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FINAL NEGATIVE DECLARATION

Enclosed for your information and files is the approved

Final Negative Declaration for the referenced project. The
document has been prepared in accordance with the Federal-Aid

- Highway Program Manual, 107, Volume 7, Chapter 7, Section 2,
dated December 30, 1974, concerning implementation of Section

102 (a)(c) of the National Environmental Policy Act - of 1969.

The project is not included in the latest Consolidated
Transportation Program (CTP). This means the project is not
funded for any additional activity after the approval of the
Final Negative Declaration and the receipt of location
approval. Funding for the project is not expected to be
available in the foreseeable future.

" The ability of Frederick County to preserve the right
of way for the Maryland Route 80 improvement through local .
planning activities will determine,to a large extent, whether
or not this project can ultimately be implemented.

Distribution of this Final Negative Declaration is made
on behalf of the Federal Highway Administration in accordance

with 23 CFR 771.
Very truly w

Hal Kassoff, Director
Office of Planning and
Preliminary Engineering
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(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

SUMMARY

Federal Highway Administration
( } Environmental Impact Statement (X) Negative Declaration
( ) Draft (X) Final
( ) Section 4(f) Statement
Individuals who can be contacted for additional information
concerning the proposed project and this statement.

Mr. William F. Schneider, Jr., Chief

Bureau of Project Planning

Maryland State Highway Administration

707 North Calvert Street

Baltimore, Maryland 21202

Phone: (301) 659-1130
8:15 A.M. - 4:15 P.M.

Mr. Edward A. Terry, Jr., District Engineer

Federal Highway Administration

The Rotunda - Suite 220

711 West 40th Street

Baltimore, Maryland 21211

Phone: (301) 962-4010

7:45 A.M. - 4:15 P.M.
Description of Action
The proposed action involved the relocation or improvement
of approximately five miles of Maryland Route 80 (MD 80)
from where it crosses the Monocacy River to one mile east
of the town of Urbana. The object of the project is to
improve traffic conditions in the general area, reducing
accidents and improving traffic service.

Summary of Fnvironmental Impacts

Construction of the facility will have no significant effect
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on present traffic patterns or cause the severing of existing

roads.

Displacement of two families will occur. No minorities,
elderly, or handicapped will be affected and no established
comﬁunities will be adversely affected. Preliminary investi-
gation indicates that adequate replacement housing is avail-
able in the project area. No business will be affected but a
total of sixty-three acres of agricultural land will be required.
No farms, however, will be made unproductive because of
separation or disruption. No community services, parks, or
recreational facilities will be affected.

The selected alternate will have no effect nor reguire

property from any historic or archeological sites.

There will be no violations of State or National ambient air
quality standards under any of the alternates. No noise-
sensitive areas will experience noise levels in excess of

the Federal Design Noise Criteria.
Water quality in area streams will not experience appreciable
impacts due to the state requirements for strict sedimentation

and erosion controls.

The project is consistent with county and state planning and

thus will not affect land use patterns.

ii
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5) Alternates Considered

A.

The Selected . Alternate

This alternate begins at Monocacy River Bridge, generally
parallels existing Maryland Route 80, and terminates at

Thurston Road. -

" Other Alternates Considered

Alternate 6 begins at the same point as the Selected
Alternate and extends easterly crossing Flint Hill Road
and joins up with existing Maryland Route 80 similar to
the' Selected Alternate. At Thurston Road it travels
southeasterly and then northeasterly bypassing Urbana

and ties back into.existing Maryland Route 80, 0.6 miles

east of Maryland Route 355.

The "No-Build" Alternate would address no improvements
to Maryland Route 80 other than normal maintenance and
spot safety improvements within the existing Right-of-

Way.

ifi
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I. Location and Description of Project

A. Location of Project

The proposed project involves the improvement of a portion
of Maryland Route 80 (Fingerboard Road) in Frederick County,
located in Northwestern Maryland (Figure 1). Maryland Route 80
(MD 80) is located in the southeastern part of Frederick County
approximately six miles south of the City of Frederick. It
begins at Maryland Route 85 near Buckeystown on the west, and
continues to the east, crossing the Monocacy River and Inter-
state Route 270 (formerly Route 70S), and passing through Urbana
and Kemptown before crossing into Montgomery County and termin-
ating at Maryland Route 27 in Clagettsville. The entire length
of MD 80 is approximately twelve miles and serves an

area which is entirely rural at present. (See Figure 2)

B. Description of Project

The proposed improvement of Maryland Route 80 which is the
subject of thisstudy concerns a total of 4.7% miles from the
improved highway section at Monocacy River to a point 0.6 miles
east of Maryland Route 355 in Urbana. The roadway would be
reconstructed in this area generally along its existing
alignment. The reconstruction will result in a two-
lane uncontrolled access facility. (See Figure 5A in Appendix)

The proposed roadway will have a minimum established grade
of 0.6%+ and a maximum grade of 6%+. The horizontal and vertical
curvatures will be in accordance with the American Association
of State Highway and Transportation Officials (A.A.S.H.T.O0.)

standards.
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The initial comparative cost analysis and other studies
have been based on a 120 foot minimum right-of-way with the
following typical section:

One 24-foot roadway
Two 10-foot outside shoulderé
20-foot safety grading beyond shoulders.

A representative cross sectional diagram is presented in
Figure 3. These dimensions are for the purpose of establishing
comparative costs and impacts_and are subject to change.

Maryland Route 80 is included in the State Secondary Road
System and thé Federal-Aid Secondary System. It has been
designated as a "minor arterial" in the Maryland State Highway
Administration's Functional Classification System and as a
""Major Collector" under the Federal Functionai,Classificatibn
System.

A highway with a "Major Coliector" rating under the Federal
System should (1) provide service to traffic generators of intra-
county importance such as consolidated schools, county parks,
important mining and agricultural areas, etc.; (2) link these
places with nearby larger towns or cities, or with routes of
higher classification; and (3) serve the.more important intra-
county travel corridors.

Existing traffic data and pfojectigns for the future in
terms of ADT.(Average Daily Traffic) for the subject section_

of Maryland Route 80 are shown in the table on Page 6.

|



MINIMUM 120' R/W

30 SAFETY GRADING l

30' SAFETY GRADING

2' ADDITIONAL PAVEMENT

8' STABILIZED SHOULDER ON
I0' GRADED AREA

TYPICAL SECTION

NOT TO SCALE

The dimensions shown are for the purpose of
estimates and environmental impacts and are

during the final design phase.

3' BACKING FOR
GUARD RAIL IN
DEEP FILLS

determining cost

subject to change

Figure 3

5=
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Traffic Volumes

1978 ADT 2005 ADT

From Monocacy River to Park Mills Road 900 3,250
From Park Mills Road to Rhoderick Road 1,175 3,500
From Rhoderick Road to I-270 2,050 5,025
From I-270 to MD 355 3,675 6,575
From MD 80 and MD 355 to Urbana 6,325 12,575

From MD 355 to Eastern Limit 2,700 4,800

C. Project History

Before a highway project enters the planniﬁg stage in
Maryland the need for the project must be established. The
project is then placed in the Twenty Year Highway Needs Study
before it can subsequently be placed in either the Five Year
State Primary or Secondary Highway Construction or Reconstruction
Program. |

The improvement to Maryland 80 appears in the'secondary
éritical section of the 1979-1998 Twenty Year Highway Needs
Study as 0.1 mile east of the Monocacy River Bridge to east of
Urbéna.

The project is also listed in the current 1980-1985 Department
of Transportation Consolidated Transportation Program, with funding
jdentified for project planning and preliminary engineéring only.

The project initiation public notice for the proposed pro-
ject from the Monocacy River Bridge to east of Urbana was issued
in the Fall of 1975. Project planning studies indentified
several possible alternate  alignments fér the improvement

which were then presented to the public and local officials at

-6-
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an Interim Alternate Location Public Meeting held at the
Urbana Elementary School on January 12, 1976. Following that
meeting, based on public input, engineering and environmental
studies,'traficw projections and ecqnomiciconsiderations, it
was decided that the original alternates,‘known as alternates
éne (1) through four (4), would be dropped from further study
and replaced by five (5) and six (B), consisting of segments
of previously studied alternates. The provision for ultimate
dualization was also dropped at that time.

D. Description of Alternates

A number of possible alternates to pfovide the desired
facility including use of the existing alignment, use of align-
ments on new location and doing nothing have been proposed and
studied. Use of mass transit or other means to reduce vehicular
traffic volumes, and thus lessen need for the improvement, is
not feasible in this area due to its rural character and low
population density. !

Initially five alternates (four build and the no-build)
were investigated for Maryland 80 between the Monocacy River
Bridge and east of Urbana. Altefnate one (1) utilized an upgrade
basis froﬁ the Monocacy River to the Thruston Road intersection
where it bypassed Urbana to the south. Alternate two (2)'was

originally planned to relocate Maryland 80 on a new alignment

to the south of and paralleling the existing route. Alternate

three (3) would have taken a direct route from Monocacy River

eastward, relocating the route to the south in the western

portioh and bypassing Urbana to the north. Alternate four (4)

—.7‘! |
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utilized the existing road corridor, essentially providing an
upgrade alternate. Also included the study was a '"No-Build"
Alternate. Alternate two (2) has been dropped from further con-
sideration and portions of Alternates one (1) and three (3)

have been combined to form an alignment now designated as
Alternate 6. Alternate 5 resembles the earlier Alternate 4

with minor alignment modifications. The 'No-Build"Alternate, of
course, remains the same. Prior to the Maréh 1, 1979 Location
Public Hearing, it was determined that the Urbana By-Pass portion
of Alternate 6 be separated from that alternate and made applicable
to either build alternate. This modification was made and, as
herein described, the detailed study alternates were designated
as Alternate 5 (along the existing road) and Alternate 6 (on
partial relocation). Option "A" designated the option of ending
either Alternate 5 or Alternate 6 west of the existing I-270/
Maryland Route 80 interchange. Option "B" allowed for a southern
relocation of Maryland Route 80 around the town of Urbana and
included a relocated I-270/Maryland Route 80 interchange. The
following is a description of the Alternates:

1. The Selected Alternate (Alternate 5A)

This alignment 5 begins at the Monocacy River Bridge and
generally follows the same alignment as existing Maryland Route
80. From the bridge to the intersection of Maryland Route 80
and Thurston Road, it closely parallels and in many areas

lies immediately adjacent to existing Route 80. Alternate
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5A terminates at Thurston Road and utilizes existing Route
. 80 from that point east. (Figure 2)
This alternate provides a maximum grade of 6%+ and a
maximum degree of curvature of 3 degrees +.
Advantages of this route include:
1. Present traffic patterns would be maintained.
2. Existing right-of-way is utilized.
3. Maintenance of parallel highway facilities would
be avoided.
4. The depths of cut and fill areas would be significantly
less than Alternate 6 A or 6 B.
5. The existing interchange with Iﬁterstate 270 would
be utilized.
6. Water quality impact would be léss than Alternates
. 6A or 6B.
7. Grading and shoulder width improves sight distances
facilitating safer vehicle and pedestrian travel in the
Hope Hill area.
The disadvantages of Alternate 5A include:
1. Additional right-of-way required through Hope Hill,
a minority community although road would still have
only two lanes.

