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MarylandDepartmentofTransportation 
State Highway Administration 

0. James Lighthizer 
Secretary 

Hal Kassoff 
Administrator 

MEMORANDUM 

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

FROM:    Louis H. Ege,, Jr.-T} 
Deputy Director      
Office of Pla'nnirig and 
Preliminary Engineering 

DATE:    March 31, 1993 

SUBJECT:  MD 355 from MD 27 to MD 124 
Administrator's Selection Meeting 

A meeting was held on February 25, 1993 to discuss the proposed 
improvements to MD 355. The purpose of the meeting was the 
selection of an alternative by the Administrator that would move 
forward into final design.  Those in attendance were: 

Hal Kassoff 
Neil Pedersen 
Creston Mills 
Robert Douglass 
Charles Adams 
Louis Ege 
Cynthia Simpson 
Douglas Simmons 
George Walton 
Wanda Brocato 
Barbara Allera-Bohlen 
Mark Duvall 
Mona Dave 
Steve Drumm 
Earl Schaefer 
Ed Schatz 
Glenn Vaughan 
Yelena Berenzon 
Wendy Wolcott 
Karen Coffman 
Heidi Van Luven 
Charles Rose 
Greg Cooke 
Eric Tabacek 
Dilip Patel 
Randall Scott 
Matt Kalb 

Administrator 
Director, OPPE 
District #3 Engineer 
Deputy Chief Engineer, Hwy Dev 
Director, OED 
Deputy Director, OPPE 
Deputy Division Chief, PPD 
Assistant Division Chief, PPD 
Project Manager, PPD 
Project Engineer, PPD 
Environmental Manager, PPD 
Environmental Manager, PPD 
Traffic Forecaster, PPD 
Chief, HDD 
Senior Engineer, HDD 
Project Engineer, HDD 
Bridge Engineer, BDD 
Bridge Engineer, BDD 
Landscape Architect, OED 
Landscape Architect, OEp 
Regional Planner, RIPD 
Engineer, EAPD 
Engineer, EAPD 
Traffic Engineer, OOTS 
Traffic Engineer, OOTS 
Traffic Engineer, Dist. #3 
Materials Engineer, OMR 

My telephone number is 
333-1130 

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

707 North Calvert St., Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717 
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Mr. Neil J. Pedersen 
Page Two 

David Martin Geologist, OMR 
Robert Merryman Montgomery County DOT 
Robert Simpson Montgomery County DOT 
Patricia Willard M-NCPPC 
William Barkley Parsons Brinckerhoff 
Steve Piano Parsons Brinckerhoff 
Richard Hebert Greenhorne & O'Mara 
Ernie Anderson Greenhorne & O'Mara 
Irene Mendoza Greenhorne & O'Mara 

The meeting opened with a brief background of the project history 
and a discussion of developer participation in the project. An 
area developer will be constructing the portion of MD 355 between 
MD 27 (Ridge Road) and Middlebrook Road to a four-lane divided 
and a five-lane facility.  This work has been considered part of 
the No-Build Alternative in the State Highway Administration 
(SHA) project planning study since it will be in place prior to 
any state work. 

Following is the outcome of the discussions and what was selected 
by the Administrator as the alternative to improve MD 355. 

The selected alternative, Alternative #3, consists of widening 
the existing two lanes and the developer's section to a six-lane 
divided roadway.  The design speed is 40 MPH.  Included are a 
five-foot sidewalk on the east side of the roadway and an eight- 
foot hiker/biker trail on the west side.  Landscaping will be 
placed between the sidewalks and the roadway, where there is 
available space, and along the median. 

Retaining walls will be provided to reduce the number of 
'relocations.  All walls are approximately three to five feet in 
visible height and are approximately 100 feet long.  The 
locations are: 

Address 

19110 Frederick Road 
19221 Frederick Road 
11401 Millport Circle 
20516 Frederick Road 
20524 Frederick Road 
20540 Frederick Road 

Retaining walls in the parks are not recommended by the 
environmental agencies due to the passive nature of the parks, 
the cost and the minor amount of land they would save. 

Due to fiscal restraints, the project would be stage constructed. 
The initial construction would only upgrade the section between 
Middlebrook Road and Watkins Mill Road.  This includes the 
construction of a four-lane divided facility with the sidewalks. 
The design is such to allow the future fifth and sixth lanes to 
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Mr. Neil J. Pedersen 
Page Three 

be constructed in the median.  By constructing the road in this 
way, local residences will be disturbed only once for roadway 
construction.  The roadway would be in its ultimate "footprint." 

A 53" dbh White Oak Tree was identified just north of Chapel Gate 
Road.  Two alignments were developed, shifting to the east or the 
west, to avoid removal of the tree; however, between five and ten 
residences would have to be relocated with the shifts.  Due to 
the impacts associated with saving the tree, it was decided to 
remove the tree. 

During the course of the study, several bridge length options 
were developed for the Great Seneca Creek crossing.  At the time 
of the Location/Design Public Hearing, the options were narrowed 
to a 100-foot bridge length that matches the existing length and 
a 400-foot bridge length.  The actual length was subject to 
hydrological and hydraulic analyses.  Upon completion, a bridge 
length of 320 feet was selected.  The length and its height of 
13 feet ± meets agencies1 approval since it provides sufficient 
length to allow for a wildlife corridor and sufficient height to 
allow an equestrian underpass. 

Great Seneca State Park and Great Seneca Extension Stream Valley 
Park (county park) are both located where MD 355 crosses Great 
Seneca Creek.  The state park is located to the west of MD 355 
and the county park is to the east.  Also, wetlands can be found 
in all four quadrants of the creek and roadway intersection.  The 
higher quality wetlands are on the west side.  In order to avoid 
and/or minimize impacts to parkland and wetlands, two alignment 
shifts were developed, an east and west shift.  Coordination took 
place between the environmental agencies and Montgomery County 
and it was determined that the east shift was preferred.  This is 
what was selected by SHA. 

A hazardous waste site has been identified in the northwest 
quadrant of the MD 355/Great Seneca Creek intersection.  The 
preferred eastern shift impacts this location.  Apparently, the 
site was previously used as an automobile repair/junk yard.  An 
analysis was performed to determine type and extent of 
contamination.  The results have been compiled and coordination 
with the Maryland Department of Environment (MDE) is occurring. 
If remediation is required, MDE will determine the method.  The 
financing of the remediation has not yet been established. 

A cross-section was developed in front of the Cider Barrel, a 
Maryland Inventory Site with Local Significance, that provides a 
six-lane facility with a sidewalk.  This option does not require 
the relocation of the Cider Barrel.  The section calls for the 
reduction of lane widths and the median to fit the six lanes into 
the "footprint" established by developer construction. 

/£> 
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Mr. Neil J. Pedersen 
Page Four 

During the course of the planning process, the project team met 
with most of the communities along MD 355 within the study 
limits.  It was brought to their attention that construction 
would impact neighborhood signs and a school bus stop.  The 
relocation of these features is being provided as part of the 
improvement. 

This is the writer's interpretation concerning the decisions made 
by the Administrator at the selection meeting.  If you have any 
questions, comments or additions, please contact George Walton at 
333-1139. 

I concur with the above. 

'W ^ 
Neil J. Pedersen, Director Date 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

cc:  Attendees 
Ms. Jareene Barkdoll 
Mr. Bruce Grey 
Mr. William Hellmann 
Mr. Richard Ravenscroft 
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Decision by State Highway Administration 

• The Maryland State Highway Administration (SHA) has selected to seek Location/Design 
Approval for the widening of MD Route 355 from MD 27 (Ridge Road) to MD 124 (Montgomery 
Village Avenue). 

Description of Selected Build Alternative 

• Construct Alternate 3, a six-lane staged construction for the length of the project 
(approximately four miles) with a bridge crossing of Great Seneca Creek. The initial phase of 
construction consists of building a four-lane divided roadway with open median and closed 
outside shoulders from Middlebrook Road to Watkins Mill Road. The typical section includes 
two 11 -foot travel lanes in each direction, exclusive left turn lanes at median openings and a 
44-foot-wide open median with provision for adding the fifth and sixth lanes in the future. The 
design speed for this alternative is 40 miles per hour. 

• Alignment Option: This option shifts the alignment east of the existing roadway through Great 
Seneca Extension Stream Valley Park, avoiding Seneca Creek State Park to the west. 

• Bridge Option: This bridge option proposes a new dual bridge with three travel lanes each 
and a span length of approximately 320 feet. The existing bridge will be removed. 

Actions to Address Concerns Raised Through the Study Process 

In order to address as many of the concerns raised through the study process as possible, the following 
actions will be taken: 

• Retaining walls in the parks are not recommended by the environmental agencies due to the 
passive nature of the parks, the cost and the minor amount of land they would save. 

• A hiker/biker trail, for the distance of the widening, will be included as part of the roadway 
construction project. This will allow both pedestrians and bicyclists to travel alongside this 
portion of MD 355. 

• Any neighborhood signs which are impacted by construction will be replaced. 

• The wooden bus stop for Middlebrook Mobile Home Park will be replaced upon completion of 
the project. 

• A southbound left turn lane into businesses at Professional Drive will be included in the 
design. 

• In order to avoid up to ten residential displacements, the 53-inch (diameter) oak tree 
avoidance option has been dropped from consideration and the tree will be removed. 

• At a time when access to Cider Barrel Mobile Home Park may be built in conjunction with the 
open median at Oxbridge Drive (relocation of MD 118), SHA will be actively involved in the 
negotiations. 
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Summary of Alternatives 

A summary of the three alternatives and their respective environmental consequences appears on the 
following page. The matrix serves to highlight the relative differences among the three options, detailing 
number and type of displacements, number and types of properties affected, amount and type of right- 
of-way required, and costs. 

