of barriers. It was described that in a 
roadway fill section the barrier would be placed at the edge of roadway and in a roadway cut 
section at the top of the cut. 

Other questions were raised regarding the real estate process. Mr. Maged and Mr. 
Ferraro discussed in detail different parts of the process. Many residents expressed their 
disappointment because this roadway will impact their quality of life, houses and/or property. 

Upon completion of the meeting, Heather stated that we would be meeting periodically 
with the community as the design progresses in order to continue getting their input. If there are 
any questions or comments regarding this meeting, please contact the project manager, Ms 
Heather Murphy at 410-545-8571. 

By:        ^^tk^ ^W// 
Heather Murphy 
Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 

cc:       attendees 
Distribution List (non-attendees) 
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Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Focus Group 

FROM: Heather Murphy   ^/^ 
Project Manager -^v 

SUBJECT:     Middle River Employment Center Access Study (MRECAS) 
Focus Group Meeting Minutes for July 29, 1999 

LOCATION:  Williams Estates Community Center 

DATE: September 16, 1999 

ATTENDEES: 

Parris N. Glendening 
Governo: 

John D. Porcan 
Secretary 

Parker F. Williams 
Administrator 

Heather Murphy- 
Jane Wagner 
Nancy Hubers 
Mike Collins 
Robert Palmer 
Tom Vidmar 
Sharon Klots 
Jean Flanagan 
Bill Poole 
Randy Cougar 
Jackie Nickel 
Jim Dresher 

SHA-PPD 
SHA-PPD 
Delegate 
State Senator 
Marine Trades 
Baltimore County DEPRM 
Baltimore County DED 
The Avenue Newspaper 
A. V. Williams Trust 
Windlass Run Imp. 
East County Times 

DISCUSSION: 

Introductions 
Heather Murphy opened the meeting by announcing that the MRECAS project planning team 
will be recommending Alternative D-modified to the Administrator as the alternative to be 
selected to be carried forward to the next phase of highway development, Highway Design. 

My telephone number is. 

Maryland Relay Service for Impaired Hearing or Speech 
1-800-735-2258 Statewide Toll Free 

Mailing Address: P.O. Box 717 • Baltimore, MD 21203-0717 
Street Address: 707 North Calvert Street • Baltimore, Maryland 21202 
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Update Since Last Meeting 
Since the last Focus Group Meeting in March, SHA has met with the Bird River Road and the 
Bengies Road communities. SHA also held a Public Hearing on June 16, 1999 at Kenwood High 
School. Heather indicated that the summary of the Hearing comments (attached) demonstrated 
overwhelming support for the project. The majority of those who supported build options 
supported alternative D-modified. 

Next Steps 
Heather discussed the schedule, stating that we don't expect to have formal FHWA approval of 
the Final Document until early Spring 2000, however design will begin with state funding this 
Fall. 

The Focus Group has expressed an interest in continuing to meet quarterly while the project is in 
design in order to be kept up to date as the design progresses as well as provide any input. 

THE NEXT FOCUS GROUP MEETING WILL BE SCHEDULED ONCE THE 
PROJECT MOVES INTO THE HIGHWAY DESIGN PHASE. 

cc:       Project Team 
File 
Mr. Dave Manly, Century Engineering, Inc. 
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Summary of Comments 
MRJECAS Public Hearing-June 16. 1999 
87 Total comments - written .' verbal so tar 

•    Attendance / Comments 

300 (approx) people anended 
63 people gave written comments / letters 

20 people gave oral testimony (not including elected officials) 
4 people gave private testimony 

•    General Tallv 

* Support 
Alternative D- 

modified 

* Support any Build 
Alternative 

* Support No- 
Build Alternative 

** General 
Comments 

Verbal Testimony   | 10 12 7 1 
Wnrten Comments | 22 37 14 4 
Private Testimony   | Not Available _ - - 

Total                       j 32 49 21 5          ; 

* Support for Build, Build Alternative D-modified or No-Build Alternative: 
Explicit or strong implied support or opposition to project. 

In some cases, 

Support for Build Alternative includes implied support for a new roadway in the area and 
often a specific Alternative. 

Support for No-Build Alternative includes responses definitively opposed to a new- 
roadway in the area. 

** General Comments: 
Issues or concerns but not explicitly stated or implied support or opposition to project. 

• Major Issues / Concerns 

Impacts to an established community 
Impacts to the environment 
The development will not happen as described 

• All comments due by Julv 26,1999 

Information Current as of: 
Julv 9. 1999 
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Project Planning Division 
Meeting Sign in Sheet 

Date: 7/29/99        Time:   ^00 pm 
"r.tf"D 

Subject: 

Name: 

^> ~J 7  

hte-<>rftn_  

Location: Wms. Comm. 
Center 

MRECAS Focus Group 

Representing: 

hAlL 
^fa^^i IL 
M,UJl LCj^vvv-J TYUAJ^f" 

Phone/ E-Mail: 

4 to 3 5S- yc*^- 

^/O-{,21-1113 

4/0- .19/- qrcn 

omments: 
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Community Meeting 

Bowleys Quarters Improvement Association - February 11,1999 

Gave a briefing on the project status, the alternatives retained for detailed study and the 
ongoing environmental impact studies. Addressed issues of process and timing. 
Questions that were asked were generally on timing, environmental impacts, decision 
making process and who makes the decision on which alternative to build. More specific 
questions/concerns included: 

• What does it mean that the Martin State Airport Complex is historic? 
• What do the hazardous material sites have in them? 
• Will the cost of each alternative enter into the decision making process? 
• What is being done about the high wetland impacts? 