2. Traffic generated noise would increase noise levels by more than 11dBA
at 10 sites, a significant increasc, and by wore than 15dBA at four
sites, a severe increase. lHowever, no noise sensitive areas will

experience noise levels in excess of Design Noise Levels.

3. Inter-regional and intra-county traffic will be directed
. through Urbana as opposed by bypassing the town as

proposed under Alternates 5B and 6B.



The right-of-way cost for Alternate 5A is estimated to be
$665,000.00. The estimated cost of construction for this alternate
is $2,135,000.00, resulting in an'éstimated total cost of
$2,800,000.00 for Alternate 5A.

2. Other Alternates Considered

A. Alternate 5B

This alternate is identical to Alternate 5A from the

western study terminus to the vicinity of

Thurston Road. From there it swings to the south and

east, crossing I-270 and about 2,500 feet south of

the existing interchange, Fhen continues easterly

to rejoin existing Route 80 about .6 miles east of

Route 355. A relocated I-270 interchange would be

provided and the ramps at the existing interchange

would be removed, leaving fhe grade separation for
local traffic into Urbana. Advantages associated with
the Option B portion of this alternate are:

1. The relocated interchange and by-pass are con-
sistent with the Fredérick County Comprehensive
Development Plan.

2. It removes Maryland 80 and southbound Maryland 355
traffic from Urbana.

Disadvantages associated with the Option B portion

of this alternate are:

1. 1Its cost is significantly higher than the dption

of not providing an Urbana by-pass and relocated

-10-
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interchange.

2. Direct access to Urbana from I-270 is somewhat reduced.

Alternate 6A

Alternate 6A begins at the Monocacy River Bridge and continues
along the same direction as the;bridge for 800 feet. The
alignment then curves to the right (south) and crosses Flint
Hill Road 500 feet from existing Maryland 80. Bearing en a
course to the left (north) Alternate 6 follows an existing
stream valley for one-half mile. The alignment then proceeds
in a straight line intersecting‘existing Maryland 80 at Park
Mills Road. Alternate 6A then follows the course of Alternate
SA to its terminus at Thurston Road. |
Advantages of Alternate 6 A inélude:
1. Less maintenancc of traffic problems during construction
due to partial relocation.

2. Removes through traffic from Hope Hill.

Disadvantages of Alternate 6A include:

1. There is minimal use of existing right-of-way over the
western half of the alignment.

2. The construction of this alternate would require more
excavation than an alternate along the existing roadway.

3. The alternate is more expeénsive.

4. More sites would be affected by serious noise levels
than Alternate 5 A or G B.

5. The construction of this alternate would result in the

maintenance of dual highway facilities over the western

-11-
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half of the project.

7. Adverse impact on water quality is greater than with

Alternate 5A or 5B.

[l

Alternate 6A has an estimated right-of-way cost of $540,000. 00,

and a construction cost of $2,$60,000.00ﬂfor a total cost of $3,300,000.00.

C.

Alternate 6B

Alternate 6B is identicalvto ayternate 6A, from the Monocacy
River to the vicinity of Thurston Road. From that point
eastward, the 6B alignment is identical to the southern Urbana
By-pass alignment described in]Alternate 5B. Advantages

and disadvantages associated with the Option B portion of
Alternate 6B are_;ikqwise_idenéical.

Special Project Alterndte (T.S.M.) Considered

As a result of public opposition to the Urbana By-pass and
in consideration of the_relatiﬁely low design year traffic volumes
and the high cost of providing?an Urbana- By-pass and a relo-
cated interchange, a Transportation Systems Management (T.S.M.)
alternate was investigated for the Maryland 80/Mary1and'355
segment sharing a common alignment through Urbana. This alternate
could be utilized in conjunctibn with the recommended alternate
when and if traffic volumes ig the area warrént capacity improve-
ments, in order to maintain an acceptable level of sefvice
through the town of Urbana. N
Since Maryland 80 shares a common alignment with Maryland 355
through Urbana, traffic volumes are considerably higher than

those in the rest of the study corridor, with present and design

year (2005) Average Daily Traffic of 5,600 and 12,600 respective-

-12-
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ly. With provision of an Urbana by-pass, the projected Average
Daily Traffic would be about 8,500 and would provide an accep-
table level of service through the town. Without provision of
a by-pass, it is anticipated thét minor capacity improvements
would be required through the town by the design year.

In lieu of providing an Urbana By-pass at an estimated cost

of 5.6 million dollars, a Transportation Systems Management
Alternate, consisting of one thfough lane in each direction
and a left turning lane at each of the Maryland 80/Maryland 355
intersections is recommended. The proposed roadway could con-
sist of three twelve foot lanes with two foot paved shoulders,
for a total roadway width of 40 feet. The estimated cost for
such an improvement, which wéuld provide an acceptable level
of service through the town, is $100,000.00, resulting in an
estimated savings of 5.5 million dollars over the Urbana By-pass
option. It is emphasized that 'such a solution would only be
implemented when traffic volumes in the area warrant capacity
improvements through the town, “ and would be subject to future
environmental studies and opportunity for public input.

"No Build'" Alternate

The '"No Build'" Alternate would consist of not making major
improvements to the existing rbadway. Normal maintenance pro-
cedures would continue and spo“t safety improvements would be
undertaken where possible within the existing right-of-way.

Advantages of the 'No Build' Alternate include:

1. No construction costs are required.
2. No right of way r;equired.

3. No natural featux“es will be disturbed.

-13-



. Disadvantages of the '"No-Build" Alternate include:

1.

5.
E.

It would perpetuate the substandard horizontal

and vertical geometry, narrow right of way, numerous
access points, and safety hazards of the present facility.
Would perpetuate high accident rate.

It has the greatest impact on noise sensitive areas.
Maintenance costs would be greater.

Inconsistent with area Master Plans.

Summary of Costs § Environmental Features

Cost estimates for Alternate S5A (Selected) are supplied in

Table 1.

-14-



TABLE 1

Summary of Build Alternate Costs

Length Construction R.O.W.
Alternate 5 4.6 miles 2,135,000 665,000

SUMMARY OF KEY ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

Feature Selected Alternate S5A
ROW Take Agricultural § Residential 63 Acres

C (Conservation) 4

Industrial 0

67 Acres

Loss of Prime
Agricultural
Land Soil Conservation Service 22 Acres
New Stream Crossing 0 -

Receptors above

0
Design Noise Levels '
Violations of
FA.A.Q. Standards 0
Historical Properties @
Affected
Affected Parks §
Recreational Sites 0
Affected Flood Plains 0.

-15- -
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Total

$ 2,800,00
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IT. Purpose of Project and Need

The Existing Route 80 roadway between the Monocacy River and
Rhoderick Road is a narrow, twisting, tﬁo-lane road with substandard
vertical and horizontal alignment that do not meet minimum engineer-
ing criteria established by AASHTO. The m;ny curves and small hills
in this area combine to severely restrict drivers' sight distance.
Pavement conditions have recently been;improved as a temporary
measure, however, major improvements are necessary to alleviate the
safety problems of the existing roadwax.

As a result of the substandard vertical and horizontal align-
ment there is little or no sight distance for motorist using Maryland
80 and for motorist attempting to access Maryland 80 from inter-
secting roads and the numerous access points to private residences.

In addition, the existing roadway;is bordered on either side
by a ditch with no shoulder or area for a motorist to use in an
cmergency or breakdown. Utility poles, mail boxes, and other
obstacles are located close to the roé&way,in many areas,adding to
the safety problen. f

Maryland Route 80, from a safety Standpoint, is not adequate
to serve present traffic needs, and the condition will worsen as
the area develops. The Urbana area is proposed to be a major growth
center in Frederick County and is preéently developing. Residential
development around Urbana is anticipaﬁed to increase significantly
with implementation of public sewer aﬂd water, estimated to begin
five to ten years from now. Scattered residential development on

individual lots and some subdivision activity is also taking place.

i

~16—-
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Maryland Route 80 also serves as a primary access road
to the industrial area southwest of Buckeystown. A large
aluminum reduction plant is already locéted here, and further
industrial growth is being encouraged ﬂy Frederick County. 1In
addition, the segment of Maryland Routé 80 discussed in this document
is a link in the circumferential network of highways around Frederick
City that is proposed by the Frederick:County Planning Commission.
The proposed network would giye,fhe county what it presently does
not have - good east/west ciréUlation.; The network would also
connect the growth centers of New Market, Urbana, Buckeystown, and
Jefferson. The proposed improvement is consistent with all these
development plans and proposals. <

As is discussed in other sections of the document, the selected
alternate will alleviate many of these safety problems by providing
a roadway that satisfies the engineering criteria established by
AASHTO. Site distance will be improveé along Maryland Route 80 and
all intersecting roadways and entranceé by adjusting the horizontal
and vertial alignment. The selected réadway will have a minimum
established grade of 0.6%+ and a maximﬁm grade of 6%+. As can be
seen on Figure 3 the ditch system immediately adjacent to the
existing roadway will be replaced by 30 feet of safety grading
including a stabilized shoulder. Thislwill enable motorists to
safely pull off the road in an emergency. This will also remove
the obstacles in close proximity to the roadway a safe distance
away.