11-2 



SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES 

Number of 
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Right-of-way Required 
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a 
A. BACKGROUND 

1. Project Location and Description 

The MD 355 (Frederick Road) study area is located in the northwestern part of Montgomery County, 
Maryland (Figure 1). It extends approximately four miles through the Gaithersburg (including the City of 
Gaithersburg) and Germantown areas, from MD 27 (Ridge Road) on the north to MD 124 (Montgomery 
Village Avenue) on the south (Figure 2). 

MD 355 is classified under Maryland Department of Transportation, State Highway Administration's 
Highway Development Manual (HDM) as an arterial. Access is uncontrolled along the two-to-four-lane 
roadway and consists of residential and commercial driveways, entrances to public facilities and 
signalized and unsignalized intersections. The roadway serves as a distributor for the many local county 
collector roads that intersect along its north-south alignment. MD 355 provides access to Shady Grove 
Metro station in Gaithersburg and serves as a collector to Interstate 270. Within the study area, MD 355 
connects to I-270 at MD 124, Middlebrook Road, MD 118 and eventually just north of the existing MD 27: 

2. Purpose and Need 

The purpose of this study is to investigate ways to increase traffic capacity and improve safety along 
existing MD 355, from MD 27 to MD 124. MD 355 links the communities within the Gaithersburg vicinity 
and Germantown areas, aids in the transportation of goods and services, and serves as an important 
commuter route for local and through traffic. The objective of the proposed action is to alleviate existing 
and projected traffic congestion and provide continued safe and efficient operation into the future. 

Existing Facility 

The existing facility has a number of geometric and operational deficiencies. According to current 
design parameters, several sections of MD 355 have undesirable design characteristics: 

• Poor geometries are found in the vicinity of Great Seneca Creek. At this location, the roadway 
wanders through an "S" turn, coupled with a relatively steep vertical grade that provides very 
short sight distance. 

• An existing steep earth embankment near the creek obstructs sight lines. 

• The embankment does not allow for any shoulder area which would serve as a breakdown 
and/or recovery area. 

Operationally, MD 355 experiences severe congestion and safety problems: 

• Commercial and residential development along this corridor has become a significant source 
of localized traffic. 

• Commuter traffic queues in the morning peak often extend from the MD 355/MD 124 
intersection to south of Middlebrook Road. 

• Segments of MD 355 experience significantly higher accident rates than the state-wide 
average. 

111-1 
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Project Study Area 
2000 4000 FT. 



3. Project History 

Plans to improve the traffic flow between MD 124 and MD 27 were included in the MD Department of 

Transportation's Secondary Construction Program of the Consolidated Transportation Program (CTP) 

(FY1993-1998); a change from FY 1992-1997 CTP. The project was added to the Construction Program 

from the Development and Evaluation Program based upon recent revenue increases. The project is 

contained in Montgomery County's 1989 Germantown Master Plan and 1985 Gaithersburg Vicinity 

Master Plan. Improvements to MD 355 are consistent with other major county transportation 

improvements that are programmed for planning, design and/or construction. They include: 

• Montgomery County M-83 (Germantown-Montgomery Village Connector); 
• Montgomery County M-27 (Father Hurley Boulevard); 
• MD118; 
• Middlebrook Road; 
• Watkins Mill Road; and 
• Travers Avenue. 

B. ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED 

Alternatives considered include a No-Build (Alternate 1), a four/five-lane alternative (Alternate 2), and a 

six-lane alternative (Alternate 3). The design year for all three alternates is 2015. 

1. Alternate 1 (No-Build) 

The No-Build alternative assumed that there would be no major improvements to increase capacity on 

existing MD 355 within the study limits although normal highway maintenance and safety improvements 

would still occur. Alternate 1 included proposed MD 355 improvements by a private developer, 

consisting of widening MD 355 from two lanes to a four/five-lane roadway from Middlebrook Road to the 

northern project study limit. Existing planned and programmed improvements to the transportation 

network in the study area were also included in the No-Build alternative (see below). 

• Montgomery County M-83 (Germantown-Montgomery Village Connector); 
• Montgomery County M-27 (Father Hurley Boulevard); 
• MD118; 
• Middlebrook Road; 
• Watkins Mill Road; and 
• Travers Avenue. 

2. Alternate 2 (Four/Five Lanes) 

Alternate 2 consisted of widening the existing two-lane roadway to a four/five-lane curbed roadway. A 

four-lane divided roadway segment was proposed from Scenery Drive to Game Preserve Road and 

consisted of two 12-foot travel lanes in each direction; a 20-foot-wide raised median; exclusive left turn 

lanes at median openings; and a 40 mile per hour (mph) design speed. The five-lane undivided roadway 

segment was proposed from Game Preserve Road to Watkins Mill Road and Middlebrook Road to 

Scenery Drive and would consist of two 12-foot travel lanes in each direction; a 13-foot center lane for left 

turns from either direction; and a 40 mph design speed. 

> 



SI 
The proposed alignment for the four/five-lane alternative generally followed the existing alignment but 

was improved to achieve safer operating characteristics for the present posted speed limit. The 

segment of MD 355 from MD 27 to Middlebrook Road was assumed to have been upgraded to a 

four/five-lane roadway by a private developer, as previously described under the No-Build alternative. 

This improvement and the other planned and programmed transportation improvements were common 

to all three alternates under study. 

Alignment Sub-options 

Several options involving mainline alignment shifts were evaluated to minimize the proposed roadway's 

effects on existing wetlands, parkland and the Great Seneca Creek floodplain: 

• East Shift: The alignment would shift east of the existing centerline through Great Seneca 
Extension Stream Valley Park, affecting this park instead of both this park and Seneca Creek 
State Park; and ' 

• West Shift: The alignment would shift west of the existing centerline through Seneca Creek 
State Park affecting this park instead of both this park and Great Seneca Extension Stream 
Valley Park. 

• Tree Avoidance:   An alignment shift was also investigated to determine the feasibility of 
retaining the 53-inch (diameter) white oak located just north of Chapelgate Road. 

Bridge Options 

Several bridge heights and lengths for the Great Seneca Creek crossing through the parklands were 

considered for the build alternatives. 

• Low Bridge: This option proposed a new dual bridge with three travel lanes in each direction 
and a span length of approximately 100 feet. The existing low bridge would be removed. 

• High Bridge: This option proposed a new dual bridge with three travel lanes in each direction 
and a span length of approximately 400 feet. The existing low bridge would be removed. 

Shoulder Areas and Retaining Walls 

Varying shoulder area widths were considered at certain locations for the purpose of increasing 

pedestrian safety and bicycle compatibility, or providing additional landscape buffer along the proposed 

right-of-way. Retaining walls were also considered and evaluated at critical locations to minimize 

displacements and impacts to wetlands and parkland in the vicinity of Great Seneca Creek. 

3. Selected Build Alternative 

Alternate 3 Staged Construct 

The selected build alternative is a staged construction Alternate 3, with an east shift and a 320-foot 

bridge over Great Seneca Creek (see Figures 3 to 14). Alternate 3 consists of widening the existing two- 

lane roadway by phasing construction of six lanes. The limits of the initial staged construction are 

between Middlebrook Road and Watkins Mill Road. Initially, a four-lane divided roadway with open 

median and closed outside shoulders would be constructed; at a later date the construction of the fifth 
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and sixth lanes with curb and gutter would be added to the median. Mainline features of Alternate 3 

include three 11-foot travel lanes in each direction; a 20-foot-wide raised median; exclusive left turn lanes 

at median openings; and a 40 mph design speed. 

• East Shift: This option shifts east of the existing centerline through county administered Great 
Seneca Extension Stream Valley Park, affecting this park instead of additionally impacting 
Seneca Creek State Park. This shift also avoids the higher quality wetlands on the west side 
of MD 355. 

• High Bridge: This option proposes a new dual bridge with three travel lanes in each direction 
and a span length of approximately 320 feet. Based on preliminary hydraulic and hydrologic 
analyses, a high bridge of approximately this size can handle a 100-year storm event. The 
320-foot structure has a 13.5-foot clearance to accommodate an equestrian underpass. In 
addition, there are 140 to 150 feet between the bridge abutment and the creek on the south 
side, and approximately 50 feet on the north side, creating a wildlife corridor. The existing low 
bridge will be removed. 

• Shoulder Widths: This area is composed of an eight-foot sidewalk on the west side of the 
bridge only, to minimize park impacts, and graded areas of varying widths on both sides of 
the bridge. 

The proposed alignment for the staged six-lane alternative generally follows the existing alignment but 

was improved to achieve safer operating characteristics for the present posted speed limit including 

upgrading the segment of the four/five-lane roadway between MD 27 and Middlebrook Road assumed to 

be constructed by an area developer, as well as the other planned and programmed improvements in 

the area. 

C. SERVICE CHARACTERISTICS OF THE SELECTED BUILD ALTERNATIVE 

1. Traffic 

For the MD 355 study area, current daily traffic volumes and peak hour volumes in both the A.M. and 

P.M. peak periods are shown below in Table 1. Figures 15-17 illustrate existing and Design Year 2015 

traffic conditions in the study corridor at key intersections and along the major roadway segments. 

TABLE 1 
1988 TRAFFIC VOLUMES 

Daily Volumes Peak Hour Traffic 
Segment (APT) A.M. P.M. 

Between MD 124 and Watkins Mill Road 38,000 1935 2175 
Between Watkins Mill Road and Middlebrook Road 30,350 1655 2020 
Between Middlebrook Road and MD 118 25,450 825 1235 
Between MD 118 and MD 27 27,000 1395 1625 

Projected 2015 design year daily traffic volumes and A.M. and P.M. peak period volumes for Alternate 3 

are shown in Table 2. The traffic volumes shown assume M-83 will not be built. 

3f 
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3* 
TABLE 2 

2015 TRAFFIC VOLUMES ALTERNATE 3 

Daily Volumes Peak Hour Traffic 
Segment                                                                                (APT) ML PM. 

Between MD124 and Watkins Mill Road                                  55,900 3010 2735 
Between Watkins Mill Road and Middlebrook Road                  51,450 2700 2735 
Between Middlebrook Road and MD 118                                   42,200 2445 2500 
Between MD 118 and MD 27                                                        44,600 2470 2685 

Trucks currently compose 4 percent of the average daily traffic (ADT) and 2 percent of the design hour 
volume. These percentages are expected to remain basically the same for the design year of 2015. 

Quality of traffic flow along a roadway is measured in terms of levels-of-service (LOS). Level-of-service is 
dependent upon highway geometry, highway capacity, and traffic characteristics and volumes. The 
Transportation Research Board's Highway Capacity Manual, defines LOS as follows: 

Free Flow 

Stable flow; the presence of others in the traffic stream begins to be noticeable 

Stable flow; the presence of others in the traffic stream begins to significantly 
affect interactions 

High density, stable flow; the presence of others in the traffic stream begins to 
severely affect speed and freedom to maneuver. 

Operating conditions at or near the capacity level.  All speeds are reduced to a 
low, but relatively uniform value. 

Forced or breakdown flow. 

Table 3 lists the signalized intersections along MD 355 with their corresponding LOS for both the A.M. 
and P.M. peak periods for the current level of traffic (1988). Table 4 lists the year 2015 intersection LOS 
for the No-Build and Alternate 3. Level-of-service for signalized intersections is defined in terms of an 
average 15 minute delay per vehicle. 

LOS for intersections at roadways that intersect with MD 355, illustrated in Table 4, are improved under 
the selected alternative. 

LOS A: 

LOSB: 

LOSC: 

LOSD: 

LOSE: 

LOSF: 



TABLE 3 
MD 355 INTERSECTION LOS EXISTING TRAFFIC VOLUMES 

2* 
LOS 

Intersecting Road W/MD 355 

MD 124 (Montgomery Village Avenue) 
Christopher Avenue 
Watkins Mill Road 
Game Preserve Road 
Middlebrook Road 
MD118 
MD 27 (Ridge Road) 

A.M. 

F 
F 
F 
F 
B 
D 
F 

P.M. 

F 
D 
F 
F 
D 
B 
E 

TABLE 4 
MD 355 INTERSECTION LOS 2015 TRAFFIC VOLUMES 

Intersecting Road W/MD 355 

MD 124 (Montgomery Village Avenue) 
Christopher Avenue 
Watkins Mill Road 
Middlebrook Road 
MD118 
MD 27 (Ridge Road) 

No-Build Alternate 3 
A.M. P.M. A.M. P.M. 

F F F 
F E C 
F E E 
F E D 
F F E 
F E E 

Tables 5 and 6 indicate the LOS from roadway segments between signalized intersections for the No- 

Build and Alternate 3 in the Design Year 2015. 

TABLE 5 
LINK ANALYSIS LOS (NO-BUILD) 2015 TRAFFIC VOLUMES 

Location 
A.M 

NB 
LOS 

SB 
P.M. 

NB 
LOS 

SB 

South of MD 124 
Between Christopher & Watkins Mill Road 
Between Game Preserve Road & Middlebrook Road 
Between MD 118 & MD 27 

B 
B 
F 
B 

E 
D 
F 
D 

C 
E 
F 
D 

D 
C 
F 
B 

TABLE 6 
LINK ANALYSIS LOS (ALTERNATE 3) 2015 TRAFFIC VOLUMES 

Location 

South of MD 124 
Between Christopher & Watkins Mill Road 
Between Game Preserve Road & Middlebrook Road 
Between MD 118 &MD 27 

A.M. LOS 
NB               SB 

P.M. LOS 
NB               SB 

B                 C 
B                 D 
B                 C 
B                 C 

C                 C 
C                  B 
C                 B 
C                  B 
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Effects on Traffic Operations 

Alternate 1 (No-Build) provides no major improvements to MD 355. As traffic volumes continue to grow, 

traffic delays and the length of peak hours will expand. It can be expected that if congestion increases 

over time, the rate of accidents will also increase. 

As indicated in Table 4, all intersections will fail in the design year under the No-Build alternative. For 

Alternate 3 most intersections will still be at unacceptable levels of service (i.e., below LOS D). Tables 5 

and 6 indicate the mainline links for several locations along MD 355 which generally show slight 

improvement under Alternate 3, especially between Game Preserve and Middlebrook Roads. 

2. Transit 

Transit within the study area will not be adversely affected by the selected alternative. Since this is a 

roadway project, rail transit such as WMATA and MARC will not be directly affected by the 

improvements, while bus services (Ride-On), ridesharing and paratransit will benefit from the addition of 

lanes to MD 355. Improved traffic flow, better road capacity and generally improved road conditions will 

have a positive affect on travel on MD 355. 

3. Safety 

The study area experienced a total of 547 accidents during the study period of 1988 through the fall of 

1991. These accidents resulted in a rate of 332.3 accidents per every one hundred million vehicle miles 

of travel (acc/100 mvm) for the study period. This rate is higher, but not significantly so, than the state- 

wide average accident rate of 314.1 acc/100 mvm for all similarly designed highways under state 

maintenance. The accident cost to the motoring public from these accidents is estimated at 

approximately $3.2 million/100 mvm. 

The total accident experience is listed in Table 7 by year and severity. The weighted state-wide average 

rates for this type of design highway are also listed for comparison purposes. The accident rate and 

state-wide average are based on 100 mvm. 

TABLE 7 
TOTAL ACCIDENT EXPERIENCE 

go 

State-wide 
Average 

Severity 1988 1989 1990 1991 Total Rate Rate 

Fatal Accidents 0 0 1 2 2 1.2 2.1 
Number killed 0 0 1 1 2 
Injury Accidents 90 98 81 45 314 *190.7 166.3 
Number injured 141 148 140 64 493 
Property Damage Only 67 78 49 37 231 145.7 140.3 
Total Accidents 157 176 131 83 547 332.3 314.1 

"Significantly higher than state-wide average 1991; data are through October only. 



Accidents by collision type and conditions experienced within the study area, in comparison to their 

respective state-wide average rates for this type of highway (based on 100 mvm), are listed in Tables 8 

and 9. 

TABLE 8 
COLLISION TYPES AND NUMBER 

W 

Collision Type 

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

Total Accident State-wide 
Number Rate Average 

94 57.1 54.5 
175 106.3* 84.9 

51 31.0 40.6 
24 14.6 13.0 
30 18.2 22.2 

107 65.0* 36.9 
14 8.5 8.6 

1 0.6 8.6 
51 31.0 38.0 

*Significantly higher than state-wide average 

TABLE 9 
ACCIDENT CONDITIONS 

Nighttime Accidents 
Wet Surface Accidents 
Alcohol Related Accidents 

1988 to 
Oct. 1991 

170 
185 
54 

% off Total 
Accidents 

31.1 
33.8* 
9.9 

State-wide % 

33.3 
22.6 
10.4 

*Significantly higher than state-wide percentage 

Rear-end and left-turn accidents occurred at a significantly high rate. Angle and opposite-direction 

accident rates were high, but not significantly so. Also, a disproportionate number of accidents took 

place during wet surface conditions. Middlebrook Road (13 accidents in 1988) and MD 355 at Gunners 

Branch/Scenery Drive (12 accidents in 1989) qualified as high accident intersections. 

Under the No-Build alternative, previously mentioned conditions would be expected to continue. The 

addition of lanes and medians under Alternate 3 will generally lower the overall accident rate. The 

projected accident rate for this alternative is 317.3/100 mvm, which would generate an estimated 

accident cost of $3.2 million/100 mvm. Compared to the existing geometries, this should create a 

decrease in the accident rate of 15.0 acc/100 mvm, while accident costs should remain comparable. 

D. ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES OF THE SELECTED ALTERNATE 

An Environmental Assessment was signed and approved by the Federal Highway Administration on 

August 27, 1992. 



The following section discusses the potential environmental impacts associated with the Selected Build 

Alternative. Minimization of impacts has been a primary goal in the development of Alternate 3 staged 

construction. 

1. Socloeconomic And Land Use Issues 

The social and economic environment will be improved generally as a result of increased capacity and 

safer roadway and pedestrian conditions. In localized areas, however, access may be changed or 

hindered. Residential and commercial displacements will occur under the build alternative although 

retaining walls have been used to reduce this number. Alternate 3 results in a total of 12 displacements; 

eight residences and four businesses. If comparable replacement dwellings are not available within the 

usual monetary limits, additional amounts will be provided through Replace Housing of Last Resort in 

order to assure that comparable replacement homes will be affordable to displaced persons. 

Businesses are more difficult to relocate, however, there are sufficient replacement sites available. To 

avoid undue disruption to residences and businesses in the study area, all relocation and right-of-way 

acquisition will occur at one time. The length of the project will eventually be widened to six lanes. 

Although specific house to house occupancy data are not available, it is believed that several elderly 

families may be affected by the selected alternative and appropriate relocation advisory services will be 

offered to displaced elderly and handicapped individuals. 