Accident Statistics

The study section of Maryland 80,‘from east of the Monocacy

River to east of Urbana, experienced 54 reported accidents during

-17-
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the years 1975 through 1977. These accidents, when prorated on
a one hundred million vehicle miles (100 MVM) travel basis, result
in an accident rate of 724 accidents/100 MVM. This existing
accident rate exceeds the expected statewide average of 328 acc/
100 MVM for all similar design highways now under State maintenance.
This difference in rate is statisticall& significant. The accident
cost incurred by the motorist and generhl public on the existing
highway is approximately $2,590,000/100 MM,

The collision types and their statewide categories are listed

below. (1975-1977).

Collision Type Percent (%) Statewide Average
Single Vehicle, run off road . 53.70 35.65
Angle 9.26 12.26
Rear End 9.26 17.33
Opposite Direction 5.55 7.84
Left Turn 5.55 3.14
Sideswipe 3.70 5.87

The excessive amount of single veﬁicle, run off the road
accidents, represents those collision fypes associated with highways
in rural areas. These collision types‘are partially due to the
winding, rolling highway with its limited recovery area.

|
There are two segments of Maryland 80 showing notable accident

concentrations. They are:

1. Maryland 80, from Hopeland Road to 0.25 miles east of
Rhoderick Road. ’ |

2. Maryland 80, from Ramp 8 € I-270 to 0.06 miles east of
Urbana.

I .
The corresponding three-year accident experience and rates
for these segments are:

1. 29 accidents, 862 acc/100 MVM
2. 19 accidents, 881 acc/100 MVM

‘ .
The accident rates for these segments exceed the already high

total accident rate, as well as the statewide average for all

|
similar two-lane highwayvs now under State maintenance.
|

-17a-
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Alternate 5, a two-lane reconstruction of the existing highway
from the Monocacy River Bridge to the vicinity of Thurston Road,
should experience an accident rate of %pproximatly the statewide
rate of 328 acc/100 MVM. This alternate would correct the
hazardous substandard curves throughout this segment while upgrading
the existing highway. The accident co;t for this proposal would
be approximately $1,730,000/100 MVM wiéh a subsequent accident cost
savings of $860,000/100MVM. ‘

Alternate 6 is a proposed two-lane, non-divided highway on
relocation from the vicinity of Flinthill Road eastward to Park
Mills Road. At this point, the highway follows the existing
alignment of Maryland 80 to its terminﬁs in the Thurstorn Road
area. This alternate should experiencé the same accident rate
as Alternate 5 with the exception of i£ being on relocation.

Both Options A and R are equally éompatible with either
Alternate 5 or 6. Option A is the exténsion of the reconstruc-
tion of Maryland 80 to a point west ofﬁthe I1-270 interchange.
This option further improves the existgng highway section and
should maintain the same accident rate‘as Alternates 5 and 6.

Option B, the Urbana By-Pass option, begins at the Thurston
Road vicinity then swings southeastwaﬁd passing south of the existing
1-270 interchange, requiring a relocated interchange, then continuing
to by-pass the town of Urbana. Selecﬂion of this option would
provide a new road of high design standards to accommodate the
higher speed through traffic, thus seﬁarating it from the lower
speed local traffic which could continue to use the existing road.
The accident rate for each alternate/éption is derived from recent
accident experience at locations with'similar design conditions;

i.e., number of lanes, existence of médian, control of access, and

location in urban or rural areas. The accident rate for this

~17b-
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option should therefore be similar to all the previously
discussed alternates. While accident rates represent the state-
wide average accident experience in sipilar locations around the
state and are identical for the altern?tes discussed herein, the
safety benefits of each alternate may Pe better realized by con-
sideration of their individual treatmept at specific areas; i.e,
relocation vs. upgrading the existing;road from Flinthill Road to
Park Mills Road or the construction of a by-pass around Urbana.

|

In summary, all the presented combinations of Alternate 5

|
and 6 with Option A or B will improve ‘the existing highway, and

|
provide a safer road by nature of the ‘expected substantial decrease

|
in the accident rate. Option A provides minimal improvement for

|
the existing traffic conflicts in Urbana. Option B would provide
the better solution in terms of safety by-passing Urbana while

‘ :
reducing the accidents and conflicts now occurring in this portion

of Maryland 80.

More important that: the monetaryjsavings to be realized by
construction of either alternate is tﬁe corresponding anticipated
decrease in the loss of life and humaﬁ misery brought about by
the reduction of accidents.

The accident costs as indicated,}includes present worth of
future earnings of those persons killéd and permanently disabled,
as well as monetary losses resulting from injury and property
damage acéidents. The unit cost utilized in the above computations
was based upon actual cost values obiained from three independent
accident cost studies conducted in Waghington, D. C, Illinois and
the California Division of Highways abd have been updated to 1978

Consumer Price Index prices.

-17c-



3/

ITI. Basis for a Negative Declaration

Based on environmental studies completed for the relocation
|
of Maryland Route 80, it has been determined that the project will

P . . .
not have a significant impact on the quality of the human environ-

ment. |

The results of the air analysis indicate there will be no
violations of State or National Ambiené Air Quality Standards from
any of the Alternates under consideration. At one site along the
"B'" option noise levels will exceed criteria. However, the impact
is considerably less than the overall ﬁoise impact with the '"No-Build"

Alternate. With Alternate 5, no sites would exceed the design noise
|

level.

Effects to the area natural resources will be nominal. The

|
project will require approximately 22 acres of the 1000 acres of prime

agricultural land in the project area.j This is .022 percent of the

available prime agricultural land. Fréderick County is estimated
by the Soil Conservation Service to have 141,000 acres of prime

agricultural land. One small stream will be crossed but impacts will

not be significant; they will not hinder its use or reduce its quality.

No threatened or endangered terrestrial or acquatic species are known

to inhabit the study area. :

The selected alternate will have mno effect or require property
’ I

from any historic or archeological sites. No park or recreational
!

sites will experience loss of property or reduction of environmental
\

quality.
A . . N P . .
Two families, neither of which are minorities, will be displaced with
implementation of Alternate 5A, but the State‘Highway Administration has determined

- that sufficient replacement housing is available. The only change of an established

comunity would be at Hope Hill, where reconstruction of the highway to current design

standards will provide greater safety for pédestrians and motorists. No public

facilities or services will be impacted.
-18- |
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The proposed project is consi%tent with the goals and

objectives of the Frederick County Flanning Commission is

recommended in their comprehensive plan as well as the Urbana
- 1

Regional Plan. ' |

|
Impacts on the one hundred year floodplain in the project area

-are_addressed on page 56 _of this. repo_mJT. .

In view of the above evaluation and in accordance with

Volume 7, Chapter 7, Section 2 of the Federal-Aid Highway

Program Manual, this project will npt have a significant impact

upon the quality of the human enviﬁonment and therefore,

qualifies for the submission of a Negative Declaration.
|

|
|
|
l
|
1
|
1
|
|
1
|
l
|
l
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
4
.
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|
|
|
IV. Existing Conditions : :
|

A. Air Quality

l
Background carbon monoxide concentrations utilized in

1
this analysis are based on a carboq monoxide and wind velocity

and direction monitoring program c+nducted for the State High-

way Administration (SHA)during Novémber and December 1974 in
|
Thurmont, Maryland; approximately ¢ighteen miles northwest of

' o
the project area. (
The maximum one-hour concentr%tion measured was 5.5 ppm;
the second highest 5.0 ppm. The m?ximum eight-hour concentra-

- tion measured was 2.9 ppm; the secbnd highest 2.8 ppm.
- , l
From these results it is evident that air quality in the

\
study area is good.

!
1
i

B. Water Quality

The Maryland 80 project area finvolves a portion of the
L J
lower Monocacy River drainage basip depicted in Figure 4. The

. . |
western portion of the area 1nvolst a number of small unnamed

tributaries that directly enter the Monocacy River, while a
‘ I
large portion of the central area is drained by various tri-

!
butaries to Bennett Creek, a large contributor to the Monocacy

River. Areas north and east of Uﬂbana are drained by tributaries

to Bush Creek. :

These surface waters are protected by the State of Maryland
l
with established quality criteria junder Title B of the Natural
|

Resources Article. The project aqea waters are classified as

Class I waters, meaning that they are protected for water
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|
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|
i
|
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| FIGURE &4

¥ QUALITY 'SAMPLING STATIONS
_[D thr:ough@-Marylond Debanmem of
Notural Resources Records

WATER

|

1 : . '

ougn (e -S.J Rosen Associates
Auqust, 1975 Field Samples

(o} the

|
|
|
Scale l| inch equals approximately | mile
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|
. contact recreation, fish, other aquatic life, wildlife, public
water supply (with treatment by filtration and disinfection),

agricultural water supply, and industrial water supply.
!
Water quality was sampled during a field visit in August

l
1975, and tests were performed by minor modification of pro-

cedures outlined in Standard Methods.1 Parameters correspond

to standards established for the pfoject area surface waters or
|

those that are particularly sensitive to highway construction
| .
or use. Results are outlined in Table 2. Historical water sampling data

“Pavg been provided by various agencies fr%m sampling station shown in Figure 4,

!
J
The various streams were found to be small,with stone and

\
sandy bottom conditions and riffleswhere topography generated

: 1
. sufficient flow rates. Vegetation was evident where flow rates
were low and many areas were modified by agricultural activity.

Aquatic life was found at one site‘(Site b).
|

Water quality data listed in Table 2 indicates that
conditions are relatively good wit£ some evidence of minor
pollution Sources. One site indic%tes significant pollution
problems (Site c) but this may be % short term or temporary

problem. For the most part the general conditions in the study
area are sufficient to permit all protected water uses. The

| . .
area creeks are too small for rechational importance and none

of the surface water is withdrawn Eor drinking water or
|

commercial or industrial purposes. Water is used for some
| ‘
L ! |
Standard Methods for the Examination of Water and Wastewater,
American Public Health Association, Washington, D.C., 13th
Edition, 1971. |

\
- 22 -
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TABLE 2

Water Quality Field Results

Temp . D. O. Conductivity Iron Turbidity Alkalinity Chlorides
Site* O¢c mg/1l pH umbos mg/1l JTU. mg/1l mg/l
a 24 5 7.60 310 .17 9 100 15
b 24 5 7.50 140 .18 12 47 5
c 25 1.5 8.05 1320 .52 123 970 115
d 23 4 7.32 470 .25 4 110 75
e 19 6 7.40 260 .16 10 64 28
Standard 321 sl 6.5 -850 - .32 1501 1202 2502
N
-2 - _ a. - _ _Monocacy River - East Bank south of Maryland 80 bridge
b. Tributary to Monocacy River 2 feet east of Flint Hili;“_R;;é - I
c. Tributary to Bush Creek - 50 feet north of Maryland 80
d. Tributary to Bennetts Creek - In S.W. cloverleaf at Maryland 80 - I-270 Interchange
e. Bennett Creek 0 200 feet west of I-270

* Site locations shown in Figure

1 Title 8 of the Natural Resources Article, Annotated Code of Maryland (1974 Volume) .

98

2 Water Quality Criteria, EPA, 1972.
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|
agricultural needs such as livestock.

Waste assimilation is limited Fo two operational sewage
disposal permits, one of which is in the project area, the
Peter Pan Inn in Urbana. The Seconh sewage disposal permit,
the New Market Sewer System is 1oc4ted on Bush Creek, north-

east of the project area. Waste from this location would not

l

affect the project area. |

Other sources of contaminatio% are related to non-point
source pollution. This includes the runoff from the extensive
cropfields and pastures including #ertilizers, erosion and
fecal coliform. The accumulated effect of on site disposal in
the residential areas is also a po#ential factor.

Fishing is limited in the areés as previously discussed

due to the small size of the creek%. ‘The surface water support

small aquatic life, but none of re¢reational importance.
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A noise analysis to establish|existing conditions was

C. Noise_

recently completed by the MarylandlState Highway Administration
and a report describing the method; and results is available
for review with the State Highway_i\dminis_tra,tion-

Noise monitoring was conducte% at 28 noise sensitive
areas indicated on Figure 5. All but one of the sites are
residences including isolated farm:houses or represehtative
sites of clusters of houses. One éhurch was included (Site 6).
A large number of sites are considgred of historical significance
(1, 2, 3,6, 7, 9, 13, 14, 18, 19,|20, 22, and 25), as is
discussed in the section on historical sites. -

All sites in the study are cl%ssified as Catégory B
according to the Design Noise Level/Activity Relationship
established by the Federal Highway‘Administration. The design
noise level or maximum acceptable #evel is 70 dBA for this
category which includes residential property, recreation areas,
public meeting places, churches an% other type uses. Recorded
average noise levels recorded in wéighted decibels (dBA) ranged
from 47 dBA to 58 dBA. Noise leve#s were primarily related
_to the distance of thé recorder to|existing Maryland 80, the
Principal noise source in the areat More detailed descriptions
of methods, results and definition§ are found in the completed

report available for review at thel| State Highway Administration.
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D. Soils !
(

Soils in the project area are|from a parent material of
micaceous schist containing quartzﬂte. The major soil series
present are the Manor, Elioak, Gle4e1g and Cafdiff. They
typically have a loamy texture and dre dark grayish-brown in
color. Fertility is fair to good,:and water tables are deep,
except near stream courses. SuitaBility of these soils for

. ' |
use as a sub-grade fill is fair to good. Susceptibility to

frost action is moderate to high anld water erosion hazard is
| .
|

The majority of the land in the project area has been

also moderate to high.

cleared of forest and is used for aéricultural purposes. Most

of this agricultural land is in pasture, planted in hay:or

corn or abandoned. The'remaining.wooded areas are limited to

the steeper slopes in the Vicinityiof Hope Hill and to the

flood plains of the larger streams; Residential lots thfough-

out the area contain native woodlahd species as well as ornamentals.
Figure 6 shows prime agricu1t+ra1 soils in the study area.

Table 3 indicates the relevant properties of each soil type

for specific uses. Prime soils ar% listed in last column. It

is estimated that about one third bf Frederick County is

|
designated prime agriculture or abfut 141,000 acres. In the

study area they amount to approximately 1,000 acres.
|

- 27 -



Ed e EGERN T e s -

7

Prime Ag icu ltural So:l.ls— Study Area

e

B i 5 r M
ez CsA 2.-_\0’ (2 o A 5
Mw& 3 WA s o 49 N AR W a2 Mg
d’}/ ) . ChEd, & . A % . ‘.
N La82 [ : - R A ;
> . h 02
e\ el U\ Mtz el ol (& l
\ S ’ - 2 bz /
ey W& [N 7 - % 4
> \ \ %, Mab2) - %o A =
) < X uas2\L_""” B Mac2 EbE
/" & Pred ..
Gl T/ Wtz =
5 A/ ; E\
~ L4 ‘50 &2 A k ‘Q’
(o2 toaz L8z y o 'Macz 22
Gdi l /,/ MaD2 1;.: wos2 1003 EbC
Mag2 o . i
Can 77 N N ks
\©
; > < -
¥ 7 Mac2 3" aC2
— oz ) o S |/ foask A a2 £o8 ™)
'P‘ *la‘,/’ ,.-Q'?/// 3 & .'/§,
2’ £ S 4 i’d MeD3 =) e
i/ P4 r p Nacs >3 %
2 I{w - ( IS - €sC2
’ §
/4 Iy Lng2 o Jesd) s 4
"‘; & e s o~ 7 s i
¥ £g82
% & 3 ! A \
a2 = ==\ / AN 182~
/ a0z LT < . L Wsb3 N -
4 (T ) X
( / QAN P S
P MaB2 7 AN FHT—
MeC2 N 14 . N -
N T g = 7 M A § ) A <
[ £ 1 E 2 19 : . /) o ,
MaCZ A
%, & O
il t(:" a8 ' \ 5
LAY ] LR ) ) |/ ot
b A . e\ %
4 Mab2 & Mas2 TR AL \ ) [
O ) (W 2
4 % / ‘. oy T iy 4 oac2” 33
[ &k M€ Wil
/ mac2 / . 2 w2 I (
& o
- 13 ! i td | \
AN MaB2 ; I >
: /5 ; o e
o | - 6cC2 [
mac\ N "-_ iy o] SN [l * . /o L e ¢ \
~ uac2 1 s e X A g
feac2, 0 H R MaC2 /7 A\
sl x5 el AU 5
oy . 5 L EONE [ o, AN
e “& \4 4 e TN - \\\ Lnp2
. ; =y Man2 2 | e ¢ ' \
ol a2 k ; S :
@ -\ y ; 5
o s l ; / NaC2 W 8 5 ' ( - ':q
m-. / fo _/ |‘ DN o3 Maps ':5_,?.
7 Ma82 4 S &3 K s £] MaC2 |‘ a '
7 g SN ; TN RS T L5 W =N\ - -
¥ / "\‘ Yy - 3 MaD2 v ) :.
A v ™ 4 ( ‘5 (3 N A/ cooa 3
dBy -‘/ (Y SN / = 02\ ) A & RS ;E ‘/41
( )‘s;mz | /A A "'03" 2 wPu-c? nff/i’./-'\ W\ 28 2% R\ © 03 ¢ SOMY e E ‘*f‘
. ( > [ 5000 Faet -—
b 1™* Scate 1:20000 §__ . L A A "

Taa



10

a

Takile 3
SOILS PROPERTIES
. . Recommended. Loca- Depth to Erosion, '

mbol - Soil Series tio £ ﬁ hwa Seasonal otential Pri Soi

y .g%a glgnqwégtgd¥e;”r Be rqck wa%é h (ﬁ factor rime Soils Types

‘ pecguggggsoun wats surface)
b - Cardiff Channery anywhere - - .28 CbB2, CbC2, CbC3, CbD2
loam '

m - Chewacla silt loam| above high water - 3 -5 ft. .37 -
's - Congaree silt loam above high water - 3 -4 ft. .37 CsA, CsB

e ~ Duffield & Frank- |depends on bedrock 4 - 5 ft, deep .32 DeA, DeB2, DeC2, DeD2

stown silt loam '
— —ia—=_Edgemont gravelly |depends on stone & | _
Loam P pedrock — 4 ft._ L deep | .23  |EaB2, EaC2, EaD2 _ _ _

le - E., Gravelly loam EFeB2, EeC2
g — Eliocak silt loam anywhere 5+ft. deep .32 EgA2, EgB2
k = Elk loam anywhere deep deep .32 EkA, EkB2
a - Gl%gg%g gravelly |depends on bedrock 4+ft., deep .32 GaB2, GaC2, GaD2

ic -— Glenelg & Chester |depends on invert 4 ft. deep .32 GcA2, GeB2, GeC2, GeD2

silt loam bedrock
‘d - Glenville silt loan] 4 ft. above ditch 4 ft, 2 - 3 ft. .32 .|GAB, GAB2
. : invert S
‘n - Huntington silt loajm Above high water - 4. - 6 ft. .32 HnA £
O




Table 3 (cont'd.)

Recommended Loca- bepth to Seasonal Erosion
iymbol - Soil Series tions of highway . potential : .
gradeline with re- Bedrock Wgtg? (k factor Prime Soils Types
spect to ground surface)
‘ surface
: e si a D ds _o tones 4 - 6 ft. dee .24
d Legor 1g;$ty clay epenand gegrock eep LdB2
k Lindside silt loam | Above high water - 2 - 4 ft. .37 -
n Linganore channery | Depends on bedrock 1 - 3 ft. deep .32 LnB2, LnD2
& gravelly loam
0 = Linganore channery | Depends on bedrock 2 ft. deep .32 LoOB3
& gravelly loam
a - Manor channery & | Depends on bedrock| 3 -5 ft. | - _ .43 _|MaB2, Mac2, Maca, MaD2 "
~  gravelly loam
‘a Urbana silt loam 4 feet above ditch 4 ft. 1 - 2 ft. .43 UaA, UacC2, UacC3
invert
© Webadkee silt loam | above high water 4+ ft, Near surfacp .32 -
a ‘4 feet above ditch 4+ ft. - .43 -

Worsham silt loam

invert

&




E. Vegetation

Frederick County lies in the vegeta?ive region classi-
fied as central hardwood fbrest. Approx&mately one-fourth
of the land area of the Couﬁty is occupi|d by forests or
woodland. Most of the forested areas aée loéated in the
mountains west of Frederick or on rougher parts of the
Piedmont Plateau.

In the project area most of the forgst has been cleared
for cropland or pasture. Wooded areas aLe lirnited to the
stéeper sldpes in the vicinity of Hope Hﬁll and to the valleys
of the largef streams. In addition tO'tﬁe naturally occurring
woodland, ornamental species can be found on residential lots,
near residences on farms, and along the ptreets . of- Urbana.