Approximately 26.2 acres of additional right-of-way will be needed to accommodate the selected build 

alternative. Specific land use impacts include an adverse affect (approximately 0.28 acres) to the 

Seneca Center Business Development, which lies just south of Great Seneca Extension Stream Valley 

Park on the east side of MD 355. Alternate 3 impacts 22 parking spaces at Seneca Center, for a total 

cost of $33,000. Further, a berm placed in front of the Brandermill development on SHA property in 

recent years will be displaced. The developer may replace the berm with a wooden fence. 

Traffic patterns for area residents will be significantly changed by the selected build alternative through 

the introduction of mainline medians, limited access points to the mainline, and "U" turns for use by 

residents needing roadway crossovers. While there will be an initial adjustment to this changed traffic 

pattern, the long term benefits of improved traffic flow and reduced accident rates outweigh the short- 

term effects. 

This project is consistent with the transportation elements of the Montgomery County master plans 

governing this project area: specifically the Germantown Master Plan, 1989; and the Gaithersburg 

Vicinity Master Plan, 1985. 

Growth Management Act Consistency Determination 

The selected alternative, Alternate 3, was evaluated for consistency with the Economic Growth, 

Resource Protection and Planning Act of 1992 (Growth Management Act). In accordance with the 

Growth Management Act, a Consistency Report was filed with the Maryland Office of Planning in 

September, 1993. The project was found to be consistent. 

^-V 
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a. Relocation 

Relocation of any individuals, families, or businesses displaced by this project will be accomplished in 

accordance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Land Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as 

amended by the Surface Transportation and Uniform Relocation Assistance Act, of 1987, and would be 

affected in a timely and humane fashion. State and Federal laws require that before commencing an 

action which will cause displacements, the State Highway Administration will scope the complexity of the 

displacing activity and resources available to carry out timely and orderly relocations. The State 

Highway Administration, Office of Real Estate will need 18 months from receipt of approved right-of-way 

plats to accomplish the acquisitions and relocations on this project. 

In the event comparable replacement housing is not available within the monetary limits for displaced 

owners and tenants, or available replacement housing is beyond their financial means, Replacement 

Housing of Last Resort will be utilized. A summary of The Relocation Assistance Program of the State of 

Maryland is given in the appendix of this document. 

Title VI Statement 

TITLE VI STATEMENT 

It is the policy of the Maryland State Highway Administration to ensure compliance with 

the provisions of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, and related civil rights laws and 

regulations which prohibit discrimination on the grounds of race, color, sex, national 

origin, age, religion, physical or mental handicap in all State Highway Administration 

program projects funded in whole or in part by the Federal Highway Administration. The 

State Highway Administration will not discriminate in highway planning, highway design, 

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 in order that proper consideration may be given to the social, 

economic and environmental effects of all highway projects. Alleged discriminatory 

actions should be addressed to the Equal Opportunity Section of the Maryland State 

Highway Administration for investigation. 

b. Parklands 

Public parkland adjacent to the Great Seneca Creek bridge crossing will be affected by the build 

alternative. Alternate 3, with an east shift into Great Seneca Extension Stream Valley Park will require 

approximately 4.7 acres of right-of-way from the park. The build alternative accommodates 

pedestrian/bicycle access which will connect the State and County parks, as well as equestrian 

movement and a wildlife corridor underneath the bridge. 

All right-of-way from the parkland would be acquired in fee simple. A more detailed discussion of 

impacts to these parklands, including the comparative analysis of required right-of-way and effects on 

the natural resources of these parklands is included in the Section 4(f) Evaluation, Section III. 

-10 

q} 



c. Historic and Archaeological Resources 

The State Historic Preservation Officer has determined that one historic site (Neelsville Presbyterian 

Church) which is eligible for the National Register of Historic Places is located in the project area. Right- 

of-way will not be required from the Neelsville site. The SHA has received a determination of no adverse 

effect on this historic site from the Maryland Historical Trust (MHT) (see letter dated 8/20/92 on, page VI- 

47). A Phase I archaeological survey has been completed and three archaeological sites were identified. 

MHT has determined that the sites do not have the potential to yield important information and concurs 

that they are not eligible for inclusion on the National Register (see letter dated 6/18/92, page VMS). 

d. Pedestrian/Bicycle Facilities 

Alternate 3 includes, as part of the design, allowance for pedestrians and bicycles. There will be an 

eight-foot hiker/biker trail on the west side of the alignment and a five-foot sidewalk on the east side. 

This is consistent both with the Montgomery County Comprehensive Plan and developer improvements 

to MD 355 in the northern portion of the study area. 

2. Natural Environment 

a. Geology. Topography, and Soils 

The build alternative will not substantially change the existing topographic conditions nor impact the 

underlying geological structures along the MD 355 corridor. There will be some disturbance of soils, 

noticeably erosion and sedimentation during construction. Measures to mitigate these effects include 

structural, vegetative and operational methods which will be developed as part of a Soil Erosion and 

Sediment Control Plan for the project, to be prepared in accordance with the Maryland Standards and 

Specifications for Soil Erosion and Sediment Control. Long term soil impacts will be negligible. 

b. Surface Water 

No portions of Great Seneca Creek will be relocated as a result of the road widening. 

c. Floodplains 

Construction will partially occur within the 100-year floodplain of Great Seneca Creek and will require the 

filling of approximately 2.0 acres. Additional hydraulic and hydrologic analyses were undertaken to 

determine structure design to minimize impacts to the floodplain and water quality. This resulted in the 

selection of a 320-foot bridge which will cause a water surface increase upstream of less than one-tenth 

of one foot. 

d. Wetlands 

Pursuant to Executive order 11990 and Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, wetland areas potentially 

affected by the proposed project have been identified. Federal, state and local regulations require 

mitigation and/or compensation for loss of wetland habitats. A joint federal and state Section 404 Corps 

of Engineers permit will be required for any disturbance to wetlands associated with Alternate 3. In 

addition, Executive Order 11990 requires that efforts be made to avoid or minimize harm to wetlands in 

111-11 

n 



the project corridor. Replacement wetlands will be created as close to the disturbed wetlands as 
possible at the specified replacement ratio. 

The selected alternative, Alternate 3, affects approximately 1.34 acres of non-tidal wetlands in the study 
corridor (see Table 10). Of these, the east shift over Great Seneca Creek includes encroachment on 0.7 
acres of wetlands. The difference in wetland impacts between crossing Great Seneca Creek with a 320- 
foot bridge or a 400-foot bridge is approximately 0.07 acres. 

Wetlands Minimization and Avoidance 

Wetlands avoidance and minimization for Alternate 3 will be achieved by keeping the widening as close 
as possible to the roadway's existing centerline. Because parts or all of the three wetlands are 
perpendicular to MD 355, avoidance is impossible under the build alternative. Alignment shifts were 
considered through Seneca Creek State Park and Great Seneca Extension Stream Valley Park on the 
west and east sides of MD 355 respectively. 

Minimization has been achieved by exploring a number of alternatives through this area to provide 
horizontal and vertical designs that tie into existing MD 355 right-of-way as soon as possible and 
minimize cut/fill slopes. Retaining walls were also considered at critical locations to reduce impacts to 
wetlands in the vicinity of Great Seneca Creek; these have since been dropped from consideration upon 
consultation with the environmental agencies. Upon examination, it was discovered that impacts to W1 
and W2 were only reduced by less than 0.1 acres to 0.6 acres with the retaining walls and the cost of 
retaining walls ranged between approximately 0.6 million dollars to 1.3 million dollars. 

Iff 

TABLE 10 
AFFECTED WETLANDS 

Alternative 
Geographical 

Location 
East          East    West 
W1           W2      W3 Total 

6 Lane, East Park 
Cut/Fill Slopes 

shifts east into Great Seneca 
Extension Stream Valley Park 

0.33         0.36      0.65 1.34 

WETLAND W1 

Wetland 1 (W1), a palustrine forested wetland (PF01 A), is located on the east side of MD 355 (see Figure 
18a). It begins in a swale north of Wheatfield Road, and runs south beneath Wheatfield Road towards 
Great Seneca Creek and consists of swales and an intermittent stream. The dominant vegetation found 
includes tulip poplar, spice bush, arrowwood, multi-floral rose and jewelweed. Other species found were 
slippery elm, ironwood, and carex species. The soil is saturated and has a low chroma. This wetland 
performs the function of short-term sediment trapping. 

Alternate 3 affects 0.33 acres of W1. 
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Avoidance 

For Alternate 3, alignment shifts were considered through Great Seneca Extension Stream Valley Park 
on the east side of MD 355 and Seneca Creek State Park on the west side of MD 355. The east park shift 
through the Great Seneca Extension Stream Valley Park, results in the loss of all of W1, as its entire 0.33 
acres falls within cut and fill limits of this option. A west shift option would avoid any impact to W1. This 
shift, however, results in the following impacts: 2.02 acres of wetlands in W2 and W3 which are of higher 
functional value than W1; 4.4 acres of woodlands and floodplain impacts of 2.6 acres. 

Minimization 

Alternate 3 will use a 40 mile per hour (mph) instead of a 50 mph design speed, which is a more 
desirable design speed. The 40 mph design speed minimally reduces overall impacts throughout the 
design. Additional minimization techniques that will be undertaken during construction will: 

• Utilize design and construction techniques to minimize disturbance of the wetland and to 
minimize erosion and sedimentation; 

• Narrow the roadway section through bridge crossing to minimize wetland encroachment. 

• Retaining walls in the park at W1 were considered. A retaining wall would reduce impacts by 
0.1 to 0.6 acres at a cost of $0.6 million to $1.3 million dollars. However, the environmental 
agencies requested that SHA not pursue any retaining walls in the park locations because of 
the passive nature of the area and the high cost and low savings of wetlands (see Department 
of Natural Resources letter dated 10/13/92 on page VI-49. 

WETLAND W2 

Wetland 2 (W2) includes Great Seneca Creek, its floodplain and the narrow rock-lined roadside ditches 
that carry seepage and stormwater from MD 355 (see Figure 18a). The creek and floodplain are 
classified as a palustrine forested (PF01A) wetland, while the roadside ditches are palustrine emergent 
(PEM1A). Dominant vegetation include: box elder, green ash, black willow, silky dogwood, arrowwood, 
false nettle, jewelweed, and soft rush. The alluvial soils are gleyed and mottled. The wetland functions 
as active and passive recreation, habitat for aquatic wildlife and fisheries, flood desynchronization, long- 
term nutrient retention and removal and long term sediment trapping. 

Impacts to W2 under Alternate 3 equals 0.36 acres with the high bridge option. 

Avoidance 

A west park shift of Alternate 3 is an avoidance option for W2. However, this shift will impact 1.04 acres 
of the greater valued wetlands within Seneca Creek State Park on the west side. The east shift through 
Great Seneca Extension Stream Valley Park minimally decreases impacts to W2, with an impact of 
approximately 0.36 acres. 

Minimization 

The crossing of W2 at Great Seneca Creek was designed to minimize the length of the impacted area by 
crossing the stream on the perpendicular. In addition, the width of the selected bridge was specifically 
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designed to reduce the projected area of impact for W2. It is eight feet narrower than the adjacent 
typical section which has a 20-foot median that accommodates left turn lanes; these left turn lanes are 
not necessary at the creek crossing. Alternate 3 uses a 40 mph (versus 50 mph) design speed to 
minimally reduce overall impacts throughout the design. Other measures include utilizing design and 
construction techniques to minimize disturbance of the wetland and to minimize erosion and 
sedimentation. 

WETLAND W3 

Wetland 3 (W3), an intermittent stream and small floodplain located on the west side of MD 355 south of 
Professional Drive, is classified as both a palustrine emergent (PEM3A) and a palustrine forested 
(PF01 A) system (see Figure 18b). Dominant vegetation includes red maple, black willow, spice bush, joe 
pye weed, ironweed, false nettle, and narrow-leaved boneset. The soils are alluvial and mottled with low 
chroma. This wetland functions as flood desynchronization, long-term nutrient retention and removal, 
and long-term sediment trapping. Alternate 3 affects 0.65 acres of W3. 

Avoidance 

The impacts to W3 occurring under the Alternate 3, east shift are approximately 0.65 acres. The east 
shift and straight options minimize impacts to the forested portions of W2 and W3. Comparatively, the 
wooded wetlands on the west side of MD 355, within Seneca Creek State Park, occupying the more 
intact floodplains forest, are of greater quality than the wetlands on the east side of MD 355 within Great 
Seneca Extension Valley Park, primarily occupying a riprap channel. 

Retaining walls have no additional impact on W3 than the cut/fill slopes under all the options. Due to the 
location of W3, a shift through Seneca Creek State Park on the west would have greater impacts to W3 
than the east shift (0.98 acres versus 0.65 acres). On the other hand, although a shift through Great 
Seneca Extension Stream Valley Park would reduce impacts to W3, the reduction would be too minimal 
to justify additional land use impacts to the Seneca Center Business Development, which lies just south 
of Great Seneca Extension Stream Valley Park to the east of MD 355. The approximate 0.28 acres 
affected under Alternate 3 will displace 22 parking spaces at Seneca Center, for a total cost of $33,000. 

Minimization 

For Alternate 3, the use of 40 mph versus 50 mph for design speed, minimally reduces overall impacts 
through the design. Additional measures to minimize impacts to W3 that will be undertaken during final 
design and construction of the selected alternate are discussed under Wetland 1 (W1) above. 

Wetland Mitigation 

Replacement of impacted wetland acreage will be implemented as directed by federal and state 
regulations. Avoiding or minimizing potential alterations to the wetlands identified along the project 
corridor will be necessary during project construction. 

The following wetland replacement site will be used as compensatory mitigation to offset wetland 
impacts permanently lost due to construction of the project (see Figures 19 and 20). The Hawkins site 
has had a Section 106 review, an environmental inventory and has been cleared by the state 
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^ 
environmental agencies and the FHWA (see Wetland Mitigation Comments and Coordination section, on 

pagesVI-107toVI-115). 

HAWKINS SITE 

Location: Northwest of Goshen Branch Park, Montgomery County 
Topography: Agricultural grassland 
Soils: Hatboro silt loam, Baile silt loam 
Hydrology: Fluctuating water table (2-4 feet below ground surface) 
Acreage: 30 acres 

The Hawkins property is approximately two miles west of the Town of Laytonville, which is approximately 

four miles east of the project area. MD 355 and the Hawkins site are both in the Seneca Creek Drainage 

segment of the Washington Metropolitan Area sub-basin watershed. The site includes 30+ acres of 

agricultural grassland within the 100-year floodplain of Goshen Branch, which is a Class I stream. The 

contributing watershed of Goshen Branch at the mitigation site is approximately 2,460 acres and is 

characterized by agricultural uses and single-family dwelling units. Land uses surrounding the Hawkins 

property include residential, agricultural, open space for a developer's project and a park. SHA owns 

the site and intends to create wetlands on it. 

Two unnamed tributaries of Goshen Branch enter the mitigation site from the north. Tributary 1, located 

just northeast of Huntmaster Road, appears to have been channelized for agricultural drainage. It is 

incised approximately four to six feet and is eight to ten feet wide at the top of the bank. Tributary 1 has 

an upstream drainage area of approximately 108 acres. Tributary 2 is located in the far northeast end of 

the site and is generally incised two to four feet, and is three to four feet wide. The upstream drainage 

area for Tributary 2 is approximately 207 acres. 

Soils on the mitigation site are mapped in the So/7 Survey of Montgomery County (1990 update) as 

Hatboro silt loam (Typic Fluvaquent) and Baile silt loam (Typic Ochraquult). Both soils are poorly 

drained and are classified as hydric, however, on-site soil investigation revealed that the floodplain is 

generally characterized by moderately well drained soils. A typical soil profile in the mitigation area is 

dark yellowish brown (10YR 4/4) silt loam to a depth of eight inches, underlain by yellowish brown (10YR 

5/4) silt loam to twenty inches. The upper part of the subsoil from twenty to thirty-two inches is brown 

(10YR 5/3) silt loam, with common, fine, distinct yellowish red (5 R 5/6) mottles. The lower part of the 

subsoil to a depth of forty-two inches is yellowish brown (10 YR 5/6) gravelly clay loam, with few, 

moderate, distinct brownish yellow (10 YR 6/8) mottles. In general, soils on the mitigation site more 

closely resemble Codorous silt loam, a moderately well drained floodplain soil mapped in Montgomery 

County in similar fluvial landscape positions. 

Water table investigations revealed a fluctuating water table from two to four feet below the ground 

surface. These water table observations support the findings of moderately well drained soils on most of 
the site. 

e. Threatened and Endangered Species 

No known federal or state listed threatened or endangered species exist within the project area. 
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f. Prime and Unique Farmland 

Prime farmland soils and soils of state-wide importance are located in the project study area. 

Approximately 14 acres will be affected under the selected build alternative. However, this acreage is 

zoned for residential or commercial development. 

g. Terrestrial Habitat 

The destruction of naturally existing vegetation -- hedgerows, forest and fields - will amount to a total of 

8.4 acres of affected woodland/forest affected under Alternate 3. The project will abide by the rules and 

regulations concerning reforestation in accordance with The Forest Conservation Act of 1991 which 

includes Section 2 (the "Reforestation Act"). Under the Reforestation Act of 1989, SHA is required to 

replace, one for one, any impacted forest greater than one acre. As a last resort, if there are no 

reforestation sites within the County or the watershed, SHA may pay into a fund for reforestation 

activities. 

h. Stormwater Management 

The use of Best Management Practices (BMPs) and sound stormwater management will be implemented 

with the project, both during construction when sedimentation may occur due to clearing and 
excavation, and in the operation of the completed roadway. 

Stormwater runoff for the project will be managed in accordance with the State of Maryland Department 

of the Environment's Stormwater Management Guidelines for State and Federal Projects. 

i. Air Quality 

The objective of this air quality analysis is to compare the carbon monoxide (CO) concentrations 

estimated to result from the traffic configurations and volumes of the build alternative with the State and 

National Ambient Air Quality Standards (SAAQS/NAAQS). These standards are not exceeded under 

Alternate 3. An Air Quality Technical Report was prepared as part of the Environmental Assessment (EA) 

for this project. Additional information is found in Section IV.g of the EA document. 

The construction phase of the project has the potential for impacting the ambient air quality through 

such means as fugitive dust from grading operations and materials handling. The SHA has addressed 

this possibility by establishing Standard Specifications for Construction and Materials. These procedures 
will be followed during construction. 

]. Noise 

The noise analysis was completed in accordance with FHWA Noise Abatement Criteria and 23 CFR, Part 

772. The factors considered in identifying noise impacts are: identification of noise sensitive land uses, 

existing noise levels, prediction of future design year noise levels, and potential traffic increases. 
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The projected noise levels under the build alternative will equal or exceed the Federal Highway 

Administration (FHWA) Noise Abatement Criteria (67 dBA) at 16 of the 21 identified noise sensitive areas, 

therefore, five noise sites are not mitigated. 