Tree species expected to be found ib the project area include:

Co |
Pin Oak’ Quercus palustri

. Scarlet Oak Quercus coccinea
Chestnut Oak Quercus prinus
White Oak Quercus alba
Red Oak Quercus . rubra
Yellow Poplar ' Liriodendron tulipifera
. Honey Locust ' Gleditsia triacanthos
Shagbark Hickory - Carya ovata
Dogwood‘ . Cornus florida
Swamp Maple Acer sp
Speckledadddess Alnus rubra
Short leaf pine ' Pinus echinata
Virginia Pine Pinus virginiana

Agricultural land is mostly planted in corn or used for

pasture. In some areas pasture or cropland has been abandoned

.



. s . | ’
and is covered with a variety or annual or perennial grass

Where these areas have been abandoned for some time

species.

dfras, persimmon,

pioneer species such as blackberry, sass

aspen, hawthorne, cherry and some scrub virginia pine have
i :

In other areas white pine have been
l

planted by landowners as windbreaks and for aesthetic reasons.
|

There are no unique or endangered plant species known to

established themselves.

exist in the project area.

-8
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F. Wildlife |
|
[ .
a. Terrestrial - The extensive clearing of wooded area
|

for agricultural purposes has affected 'the diversity and
4

number of mammalian species. Crop fieyds are not particularly
suitable as habitat for most animals but do provide an extensive
and readily available food supply. Thé following listed species
are commoh in the project area. Therejére also a limited

number of white-tail deer and various small rodents such as

mice, and moles.

Eastern Chipmunk
Woodchuck

Gray Squirrel
Red Squirrel !
Muskrat
Raccoon -
Eastern Cottontail .

Bird diversity is also dependent:on'surroundlng habitats,
but due to their greater mobility, thglr range of travel may
cross normally unsuitable areas. Thu%, a large number of
species may be sighted in the project:area. A complete list

of bird species in the project area i$ available at the State

.Highway'Admiﬁistration._4 ‘ ‘ : : ' "wm;;.w,m_“ o

e e e e e

‘ e -

e = e cema 4~~.,—__—————-————--‘+“ T T
|

_ Local. residents report. that.large.numﬁer5~of migrating snow-geese

have utll;zed_LhQ_Monocacv Rluer.ln.recentMygars. i
- Reptile . and mmdxdn@mpspecnﬁ;dlversyDL4s<exoauxﬂ<toJu;l;mated
1n ﬂueprojectéuﬁa éw&49»theﬁﬂﬂﬂﬁﬂfyLOfEﬁﬂ%heeiﬁﬂfrf-ébmeiﬂxkuand
4‘sa1amanders‘such”as LhewrcdbackedALPlethodon_c1nereus) or_sllmy_salamanders

(Plethodon__glutinosus) can

|
\
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i
|
be found in the moist wooded areas particularly adjacent to
|
streams. Toads such as the common American (Bufo terrestria)
|

or Fowler's Toad (B. woodhouser fowleri) can also be present.
’ I

The extensive fields provide an excellent habitat for snakes
particularly where the small mammalian:population is'high.
‘ .

No rare or endangered terrestrial species are known to reside
. o : |
in the project area. !

b. Aquatic - The most significan% aquatic habitats in and

near the project area are the Monocacy River and Bennett Creek.
|

The Monocacy River contains a well-known small mouth bass
|

fishery and Bennett Creek is an important spawning area for

that species. Although neither strea@ is crossed_by the project
most of the drainage from the project:area eventually reaches
one or both streams. The streams that are crossed by the
project are all headwaters and are toé small to support aquatic
life of any significance. An electro:fishing survey of the
North Branch of Bennetts Creek in eariy 1976 disclosed a limited
number of species common to the area.; A listing resulting from

the survey is available for review frbm the Maryland State

Highway Administration Offices.

|
|
|
|
l
[
|
|
|
[
|
|
l
|
|
[
|
[
I
[
|
[
|
I
!
|
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G. Historic and Archeological Sites .

1. Historic Sites

1

The Maryland Historical Trust and the frederick County
Historic Preservation Office have provided;a listing of historic
sites within the project area (Table 4). Eigure 7 indicates the
iocation of these 40 sites. No property will be required from any
of the sites. One site, the Riverside (al#o known as River Froundt)
may be eligible for the National Register.; The SHPO has determined
the project will have no effect on the proﬁerty. See the letter
dated April 10, 1981 in the CorrespondencejSection, The boundaries
of the site as established by the Maryland;Historical Trust are shown
on Figure 5A in the Appendix. |

2. Archeological Sites

An archeological reconnaissance of tﬂe study area was completed
by the Division of Archeology of the Maryiand Geological Survey.

There were no archeological sites idéntified within the project
area. (See the May 16, 1978 letter from fhe State Historic Preserva-

tion Officer in the concurring statements. section of this document).

35—



TABLE 4

HISTORIC SITES

Maryland Historic

|
!
!
|
|
i
!
1
|
!
I
|
|
!
|
l
|
!
I
|
!
|
|
!
|
1
!
1
|
|

Figure
Designation Description Trust Inventory No.

1. 01d Frame Home 1012 2-7-42
2. Log House 1011 7-43
3. Riverside ,

4. 01d Frame House

5. Barn

6. 0l1d House

7. 01d House 59

8. Hope Hill United Method{st Church | 1010 7-39
9. 01d Cabin | |

10.. 01d School ; 7-38
11. . 01d House | 171

12. 0l1d House !

13 0ld House | :

14. ‘ 0ld House :

15. Old House ;

16. 0£§ House :

17. House : 181

18. House = 141

19. 01d House : '; 1009 (210)
20. Log House
21, 01d School House 7-36



TABLE 4 (Continued) |

. ) - ol
Figure

| Méryland Historic
Designation - Description | Trust Inventory No.
22. Dan Wight's House E 202
23. Houch House i
24. Large 01ld House E ' 7-35
25. Large Bird House (LawsonEHouse) 7-33
26. Victorian House % 2340
27. " Foothill Ant | | 7-34
28. "Eagle's Nest'" Old Home E 392 7-20
29. Large House | 1032
30. 01d Stone House o 340
31. 01d House | H 334
32 Antique House %
33. 01d House. }
34, | Stancioff House i
35. Peter Pan Restaurant :
36. Large Old House |
37. Large House '1 1034,
38. ~ Farm House i
39. Maple Hill Farm - 01d Hous% 316
40. Pan Knott House 1 7-32 (201)
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H. Aesthetics _ !

The project area, being basically rural, has little to
detract from the natural aesthetic bea&ty of open rolling country-
Homes in the hamlet of Urbana age geherally well main-
tained, enhgncing the smail country V%llage atmosphere. Older

side.

well maintained farms scattered througHout the area also add
|

to the aesthetics of the area. |

|
For the driver on existing Marylahd 80 these views are
|

- . - l - -

sometimes obstructed as the road is in Fut as 1t climbs and
- 0 ‘

descends the many small hills in the arFa.

|
I. Planning/Land Use :
|

Existing Land Use - Existing ”1a‘rng1__u_se maps and acreage data are

A.

|
available for the entire project area from the Erederick County Planning Depart-

|
ment. The study area can be described as ruralzwi;h the most significant land
|
use_being agriculture. Daimyfarms are the most important agricultural use.
|
A good portion of the area is in vacant fields with some woodland present.. There

is little in the way of developed uses. - |
' |
There is an undeveloped industrially zoned area adjacent to the
|
east side of I-270, south of Urbana. Commercial uses in the

. f
area are all located in Urbana and include a restaurant, a

|
farm equipment dealer, several gasoline service stations, and
|

other small general stores and shops catering predominantly
|

to the local population. The unincorporated towns of Urbana
|
and Buckeystown just west of the projectL are the most significant
. |
communities near the existing alignment KFigure 2). Urbana

|
[
|
[
|
|
|
i
|
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| | 33
has approximately three dozen homes, while Buckeystown has about. ninety-five,

|

There are other small concentrations avéraging approximately a dozen homes each
: . : : . |
‘ in the Hope Hill, Flint Hill and Centerville areas ‘( Figure 8 ). All three of

these communities are predominately "minority" comm_[unities.1 Hope. Hill is a
_ |
cluster of approximately twelve homes located along both sides of Route 80

. . . o s .
between the Monocacy River and Urbana while Flint H|111 is just over a mile
direGtly to the south. Centerville lies along Route 80 approximately 1 -~ 1/2

_ |
miles east of Urbana. Other single family residences and farms tend to be

i ‘e | .
scattered along most of the roads in the area with ‘several adjacent to each

other is some cases. There are two major residential subdivisions in the area,

' !
Sugar Loaf Estates off Rhoderick Road approximatelyjone mile south of Route 80

has one hundred thirty-two lots recorded with one h#mdred eleven built, while

Urbana Overlook, located on Rhoderick Road at Maryland Route 80 has thirty-four

recorded lots with twenty-eight houses built, |
There is one school in the area, the Urbax}la Elementary School along
. Maryland Route 355 more than 1,000 feet north of Ralite 80 on the outskirts of
Urbana. Local churches are located in Urbana, Hope:Hill and Flint Hill.

There are no other transportation facilities ( railroads or airports ) a

in the immediate project area, |
' |

Table five (5) shows land use percentages‘in Frederick County and the
|

Urbana region. ‘

Zoning is the project area is primarily agricultural. The only ex-

ceptions are conservation zoning along the Monocacy{River and residential zonming

around the communities of Flint Hill, Hope Hill, Sugar Loaf Estates and Urbana.
|

The Monocacy River flood plain up to the two hundred sixty foot
| .
\

lTelephone conversation with Mr, Sam Householder, Dfaftsman, Frederick
County Planning and Zoning Commission, October, 1978, '

- 40 -
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TABLE 5

Land Use - Existing ‘

Land Use % Jf Total Land

Region

el _“wFredericQ Co. Urbana
Open Space ( Parks § Woodland) 9% 9%
Residential . 6% | 5%
Industrial | 1% <1%
Commercial § Office 1% 41%
Institutional, Govermment, 3% 2%
and Utilities

Farming and Vacant 80% ‘ 84%

Source: Frederick County Planning Information System (PINS)
Frederick County, Maryland, 1979. |

|
|
|
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contour is zoned as a conservation districtmeaning that structural uses

are discouraged. Uses permitted other than ﬁgrlculture and residential
in the Urbana area include neighborhood, community and general business;

the industrial district along the east side of Route I-270 south of

Urbana; and a large Planned Unit Development area north of Urbana between

Route 80 and Route 355.

B. Future Land Use - The Urbana Regienal Plan 1977 - 1997 pre-

pared by the Frederick County Planning and Z¢ning Commission (1978) a-
mends and updates a previous development patLern (1972)1 which would
utilize both the satellite and corridor deveiopment pattérn concepts.
Under the 1972 plan, development would be copcentrated in five satellite
areas surrounding the hub of Frederick and i# two corridors radiating

out from Frederick. The satellite centers would be the commmities of
Thurmont, New Market, Adamstown, Brunswick and Middletown. The corridor
development areas would be along Maryland Rﬂute 194 from Frederick to the
Walkersville area and along Interstate Routeé 270 from Frederick south to
Montgomery County with Urbana acting as a center. (Figure 9) The 1978

Urbana Regional Plan deletes this corridor concept along 1-270 and establishes

Urbana as a satellite growth center for the ‘region.

Each of the satellite communities as well as Frederick and Walkers-
ville would become regional centers of development and economic activity.
These centers would be connected to Frederi¢k by means of an expressway or
freeway surrounding Frederick. The area lying between the regional cen-
ters would be developed for only low density uses or as conservation,
resources and rural reserve areas.

Looking at the smaller scale of the broject area major development

is proposed primarily east of Route I-270. The 1978 Regional Plan Update

1 Comprehensive Development Plan, Frederic% County, Maryland, 1972.
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deleted Ehe deyelopmgnt corridpr between Urbana and Hyattstown and focusseé on
planned growth gt Urbana. The presence of.IL270‘in this area presents a .
strong attraction for residential, commercial‘and industrial growth radiating
out of Washington, D. C. area. Such growth has alrgady occurred along

I-270 in Montgomery County.

The land uses planned in thelvicinity of Urbana include commercial
uses along Route 80, Route 355 and the 1!270|interchange; a core of
low density residential areas surrounding existing Urbana with agricul-
tural areas surrounding the core; and an empioyment reserve for industrial-
office uses on the east side of I-270 extending from Route 80 south to
Bennett Creek and bounded on the east by Route 355.

West of I-270 very little development is planned. From Rhoderick
Road to the western project terminus tﬁe pro£osed use is agricultural
except for the Monocacy River flood plain wh%ch is planned to remain un-
developed. A large area to the south of theiproject encompassing Sugar
Loaf Mountain is proposed for conservation uses and is now an adopted
and deéignated area of critical state concern. The boundaries of Sugar
Loaf are 1 - % miles south of the project.

Improveménts to the road network are proposed in the Frederick County
Comprehensive Development Plan (1972) and-the been updated in the Urbana
Regional.Plan (1978). The proposed project |is included in planning for the
Urbana region which shows a newly constructgd road approximating Alternate
6 in this study.

- Other proposed highway improvements include upgrading Route 355

south of Route 80 to minor arterial status. Park Mills Road which rums
northeast from the Flint Hill area to Route 355 near Talber Road is pro-
posed as a collector street. The overall improved highway network is

meant to serve the anticipated increase in population.
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|
It should be noted that proposed roadways in the County's

. planning doecument are part of an ad0p|ted county plan and repre-

sent the Frederick County's preferencF of an alternate.

|
|
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J. Socio-Economics

Frederick County and the project Lrea itself has histor-
ically been a rural area and agriculture is still significant
in terms of land use and the economy.

The 1970 median family income of the Urbana Election

District of $10,902 compares favorablyl with the median family

income of Frederick County - $9,550, the State of Maryland -
§11,257 and the United States - $10,565. In fact, the Urbana

district has the fourth highest median family income of the

twenty-six election districts in Frederick County.1

Unemployment for Frederick County in August of 1980
was 7.5%, compared to 6.2% for the entire state during the same
period.

In the Urbana election district, |the Black population com-
prises 11.1% of the total population.f Other non-whites com-
prise only 0.2% of the Urbana population.2 Most of the Black
population in the area is centered in |the Hope Hill area.

The'age distribution and average}population per house-
hold for Urbana, when cempared with the other election districts
in the county, show the Urbana average age to be the lowest

(median age 24.0), and the population per household to be the
highest (3.87).2

1 4y.s. Bureau of the Census and Frederick County Planning
Commission.

2 Frederick County Planning Commission, 1972.
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¢ Title VI

"It is the policy of the Maryland State Highway
Administration to insure 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, religion, national origin, physical
or mental handicap in all State High program pro-
jects funded in whole or in [part by the Federal
Highway Administration. The State Highway
Administration will not discriminate in highway
planning, highway design, highway construction,
the acquisition of right-of-way or the provision
of relocation advisory assistance. This policy
has been incorporated into all levels of the
highway planning process inlorder that proper
consideration be given to the social, economic,
and environmental effects of all highway projects.
. Alleged discriminatory actions should be addressed
to the State Highway Admini%tration for investigation."

|
|
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V. Environmental Impacts |

A. Air Quality |

Impacts of project implemen#ation were analyzed by

alternate on both a local and study bdsis.
|

Table 6 shows the projected carbon monoxide concentra-
tions including background levels fdr:the worst one and eight

hour periods in 1985 and 2005 at the treceptors shown on Figure

10. Air quality at all receptor meets all primary and secondary

ambient air quality standards. The tec}i'mical Air Quality report is avail-

able for review at the Maryland State Highway Administration.
B. Water Quality I

Existing Maryland Route 80 gene%ally follows a ridge
line and all streams within the prdjﬁct area, except for the
Monocacy River, are very small in size. The construction
of the selected alternative will havé little effect on water
quality and there will be no signifi#ant advefse impacts.

Erosion and sedimentation control plans will be re-
quired prior to constructionyand apgroval by Maryland Depart-
ment of Natural Resources and the U.?. Corps of Engineers

will also be required.

|
Chemical pollution originates from traffic generated road
|
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TABLE

MARYLAND ROUTE 80

AIR QUALITY IMPACT ANALYSIS

CARBON MONOXIDE CONCENTRATIONS INCLUDING BACKGROUND

ONE HOUR (ppm) EIGHT HOUR (ppm) |
Recept ALT. 5A%. T ' NO-BUILD ALT. G5A% NO-BUILD
1985 | 2005 1985 2005 1985 2005 1985 2005
2.8 2.1 2.8 2.1 1.4 1.2 1.4 1.1
2.7 2.0 2.7 2.0 1. 1.1 : 1 1.1
. 3.2 2.7 3.2 2.7 1.6 1.4 1.6 1.4
; 3.2 2.6 2.8 2.2 1.6 1.4 1.4 1.2
3.8 3.3 3.8 3.3 1.8 1.7 1.8 1.7
3.3 2.5 5.5 | 2.5 1.7 1.3 7 1.7 1.3
3.4 2.5 3.4 2.5 1.7 1.3 1.7 1.3
3.2 2.5 3.2 2.5 1.6 1.3 1.6 1.3

* selected alternate

The following assumptions were made;

Average operating speed of forty miles per hour
The EPA Highway Line source model was used to project pollutant concentrations.
Meterorological Conditions; one-hour 1 meter/second wind speed, F stability;eight-hour, combination of
1 meter/seconds with F stability and 2 meter/second with D stability.
Ambient Temperature : thirty-five degrees Farenheit

N N
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surface runoff. The lack of curbing and permanent drainage
collection will allow soil and vegetation accumulation of
pollutants. 'During heavy precipitation, some pollutants such
as BOD, asbestos or heavy metals may reach the stream but the

dilution factor will negate additional consideration.

Contamination of the stream by salts from de-icing com-

pounds has not proven to be a hazard to water quality. The
salts are also absorbed by adjacent soils where there are no
impervious drainage controls. _

The effects of de-icing salts or $ther road surface pol-
lutants on ground water has not been d?termined. Qualitatively,
the low traffic volumes, the narrow width of the road, and the
relatively mild winters negate any sigLificant pollution

accumulation and groundkwapgrmcontamin@tion.




C. Noise i

Projection of future noise condit%ons has been completed

for each of the twenty-eight noise sen%itive areas as .. dis-

cussed in the section on existing noise levels. The projection
|

techniques and analysis are presented in the referenced report.
|

A summary of the data is presented below.
|

" A determination of impact is based on both the relation-
|

ship between the predicted noise levels and both the federal
|

design noise level and the ambient levels. A summary of
|

impacts from the selected and no-build. alternates. is.presented
I f .

in the following table:

TABLE 7 |

SUMMARY OF NOISE IMPACTS
|

Alternate r.' S5A%* - |No-Build
Number of noise sensitive areas affec#éd 20 . 24
Number of sites exceeding design noi%e ,

o 0-5 dBA | 1 2
v (Negligible) !

|
o
- 6-10 dBA . | 5 3
£ (Minor) |

= _

D 4 |

>-g 11-15 dBA | 10 11

g (Significant)

0 - ‘

n o | : .

ES Over 15 dBA | 4 | 8
' |

Projection of noise levels based on method heﬁeloped in the National Cooperative

Highway Research Program, Repoets # 117 and # 144,
igffgeleé%e 23 eérnate - 53 - |
' ' |

|

I
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As can be seen From Table 7 no noise sensitive areas will
experience noise levels in excess of Desigh Noise Levels under the
selected alternate. Eight noise sensitivefareas would have experienced
noise levels in excess of Design Noise Levéls under the no-build

|
alternate. All of the areas were residential.

It is State Highway Administration pohicy to investigate mitiga-
tion measures when noise levels increase Qy 10dBA or more. However,
because of the uncontrolled aspect of Mar%land Route 80, noise barriers
would not be effective. Partial mitigatian, in the form of land-
scaping will be considered during the finél design of the project.

Any landscaping completed will be coordinéted with the property

i
owners. |

The construction phase will result in excessive noise, varying
in degree and duration, depending on the kype of equipment used. Con-
struction normally occurs during the peri%d of 7:00 a.m., to 5:00 p.m.
on weekdays, minimizing the impact to are? residents.