Feasibility of Noise Abatement 

Abatement measures were evaluated for Alternate 3 in terms of their feasibility and reasonableness in 

substantially reducing the predicted design year noise levels. These alternative abatement measures 

include: 

• Traffic management procedures; 
• Alteration of roadway horizontal or vertical alignments; 
• Acquisition of undeveloped property for use as buffer zones; and 
• Installation of noise barriers/berms within the right-of way. 

The only reasonable abatement measure available consists of erecting noise barriers within the right-of 

way. Noise abatement should provide a substantial reduction in noise levels, should be cost effective, 

and should be implemented in a practical manner without limiting accessibility. 

Noise Barrier Analysis 

This analysis, considered for the 16 noise receptors exceeding FHWA criteria, determines the reduction 

of noise obtainable through the construction of noise barriers of various lengths and heights located at 

the shoulder of MD 355 at impacted areas where barrier construction is reasonable and feasible. A total 

of seven noise barriers ranging from 350 feet to 1400 feet in length are recommended for further 

consideration along portions of MD 355 in the project study area. 

V Receptor N-2 lies on the right-of-way to the undeveloped land just north of Ridge Road. 
Mitigation is not warranted for this land use. 

5t 

•/ Receptor N-3i represents the eight homes adjacent to MD 355 between MD 27 and 
Shakespeare Blvd which are impacted by the project. A 1,400-foot-long noise barrier was 
modelled along the eastern shoulder of the proposed roadway. A height of ten feet effectively 
reduces noise levels for all eight residences by 11 dBA. The total cost of the barrier is 
$224,000 with a cost of $28,000 per impacted residence protected and will be studied further 
during design. This barrier would also provide some noise attenuation to the other houses in 
this area which are not included in the number of impacted properties since noise levels at 
these residences are predicted to fall below 67 dBA. 

X Receptor N-4 lies on the right-of-way to the undeveloped land just north of Germantown 
Road. Mitigation is not warranted for this land use. 

\ Receptor N-6 represents five homes along the west side of MD 355 between Germantown 
Road and relocated MD 118. A series of short barriers along the shoulder of the proposed 
roadway with gaps between them will not be acoustically effective, reducing noise levels by 3 
to 5 dBA. Such gaps are necessary to provide access to the driveways and to local streets 
intersecting MD 355. Barrier construction in this area is not feasible for this reason. 

^A barrier was tested along relocated MD 118 to mitigate noise impacts to residences in the 
Oakcrest Trailer Court (N-8). The barrier does not substantially reduce noise levels since 
traffic on MD 355 is the dominant noise source. Also, driveway intersections do not permit 
barrier construction along MD 355 in this area. 
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0 Receptor N-9 represents the 12 townhouses in the three buildings on the east side of the 
proposed roadway between Towncenter and Oxbridge Drives. A 500-foot-iong barrier, 12 feet 
high, would effectively reduce noise levels by 11 dBA. The barrier is cost effective at a total 
cost of $96,000, $8,000 per residence protected, and will be studied further during design. 

/ 

& 

Receptor N-10 represents the Cider Barrel building situated along the west side of MD 355. 
Barrier construction in this area is not acoustically effective due to driveway intersections with 
MD 355. A segmented barrier would only reduce levels by 3 dBA. The barrier is not 
considered reasonable. 

Receptor N-1,1; represents the 33 townhouse units in the eight buildings nearest MD 355 
between Oxbridge Drive and Appledowre Way. A 1250-foot barrier of varying heights was 
tested along the east side of the proposed roadway. A 10-foot-high barrier was found to 
effectively mitigate noise by 11 dBA at 32 of the 33 residences impacted. The cost of the 
barrier is $200,000, $6,250 per impacted residence protected and will be studied further 
during design. 

© •} Receptor N-12, on Frederick Road, along the west side of the proposed roadway is the only 
impacted property in this area. A 300-foot-long, ten-foot-high barrier was tested between 
Appledowre Way and the entrance to the Cider Barrel Mobile Home Park. The barrier 
reduced noise levels at the property by 7 dBA. Barrier construction for this residence is not 
cosL£ffecttt«e with the cost of the barrier being $48,000. 

^Receptor NkIS represents 18 townhouses in the six buildings adjacent to MD 355 in the 
Brandermill Community between Appledowre Way and Hudgel Lane. An 800-fooMong, 10- 
foot-high barrier effectively mitigates noise by 10 dBA from the proposed roadway for all 18 
residences. The barrier is cost effective at $128,000, $7,111 per impacted residence 
protected, and will be studied further during design. 

Receptor N-15 represents the three residences on the east side of MD 355 between Hillcrest 
Drive and Scenery Drive. The intersections of driveways and local streets with the proposed 
roadway prevent the construction of an acoustically effective noise barrier. A segmented 
barrier would only reduce levels from to 2 to 5 dBA at the three homes. This barrier is not 
considered reasonable. 

^ Receptor N-16 represents the eight residences to the north and south of Gardner Place on 
the east side of MD 355. Local streets and driveway intersections prevent the construction of 
a continuous and acoustically effective barrier reducing noise levels by only 2 to 5 dBA at the 
residences. This barrier is not considered reasonable. 

©a eceptor N-17 represents the ten first row houses between Chapel Gate Road and Millport 
Circle along the west side of MD 355. Receptor N-17A (see Table 11) represents the five 
residences between Gunner's Branch Road and Chapel Gate Road. Barriers of varying 
heights were tested in both areas. An 800-foot-long, 14-foot-high barrier is needed to reduce 
noise levels by 10 dBA between Chapel Gate and Millport Circle. The cost of this barrier is 
$179,200. A 12-foot-high, 350-foot-long barrier between Gunner's Branch and Chapel Gate 
reduces noise levels by 10 dBA. The cost of this barrier is $67,200. Both barriers are cost 
effective at $17,000 and $13,440 per impacted residence, respectively, and will be studied 
further during design. 

•v Receptor N-f8 represents the three houses north of High Point Drive and Receptor(N-18A_ 
represents the six houses south of Highpoint Drive on Rambling Road. Driveway access to 
the north of Highpoint Drive prevents the construction of an acoustically effective barrier, 
reducing noise levels by only 1 dBA. This barrier is not considered reasonable. A 450-foot- 
long barrier, for the residences on Rambling Road, was modelled and found to reduce noise 
levels by 10 dBA at a height of 12 feet. The cost of the barrier is $86,400, $17,280 per 
impacted residence protected, and will be studied further during design. 
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y Noise impacts at Great Seneca Park (N-19) due to the proposed roadway would be effectively 
mitigated with two 1100-foot-long barriers, one on the northbound side and one on the 
southbound side of the proposed roadway. A four-foot-high structural barrier is 
recommended on both sides of the 400-foot bridge span along with eight-foot-high barriers 
for the rest of the length of the park. The total cost of all barriers at the Park is $224,000. 
Since every 125 feet of linear impact to a park is considered one impacted property, the two 
barriers are cost effective at $12,444 per impacted property protected. Both barriers would 
have been studied further during design, however, due to the passive nature of the park, the 
environmental agencies requested that noise barriers not be used at this location. 

f Receptor N-20 lies on the right-of-way to the undeveloped land south of Professional Drive. 
Mitigation is not warranted for this land use. 

TABLE 11 
SUMMARY OF NOISE MITIGATION ANALYSIS 

Receptor Ambient 2015 Barrier 
 1 

Barrier Mitigated Total Mumber of Cost of 
(Mitigation) Land Use Levels Build Length Height1 Noise Cost of Properties Barrier/ 

Leq (dBA) (feet) (feet) Levels Barrier Protected Residence 

N-1  (A) Undeveloped 62 66 
* 

N-2   A Undeveloped 69 72 
N-3 Residential 59 67 1400 10 56 $224,000 8 $28,400 
N-4 (A) 
N-5 (A 

Undeveloped 69 74 
Church 61 64 

N-6   B) 
N-7 (C 

Residential 68 72 
School/play field 63 66 

N-8   B) Residential 55 67 
N-9 Residential 62 69 500 12 58 $96,000 12 $8,000 
N-10 (B) Historic Building 67 70 
N-11 Residential 59 71 1250 10 60 $200,000 32 $6,250 
N-12 (D) Residential 68 59 
N-13 Residential 58 70 800 10 60 $128,000 18 $7,111 
N-14 (A) Residential 57 62 
N-15   B) Residential 63 67 
N-16   B Residential 67 70 
N-17 Residential 64 68 800 14 58 $179,200 10 $17,920 
N-17A2 Residential 68 350 12 58 $67,200 5 $13,440 
N-18 (B) 
N-18A^ 

Residential 69 71 
Residential 68 450 12 58 $86,400 5 $17,280 

N-19 Park 64 70 22004 8 56 $224,0005 186 $12,444 
N-20   A Undeveloped 64 70 
N-21    E Residential 60 66 

Mitigation 
(AJ Mitigation not required. 
(B) Barrier not acoustically effective. 
(C) Barrier not recommended. 
fm Barrier not cost effective for residence. 
(E) Barrier not acoustically effective due 

to local streets. 