Complete details of sites, present cpnditions and future

projections are available in a report available for review at the

Maryland State Highway Administration. I
|

Copies of the technical noise reporﬁ were provided to the

local planning jurisdictions for their cdnsideration for use in

the study area. ‘
|
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SITES WITH PROJECTED NOISE LEVELS EXCEED

TABLE 8

ING_DESIGN LEVELS

Projections

Site * Alternate 5A | No-Build Alternate
1 - ‘ 75

7 — 73

8 - 73
11 - 75
20 - 75

21 - 78
24 - 71
26 - 72l

* All receptors are residences

Because of the uncontrolled aspect of the improvement, noise barriers

would not be efficient or cost effective. Partial measures may be considered

should the project be programmed for final design and construction.
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D. Conservation and Preservation

1. Vegetation and Wildlife

Minor amounts of wooded area (up to 8 acres) will be taken

which will result in the loss of some wildlife habitat. This is

a small percentage of the estimated 100,000 acres of woodlands

|
available in the county. No rare or endangered wildlife species

are known to inhabit the area.

2. Wetlands and Floodplains

There are no wetlands that are impac%ed by the selected
alternate. ?

An evaluation was made of the encro;chment of the selected
alternate on the Monocacy River floodplain and the floodplain of
a2 tributary to the Monocacy River. The évaluation indicated that
there will be no significant adverse impécts due to encroachment
of the one hundred year floodplain. The aesign year storm for the
area is the 50 year storm. The selected alternatc satisfies at
a minimum 50 year design storm requirements.

At the point of maximum encroachmeﬂt on the one hundred year
floodplain of the tributary the floodpléin elevation would increase
by less than one foot. Additionally, tﬁere are no residences,
businesses, schools, churches, or recreétional areas, etc., within
the 100 year floodplain. In addition,' Frederick County does not
allow development in a 100 year floodpl%in.

Results of the Monocacy River Floddplain Analysis indicate that

the selected alternate has no significant impact on the one hundred

year floodplain of the Monocacy River. .I In addition, the study showed that there

-56- :
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would be no risk associated with the Sélected action; there
are no adverse impacts to the benefici%l or natural values
to the Monocacy floodplain and there would be of no direct
or indirect support for development in, the base floodplain.1

|
3. Stream Modifications

Alternate 5A will have nominal impécts due to the upgrade

nature of the improvement.

4. Parks and Recreation Sites

No existing or proposed park or recreation areas will be

affected by the project, and no such land will be taken for
|
right of way requirements.

5. Soils

Alternate SA would increase the exXisting right of way by
) I
ninety (90) feet. Prime agricultural;land (as defined in the

Frederick County Soils Report by the Soil Conservation Service)

that would be lost would total approximately twenty-two acres;

less those areas that have been previosuly developed. The
majority of the prime agricultural land required for right of

way has not yet been developed. However, as discussed on

Page 43 "Future Land Use'" the area hds been designated as a growth

area and much of the agricultural land will be developed.

As indicated on page 18 the selected alternate requires only .022
percent of the classified prime agricultural land in the project

area.

]Flood Plain Analysis, Maryland Route 80 on Monocacy River
dated June 6, 1980 and August 15, 1980, Maryland State Highway
Administration, Bureau of Project Planning.

|
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E. Aesthetics i gl

Alternate 5A will result in a minor change in the aesthetic
quality because of the variation from thé existing alignment.

It will also disturb the aestheti¢ quality during construc-
tion, however, this would be a temporaryicondition.

F. Displacement

A preliminary rceport prepared by Maryland SHA indicates

that Alternate 5A would displace two (2) families.

The two families to be relocated are not members of any
minority, elderly, or handicapped and the houses are of a value
that sufficient replacement housing is lpcated in the general
vicinity.

According to the Maryland State Highway Administration
right-of-way estimates Alternate 5A would require the taking of
sixty-three acres of land zoned Agricultural and Residential. How-
ever, this figure is not signifiacant in view of the 140,000
acres available in the county. The selected alternate would
have uncontrolled access and therefore division of property would

not seriously affect agricultural activ?ties.

The report on relocation is avai}abie for review at the

Maryland State Highway Administration. A Relocation Assistance

Summary is found in the Appendices.
|
G. Regional and Community Growth

The construction of the selected alternate will not
. . : I -
significantly influence regional or community growth.

H. Community Cohesion

Community character or cohesion will not be signifidantly

altered by the project due to its limited scope. The project
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in and of itself will not encourage significant new develop-
|
ment in the region. Growth has been and will continue to be

attracted by the presence of I1-270 which overshadows the drawing

power of Maryland Route 80.

I. Public Facilities

This project will not affect existing or planned public fa-
cilities or services. It also appears to be consistent with

proposals for the location of future public facilities.

J. Traffic
Maryland Routes 80 and 355 utilize the same roadway through

It is lined by residential and commercial properties and
!
Interferences from these and cross

Urbana.
their entrances to the road.

traffic can result in a design capacity reductions. Alternate

5A would not significantly improve this situation.
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Coordination
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Consistency Statemént
Maryland Route Bb
F 737-016-771
!
!

As the subject project is located within the Central
Maryland Intrastate A.Q.C.R., it is necessary to evaluate two
characteristics of the proposed faciiity when determining
consistency with the State Implementa#ion Plan: micro-scale
carbon monoxide levels and construction impact.

The project Air Quality Analysis' assessed the micro-
scale carbon monoxide impact of the_f%cility. This analysis
determined that no violation of State or Federal Ambient
Air Quality Standards for carbon_mondxide will occur adjacent
to the project during the completion:and design years. As a
result of this conclusion, the project may be considered
consistent with this aspect of the State Implementation Plan.

The consistency of the project in relation to construction
activities was addressed through consultation with the Maryland
Bureau of Air Quality and Noise Control. The State Highway
Administration has established sPeciEications.for Materials,
Highways; Bridges and Inc;dental'Strhctures which specify
procedures to be followed by contractors involved in State
work. The Maryland Bureau of Air.Qdality and Noise Control
has reviewgd.these Specifications and has found them consistent

with the Regulations Governing the Control of Air Pollution in
- |

the State of Maryland. |



Maryland Historical Trust

Mr. William F. Schneider, Jr.
Chief, Bureau of Project Planning ;
State Highway Administration
707 North Calvert Street ,
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 ’

RE: MD. Route 80
Contract No.:F737-016-771 '

Dear Mr. Schneider:

Near this project is Riverside which we believe would be eligible
for the National Register. Attached is a survey form and map giving
' the boundary of this historic property. However, "Riverside' will not
be affected by this project. !

Sincerely,

4ancy Miller
Deputy State Historic
Preservation Officer

NM/JD/ca :

enclosure .

cc: Richard Krolak
George J. Andreve
Rita Suffness

Shaw House, 21 State Circle, Annapolis, Maryland 21401

I
(301)269-2212, 269-2438
Department of Economic and Community Development '
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' Dear Mr. Elinsky:

This is in response to a request for the Department of the Interior's
comments on the draft negative declaratioa/Section 4(f) statement for .
S8&~80 (Bast of Monocacy River to East of Urbana), Frederick County,
Harylﬂado ) )

SECTION 4(f) QOMMENTS

We concur with the proposed response to Sectien 4(f£) and would offer
no objection to U.5. Department of Tramsportation approval thereof.

However, the Department of the Interior does suggest the Federal Highway
Administration. consult with the staCQ‘Hiaéoric Preservation Office for a
determination of eligibility for the "Riveérside™ property. Section 106
of the National Historic PraservationLAct'of 1966 states that Federal
agencies nust take into account eligible Hationsl Register properties
before expenditure of Federal funds. Alsp, pursusmt to 36 CFR 800, it
is the Federsl Bighway Adwinistration's respomsibility to consult with
the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation as soon as possible with
regard to potentially eligible National Register sites.

NEGATIVE DEGLARATION CQMMENTS o

The. negative declaration ia adequate with respect to the concerns of
this Departugsat. We believe that Alternate 5 has the least damaging
impacts oo Fish and wildlife resourcer, due in part to its alignment
slong the existing highway corridor. | ! '

: I
The greatest potential impsct, erosion and sedimentation, can be con-
trolled by edequate plamning prior to comstruction. Since it is stated
in the description of soils that “gusceptibility to froet action is

L I e Mgtk T T e e
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moderate to high and water erosion hazard is slso moderate to high,"
(page 24) and that a significant amount of earthwork would evidently
be required on one alternate aligrment (pages 8 and 10), it would be
helpful to include a description of the erdsion and sedimentation
control plans in the negative declaration in order to support the
determination that the related impacts would be negligible,

: )

Sincerely yours,

LARRY E. MEIEROTTO

istant Secrethr of the Interior
Deputy Ass ' Yy

Mr. Emil Elinsky

Division Administrator

Federal Highway Administration
The Rotunda, Suite 220
Baltimore, Maryland 21211

|
cc: Mr. EBugene T. Camponeschi '
Chief, Bureau of Project Planning
Maryland State Highway Administration
300 West Preston Street .
Baltimore, Maryland 21201

)
|
-
I

!

;‘
Response: Alternate 5 was selected; the State Historic
Preservation Officer and the Advisory Council on Historic

!
|

Preservation were consulted. |
I

. |
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‘Mr. Eugene T. Campeneschj, Chief
Bureau of Project Planning
State Highway Administration
300 West Preston Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21201

Re: Maryland Route 80, from East of the Monocacy River Bridge
to East of Urbana

Dear Mr. Camponeschi:

We have reviewed the draft Negative Declaration for the
above referenced project. While we hdave no objection to the
project as described, it would appear’ that Alternative 5 is
preferable from an environmental riewpoint. There are no sites
where the Design Noise Level is exceeded with Alt. 5, there
are no new stream crossings, and Alt. 5 impacts less agricultural
land than Alt. 6. Therefore, we would favor the selection of
this line as the preferred alternative.

We hope that this review will assist you with further
project development. If you have any questions, or if we
can be of further assistance, please'contact us.

Sincerely, '

-~ I
W/zw

R Pomponio, Chief !
EIS & Wetlands Review Section .

Response: AltJS5 was selected !
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HERBERT M. SACHS
DIRECTOR
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STATE OF MARYLAND
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES |
WATER RESOURCES ADMINISTRATION ' O{N
TAWES STATE OFFICE BUILDING AD‘“N}“P }uNG
ANNAPOLIS, MARYLAND 21401 PROJEC
(301) 269-2265
' 1979
January'4, 978
|
Eugene T. Camponeschi, Chief Re: WRA File No. 76-PP-0013
Bureau of Project Planning Md. 80 from Monocacy to 0.6
State Highway Administration miles east of Md. 355
P.O0. Box 717 SHA Contract No. F-737-016-771

300 West Preston Street ,
Baltimore, MD 21203 !
Dear Mr. Camponeschi: ;

The receipt of recent planning notlées from the Highway
Administration for the above referenced project has resulted in a
re-evaluation of this Agency's previous éomments.