Notes 
'Recommended barrier height reduces noise levels by 10 dBA 
2Homes between Gunner's Branch Road and Chapel Gate Road. 
3Homes south of Highpoint Drive 
4Length represents barrier on both side of roadway 
5Cost reflects a 4-foot barrier on the 400-foot bridge and 8-foot 
6Every 125 feet of linear impact to a park equals 1 barrier 

elsewhere impacted property 

5V 

Construction Noise and Impacts 

Construction impacts will include noise, dust, sedimentation, and minor neighborhood and business 

access disruption. Mitigation through careful construction timing, revegetation, erosion and sediment 

control, placement of construction staging areas, and implementation of effective maintenance of traffic 

plans will minimize both short term and long term impacts of this improvement project. 
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Noise mitigation measures include scheduling of construction operations to minimize interferences with 

noise sensitive activities, restricting heavy truck access to certain streets and to time of day, and 

ensuring that all construction equipment has mufflers and other noise reduction devices. 

k. Hazardous Materials 

Soil and water contamination from a former commercial site occur along a portion of the proposed right- 

of-way under Alternate 3. The 6.19 acre parcel, formerly part of Beahm's Auto Park from the 1950's to 

IQSO's, is located on Great Seneca Extension Stream Valley Park property (on the north side of MD 355) 

approximately 350 feet west of Great Seneca Creek. 

Upon completion of an Initial Site Assessment in the spring 1992, a Phase II Preliminary Site Investigation 

was conducted to determine the extent of contamination at the site. The report found concentrations of 

benzene, ethlybenzene and 1,2-dichloroethane, possibly from an underground storage tank (UST) 

removed in 1973, greatly exceeding U.S. EPA Maximum Contaminant Levels. No contamination was 

evident downgradient from the monitoring wells. 

Results of the hydrogeologic investigation indicate shallow groundwater flows in the direction of Great 

Seneca Creek. The low potential yields estimated from a pump and treat system at the site, and the low 

risk to the public and surrounding environment suggest a no remedial action alternative. However, 
groundwater monitoring may still be required. 

E. SUMMARY OF PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 

The public was informed about the purpose of this study at both a public hearing and numerous informal 

meetings with neighborhood representatives during which they were briefed on the range of alternatives 
and methods of evaluation used for the project. 

Comments received at the Combined Location/Design Public Hearing held October 8, 1992 at Martin 

Luther King, Jr. Intermediate School are found in Sections V and VI of this report. At that meeting, 

attended by over 150 people, there were 18 commentors, eight of whom preferred Alternate 3, while four 

preferred the No-Build alternative. Those options that were favored include: the 400 foot high bridge, the 

east shift, bikeway and sidewalks, and an even number of persons in favor of saving and not saving the 
53" tree. 

Sections V and VI include verbal and written comments received at and subsequent to the public 

hearing. The project was also presented to the Montgomery County Planning Board several times and 

most recently on October 1,1992. 

57 
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MARYLAND ROUTE 355 IMPROVEMENTS 
FROM MD 27 TO MD 124 

CONTRACT NO. M611-101-371 

FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

IV. SECTION 4(F) EVALUATION 

5^ 



(R 
A. INTRODUCTION 

Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation Act of 1966 (49 U.S.C. 303 (c)) requires that the 

proposed use of any land from a significant publicly owned public park or recreation area, wildlife or 

waterfowl refuge, or from an historic site considered eligible for, or on the National Register of Historic 

Places, be given particular attention. Final action requiring the taking of such land must document that 

there are no feasible and prudent alternatives to its use and that the project includes all possible 

measures to minimize harm to such resources. 

B. DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED ACTION 

This project involves the reconstruction and widening of MD 355 (Frederick Road) from MD 27 (Ridge 

Road) south to MD 124 (Montgomery Village Avenue) in Montgomery County, Maryland. A portion of the 

project area lies between Great Seneca Extension Stream Valley Park and Seneca Creek State Park. 

Three alternatives were considered: No-Build; Alternate 2 (4/5 lanes); and Alternate 3 (6 lanes). The 

selected build alternative is Alternate 3 staged construction. 

At the time of the Environmental Assessment/Section 4(f) Evaluation which was approved in August 

1992, the anticipated build alternatives included a new crossing of Great Seneca Creek which flows 

through two Section 4(f) resources: Seneca Creek State Park and Great Seneca Extension Stream 

Valley Park (Figure 21). Several bridge options and mainline alignment shifts for the build alternatives 

were considered as part of the project planning study for the Great Seneca Creek crossing. These 

included high and low bridge crossings, the use of the existing bridge and/or new dual bridge 

structures, and centerline shifts of the mainline either to the east or west of the existing centerline to 

avoid or minimize right-of-way takes from one or the other of the parks. 

The proposed improvements include a new crossing of Great Seneca Creek which flows through two 

parks (Figure 21). The existing creek crossing consists of a two-lane concrete bridge structure: a 22- 

foot roadway with no shoulders, contained within 60 feet of right-of-way. The existing structure is 

approximately 100 feet in length and lies within the 100-year floodplain of Great Seneca Creek. The 

existing approach roadways along the park property are two lanes with minimal shoulders, contained 

within a 60-foot right-of-way. Current grade of the approach roadways is 6 percent north of the crossing 

and 1 percent south of the crossing. There is no vehicular or formal pedestrian access to the parks from 

MD 355. 

Operationally, this portion of MD 355 experiences severe congestion during the morning and evening 

peak hours of traffic. The intersection of Game Preserve Road, located just south of the bridge crossing 

currently operates at Level-of-Service (LOS) F during both the A.M. and P.M. peak periods, indicating 

that volumes are well above capacity. This condition only worsens by the Design Year 2015. 

The No-Build alternative would not directly impact or require the acquisition of property from either of the 

Section 4(f) parklands. 
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Alternate 2, with an east shift through Great Seneca Extension Stream Valley Park would affect 4.1 acres 

of that park, while a west shift would impact approximately the same amount (4.0 acres) of parkland on 

the west side of MD 355, in Seneca Creek State Park. 

Alternate 3, with a west shift, would affect 4.4 acres of Seneca Creek State Park and avoid Great Seneca 

Extension Stream Valley Park. The selected build alternative, Alternate 3 staged construction, includes 

an eastern shift with a 320-foot bridge over Great Seneca Creek, affecting approximately 4.7 acres of 

Great Seneca Extension Stream Valley Park while avoiding impacts to Seneca Creek State Park. 

C. DESCRIPTION OF 4(F) RESOURCES 

Seneca Creek State Park 

Seneca Creek State Park, which follows Great Seneca Creek west of the MD 355 crossing, is owned by 

the State of Maryland, and is administered by the Maryland Department of Natural Resources, 

Greenways and Resource Planning (Figure 20). Great Seneca Creek has its origin northeast of the 

study corridor near MD 108 and flows in a southwest direction. Funds from the U.S. Department of the 

Interior's Land and Water Conservation Fund and the Maryland Open Space Program were used to 

purchase portions of this public parkland. 

The park, extending west from MD 355 along the western edge of the roadway to the Potomac River, is 

comprised of 5800 acres and includes a 90 acre lake, Lake Clopper, located approximately 2 miles 

southwest of the MD 355 crossing. Recreational facilities include hiking trails, boating facilities and 

picnic areas. Current use of the park in the vicinity of the MD 355 crossing is passive and there are no 

formal recreational facilities, including vehicular and pedestrian access or parking for the park along MD 

355. No new recreational facilities are planned that will affect the MD 355 right-of-way. 

Great Seneca Extension Stream Valley Park 

Great Seneca Extension Stream Valley Park, located east (upstream) alongside the MD 355 crossing of 

Great Seneca Creek, is comprised of 1,430 acres. The park boundaries are situated on both sides of 

Great Seneca Creek and the park is considered a stream valley/conservation park. The park property is 

owned by Montgomery County and was purchased with Montgomery County general obligation bonds. 

It is managed by the Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission (M-NCPPC), 

Montgomery County Department of Parks. No federal or state grant monies were used to acquire any 

park property or facilities. 

The intended use of the stream valley park is passive recreation including hiking, bicycling, nature study, 

horseback riding and fishing. The park is presently undeveloped in keeping with its intended 

conservation purpose. Public use primarily comes from adjoining residential subdivisions whose 

residents are within walkingtJistance of the park. Park visitation is not recorded by M-NCPPC. There are 

no parking facilities for park users who may come to the area by motor vehicle, and none are planned. 

^ 
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D. DESCRIPTION OF IMPACTS 

This section discusses impacts to Great Seneca Creek Extension Stream Valley Park, it being the 
Section 4(f) resource affected by the selected build alternative. 

Alternates Considered and Dropped 

Alternate 1 (No-Build) 

The No-Build Alternate will not require right-of-way from Great Seneca Extension Stream Valley Park on 
the east side of MD 355. The roadway through this section will, however, experience increased traffic 
congestion and possibly, increased traffic accidents, given existing sight distance problems and 

deficient roadway design. 

Alternate 2: Four-Five Lanes 

Two options for Alternate 2 were assessed for parkland impacts; 1) retention of the existing bridge plus 
the construction of a new low bridge (100-foot length) immediately east of the existing bridge; and 2) the 
construction of a new high dual bridge (400-foot length) to accommodate the four lanes. Table 12 
summarizes the parkland impacts. 

Effects on Parkland Right-of-Wav and Natural Resources 

Alternate 2, low bridge option, will require approximately 2.3 acres of right-of-way from Great Seneca 
Extension Stream Valley Park (east of MD 355) with the use of cut/fill slopes (see Table 12). This bridge 
option requires approximately 1.2 acres of right-of-way with the use of retaining walls. The low bridge 
option will fill approximately 2.7 acres (with cut/fill slopes) and 2.2 acres (with retaining walls) of the Great 
Seneca Creek floodplain along both sides of MD 355. 