Given the fact that alignments 5 and 6 have now been substituted
for alternatives 1 through 4 we now wish to express our support for
line 5. From the maps and descriptions of these 'lines provided by
your office it is apparent that Alt. 5 would result in less severe
impacts to the waterways. Previous comments by the Maryland Fisheries
Administration have been submitted to your office on September 30,

1975 regarding the effects to the aquatlc habitat of the streams located
in the project vicinity. !
|

These comments should be beneficial in the preparation of the
Environmental Documents and the selection of an alternative alignment.
If you have any questions or require any additional information, please
do not hesitate to contact me.

Veryltruly yours,
|

Mich#el A. Ports, Chief
Wateqshed Permits Division

MAP/CKC

Response: Alternate 5 was selected



DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND MENTAL HYGIENE
ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH ADMINISTRATION

. P.O. BOX 13387 ‘
NEIL SOLOMON, M.D.,, PH.D. ! >
e aie i 201 WEST PRESTON STREET . DONALD H. NOREN
BALTIMORE, MARYLAND 21203 GIRECTOR

PHONE * 301-383- 3245

June 12, ];978
!
i

!

Mr. Andy Brooks ' ,
Bureau of Landscape Architecture
. !

2323 West Joppa Road
Brooklandville, Maryland 21022 !

Dear Andy,
. RE: Dréft Air Analysis - Md. Rte. 80

' We have reviewed the Air Analysis Prepared for the above subject
project and have found that it is consistent with the Bureau's pro-

gram plans and objectives,
—_—

!
Sincerely yours,

»

4_// RN ,
"”.lu\.---’l\\ \
William K, Bonta, Chief
Division of Program Plannmg & Analysis
Bureau of Air Quality Control

Thank you for the opportunity to review this analysis.
. N

WKB:bac ,
:
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Maryland Historical Trust

May 16, 1978 ' |
| 1578 MAY "25 PM 3 30

Mr. Eugene T. Camponeschi, Chlef ﬂdWA
-Bureau of Project Planning ]Hb,ﬁ“ﬂ
State Highway Administration PaﬁJCTPLAN
300 West Preston Street

Baltimore, Md. 21203 - !

RE: Md. Rt. 80, Archeological Recon.
F 737-016-771, F.A.P. No RS9064(1)
' .
Dear Mr. Camponeschi: - ;

our staff archeologist, Dr. Leland Gilsen, has
reviewed the archeological report. We concur
with the findings of .no effect of this project

on archeological remains.

Sincerely yours, . !
| o |

reservation Officer
- JNP:LG:mms '

cc: Margaret Ballard
Dennis Curry ' B

i

Shaw House, 21 State Circle, Annapolis, Maryland 21401  (301) 269-2212, 269-2438
Department of Economic and Community Development

e

|
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"SUMMARY OF THE RELOCATION ASSISTA&CE PROGRAM OF THE

STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION!OF MARYLAND"

|

All State Highway Administration“projects must comply with
the provisions of the *Uniform Relocation Assistance and
Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (Public
Law 91-646) and/or the Annotated Code of Maryland, Article
21, Sections 12-201 thru 12-209. The Maryland Department
of Transportation, State Righway Administration, Bureau of
Relocation Assistance, administers the Relocation Assis~-
tance Program in the State of Maryladd.

The provisions of the Federal and State Law require the .
State Highway Administration to pProvide payments and services
to persons displaced by a public project. The payments that
are provided include replacement housing payments and/or
moving costs. The maximum limits of the replacement housing
Payments are $15,000 for owner-occupants and $4,000 for
tenant-occupants. 1In addition, but within the above limits,
Certain payments may be made for increased mortgage interest
costs and/or incidental expenses. In order to receive these
payments, the displaced person must occupy decent, safe and
‘sanitary replacement housing. 1In addition to the replace-
ment housing payments described above, there are also

moving cost payments to persons, businesses, farms and
non-profit organizations. Actual moving costs for residences
include actual moving costs up to 50 miles or a schedule

moving cost payment, including a dislocation allowance, up
to $500. '

The moving cost payments to businessés are broken down into
several categories, which include actual moving expenses
and payments “in lieu of" actual moving expenses.
of a displaced business is entitled to receive a payment for
actual reasonable moving and related expenses in moving his
business, or personal property: actual direct losses of

tangible personal property; and actual reasonable expenses
for searching for a replacement site.

I
The actual reasonable moving expenses may be paid for a move

by a commercial mover or for a self-rove. Generally, pay-
ments for the actual reasonable moving expenses are limited

|



+ supported by receipted bills.

|

the expenses must be

An invenpory of the items
to be moved must be prepared, and estimates of the cost

may be obtained. The owner may be paid an amount equal
to the low bid or estimate. 1In some circumstances, the
State may negotiate an amount not to exceed the lower of
the two bids. The allowable expenses of a self-move may
include amounts paid for equipment hired, the cost of
using the business's vehicles or equipment, wages paid to
persons who physically participate in the move, and the
cost of the actual supervision of the move.
' !
When personal property of a displaced business is of low
value and high bulk, and the estimated cost of moving
would be disproportionate in relation éo the value, the
State may negotiate for an amount not to exceed the aif-

-ference between the cost of replacement and the amount

that could be realized from the sale of the personal prop-
erty.

In addition to the actual moving expenseé mentioned above,
the displaced business is entitled to receive a payment
for the actual direct losses of tan

gible personal property
that the business is entitled to relocate but elects not
to move. These payments may only be made after an effort

by the owner to sell the personal property involved. ' The
costs of the sale are also reimbursable moving expenses.

If the business is to be reestablished, and pPersonal prop-
erty is not moved but is replaced at the new location, the
payment would be the lesser of the replacement costs minus
the net proceeds of the sale or the estimated cost of moving
the item. If the business is being discontinued or the

item is not to be replaced in the reestablished business,
the payment will be the lesser of the difference between

the value of the item for continued use in place and the net
proceeds of the sale or the estimated cost of moving the item.

.to a 50 mile radius. 1In both cases,

If no offer is received for the personal property and the
property is abandoned, the owner is ertitled to receive the
lesser of the value for continued use of the item in place
or the estimated cost of moving the item and the reasonable
expenses of the sale. When personal property is abandoned
without an effort by the owner to dispose of the property

by sale, the owner will not be entitled to moving expenses,
or losses for the item involved.

The owner of a displaced business may!be reimbursed for the
actual reasonable expenses in searching for a replacement
business up to $500. All expenses muét be supported by re-
ceipted bills. Time spent in the actual search may be reim-

bursed on an hourly basis, but such rate may not exceed $10
per hour.

|



In lieu of the payments describec abo

mine that the owner of a displaced business is eligible to
receive a payment egual to the average annual net earnings
of the business. Such payment shall not be less than $2,500
nor. more than $10,000..  In order to be entitled to this
payment, the State must determine that the business cannot
be relocated without a substantial loss of its existing
patronage, the business is not part of a commercial enter-
prise having at least one other establishment in the same

or similar business that is not being' acquired, and the

ve, the State may deter-

.business contributes materially to the income of a dis-

placed owner. ’

Considerations in the State's determihation of loss of
existing patronage are the type of business conductéd by

.the displaced business and the naturel of the clientele.

The relative importance of the present and proposed loca-
tions to the displaced business, and the availability of
suitable replacement sites are also factors.

: r
In order to determine the amount of the "in lieu of'" moving
expenses payment, the average annual net earning of the
business is considered to be one-half of the net earnings
before taxes, during the two taxable years immediately
preceding the taxable year in which the business is reloca-
ted. If the two taxable years are not representative, the
State, with approval of the Federal Highway Administration,
may use another two-year period that would be more repre-
sentative. Average annual net earnings include any compen-
sation paid by the business to the owner, his spouse, or
his dependents during the period. .  Should a business be in
operation less than twoe years, but for twelve consecutive
months during the two taxable years prior to the taxable
year in which it is required to relocate, the owner of the
business is eligible to receive the "in lieu of" payment.
In all cases, the owner of the business must provide in-
formation to support its net earings! such as income tax
returns, for the tax years in questioih.
The relocation assistance officer located in each district
office maintains a listing of local,! State, and Federal
programs which may benefit displaced businesses.

!

For displaced farms and non-profit organizations, actual
reasonable moving costs generally up to 50 miles, actual
direct losses of tangible personal property, and searching
costs are paid. The "in lieu of" agtual moving cost pay-
ments provide that the State may determine that a displaced
farm may be paid a minimum of $2,500 to a maximum of $10,000
based upon the net income of the farm, provided that the
tarm has been discounted or relocated. 1In some cases,
payments "in lieu of" actual moving costs may be made to
farm operations that are affected by a partial acguisition.
A non-profit orcanization is eligible to receive "in lieu
of" actual moving cost payments, in, the amount of §2,500.

e



A more detailed'explanation of th
, available to displaced persons,

non-profit organizations is available in Relocation Bro-
chures that will be distributed at the public hearings

for this project and will also be given to displaced per-
sons individually in the future. ‘

e benefits and payments
businesses, farms, and

In the event comparable replacement housing is not avail-

able to rehouse persons displaced by public projects or

that available replacement housing is beyond their financial
means, replacement "housing as a last resort” will be uti-
lized to accomplish the rehousing. Detlailed studies will

be completed by the. State Highway Admidistration and .approved
by the Federal ‘Highway Administration before "housing as a
last resort" could be utilized. "Housing as a last resort"
could be provided to displaced persons in several different
ways although not limited to the following:

l. An improved property can be purchased or leased.

2. Dwelling units can be'rehabﬂlitated and pur-
chased or leased.

3. New dwelling units can bé constructed.

4. State acquired dwellings can be relocated,
rehabilitated, and purchased or leased.

Any of these methods could be utilized by the State Highway
Administration and such housing would‘ge made available to
displaced persons. In addition to the above procedure, in-
dividual replacement housing payments can be increased beyond
the statutory limits in order to allow a displaced person to

purchase or rent a dwelling unit that is within his financial
means. '

The "Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acgquisi-
tion Policies Act of 1970" requires that the State Highway
Administration shall not proceed with any phase of any pro-
ject which will cause the relocation of any person, or pro-
ceed 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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