The high bridge option affects approximately the same amount of right-of-way, 2.3 acres, within Great 
Seneca Extension Stream Valley Park. Total impact to the parkland under this option with retaining walls 
is approximately 1.2 acres. The high bridge has similar right-of-way impacts because its longer span 
reduces the length needed for bridge embankments, however, this is offset by the greater width needed 
for bridge embankments. Side slopes are calculated using a 2:1 ratio. Under the right soil conditions 
and with certain slope treatments, the side slopes could be made steeper in order to reduce impacts. 

Both the 100-foot and 400-foot bridge under Alternate 2 would provide vertical clearance (approximately 
+8 feet) underneath the bridge to accommodate pedestrian and bicycle access and serve as a wildlife 
corridor. At present, passage under the bridge is not possible and park users are forced to cross the 
roadway at grade. Floodplain fill for the high bridge option will be less, totalling approximately 2.1 acres 
with cut/fill slopes and 1.4 acres with retaining walls (see Table 12). 

Wetland encroachment is approximately 0.7 acres using cut/fill slopes for the low bridge option; these 
affected wetlands are located within the Great Seneca Extension Stream Valley Park. Wetland 
encroachment for the high bridge option is approximately 0.6 acres with cut/fill slopes. The affected 
wetlands perform the function of long term and short term sediment trapping, long term nutrient 
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retention and removal, and habitat for aquatic wildlife and fisheries. While cut/fill slopes affect a total of 

0.6 and 0.7 acres of wetlands under high and low bridge options, retaining walls affect a negligible 

amount of wetlands in the park, 0.5 acres. 

Parkland was also assessed for noise impact associated with the project. Under both build alternatives, 

an approximate 50-foot strip, along the edge of the park, running parallel to MD 355 will be impacted by 

traffic noise levels exceeding 67 dBA. An insignificant difference in noise levels between Alternate 2 and 

Alternate 3 is seen. Compared to the No-Build with a predicted traffic noise level of 66 dBA in the design 

year (2015) the build alternative noise levels are predicted at 70 dBA in the design year. The noise levels 

for the 100-foot and 400-foot bridge options for both alternatives are also nearly identical. 

Noise impacts at Great Seneca Extension Stream Valley Park (N-19) due to the proposed roadway could 

be effectively mitigated with two 1,100-foot-long barriers, one on the northbound side and one on the 

southbound side of the proposed roadway. A four-foot-high structural barrier is recommended on both 

sides of the 400-foot bridge span along with eight-foot-high barriers for the rest of the length of the park. 

The total cost of all barriers at the park is $224,000. Since every 125 feet of linear impact to a park is 

considered one impacted property, the two barriers are cost effective at $12,000 per impacted property 

protected. Both barriers would have been studied further during design, however, due to the passive 

nature of the park, the environmental agencies requested that noise barriers not be used at this location. 

Construction activities in the park will result in noise impacts to areas immediately adjacent to the 

construction site. Noise impacts are generally greatest during the clearing and site preparation phases. 

Noise levels from heavy earth-moving equipment are typically 80 to 90 dBA at a distance of 50 feet. 

Noise mitigation measures that will be considered include the scheduling of construction operations to 

minimize interference with noise sensitive activities, restricting heavy truck access to certain streets and 

to time of day of operations, and ensuring that all construction equipment has mufflers and other 

appropriate noise reduction devices. Application of these measures will substantially reduce expected 

impacts. 

There are no long-term air quality impacts on parkland associated with Alternate 2. However, the 

construction phase of the project has the potential for temporarily increasing the amount of fugitive dust 

in the immediate vicinity. Appropriate procedures are outlined in the Standard Specifications for 

Construction and Materials established by the State Highway Administration and will be followed to 

minimize impact. These procedures have been found to be consistent with Code of Maryland 

Regulations (COMAR) 26.11.06.03 (Regulations Governing the Control of Air Pollution in the State of 

Maryland) by the Maryland Air Management Administration and have proven effective in minimizing 

adverse air quality impacts during this type of construction. These same noise and air conditions exist 

under Alternate 3, as discussed below. 

Alternate 3: Six Lanes Staged Construction (Selected Alternative) 

The selected build alternative, Alternate 3 staged construction, includes widening of MD 355 into Great 

Seneca Extension Stream Valley Park with a high bridge option and an east shift (see Description of 

Selected Build Alternative on page 11-1 and Figure 22). The 320-foot bridge provides adequate vertical 

clearance (approximately 13.5 feet) underneath the bridge to accommodate pedestrian, equestrian and 

bicycle access and serves as a wildlife corridor.  The MD DNR Greenways and Resource Planning is 
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interested in developing a future trail along Great Seneca Creek to connect the Seneca Creek State 
parkland on the west of MD 355 with the Great Seneca Extension Stream Valley Park. At present, 
passage under the bridge is not possible and park users are forced to cross the roadway at grade. 
However, no formal plans to construct the trail are being advanced at this time. 

if 

Based on the estimated impacts and current uses of the affected 4(f) resource, Alternate 3 staged 
construction does not adversely affect the function of the park. Passive recreation will actually be 
improved with the bridge clearance that allows equestrian and pedestrian passage under the bridge. 

Effects on Parkland Rlght-of-Wav and Natural Resources 

Alternate 3, with a high bridge east shift requires approximately 4.7 acres of right-of-way with cut/fill slope 
from Great Seneca Extension Stream Valley Park (see Table 12 below and Figure 21). The use of 
retaining walls would not save any additional parkland over that impacted with the use of cut/fill slopes. 
As previously noted, they have been dropped from consideration. 

TABLE 12 
EFFECTS OF BUILD ALTERNATIVES ON 

GREAT SENECA EXTENSION STREAM VALLEY PARK 

Encroachment into Encroachment into Area of Fill In 
Park (Ac) wetlands (Ac) Floodplain 

Alternate 2 
4 Lanes. 100'Bridae 
Cut/fill slopes 
Retaining walls 

2.30 
1.23 

0.71 
.50 

2.74 
2.19 

4 Lanes. 400' Bridae 
Cut/fill slopes 
Retaining walls 

2.31 
1.13 

0.63 
0.46 

2.08 
1.44 

Alternate 3 west shift 
6 Lanes. 320' Bridae 
Cut/fill slopes 
Retaining walls 

4.38 
n/a 

2.02 
1.80 

2.56 
2.20 

Alternate 3 staged construction 
east shift 
6 Lanes. 320' Bridqe 
Cut/fill slopes 4.66 0.76 2.00 

Notes: 
A. Effects are based on alignments and cut/fill limits (plus 10 feet) generated between 8/28 and 9/3.  All roadside 

grading widths are 12 feet. 
B. Wetland limits are based on the 8/91 field survey and field confirmation in 12/91.   Wetland area effects include 

water surfaces and areas under bridges. 
C. The park limits are based on the tax map property lines.   General park limits were identified using plans from 

M-NCPPC and Germantown Master Plans. 

Effects on the natural resources within the park include the filling of approximately 2.0 acres of the Great 
Seneca Creek floodplain which extends along both sides of MD 355. Wetland encroachment is 
approximately 0.8 acres within the Great Seneca Extension Stream Valley Park (east of MD 355). These 
wetlands function as long and short term sediment trapping, long term nutrient retention and removal 
and habitat for aquatic wildlife and fisheries. 
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Noise impacts at Great Seneca Extension Stream Valley Park (N-19) due to the proposed improvements 

could be effectively mitigated with two 110O-foot-long barriers, one on the northbound side and one on 

the southbound side of the proposed roadway. A four-foot-high structural barrier was recommended on 

both sides of the 320-foot bridge span along with eight-foot-high barriers for the rest of the length of the 

park. The total cost of all barriers at the park is $224,000. Since every 125 feet of linear impact to the 

park is considered one impacted property, the two barriers are cost effective at $12,000 per impacted 

property protected. However, the environmental agencies have recommended during coordination 

efforts with SHA that noise walls not be used due to the high public cost and passive use of the park. 

Therefore, these barriers will not be studied further during design. 

Construction activities in the parklands will result in noise impacts to areas immediately adjacent to the 

construction site. Noise impacts are generally greatest during the clearing and site preparation phases. 

Noise levels from heavy earth-moving equipment are typically 80 to 90 dBA at a distance of 50 feet. 

Noise mitigation measures to be considered include the scheduling of construction operations to 

minimize interferences with noise sensitive activities, restricting heavy truck access to certain streets and 

to time of day of operations, and ensuring that all construction equipment has mufflers and other 

appropriate noise reduction devices. Application of these measures will substantially reduce expected 

impacts. 

There are no long-term air quality impacts on parkland associated with the selected build alternative. 

However, the construction phase of the proposed project has the potential for temporarily increasing the 

amount of fugitive dust in the immediate vicinity. Appropriate procedures are outlined in the Standard 

Specifications for Construction and Materials established by the State Highway Administration and will be 

followed to minimize impact. These procedures have been found to be consistent with Code of 

Maryland Regulations (COMAR) 26.11.06.03 (Regulations Governing the Control of Air Pollution in the 

State of Maryland) by the Maryland Air Management Administration and have proven effective in 

minimizing adverse air quality impacts during this type of construction. 

E. AVOIDANCE ALTERNATES 

Alternate 1 (No-Build) is a park avoidance alternate and does not require right-of-way from either Great 

Seneca Extension Stream Valley Park on the east or the Seneca Creek State Park on the west. However, 

the No-Build alternative will not provide improved traffic capacity and safety. This will result in increased 

traffic congestion and possibly more traffic accidents, given existing sight distance problems and 

deficient roadway design. Alternate 1, therefore, is not a feasible and prudent alternative because it fails 

to provide the needed traffic capacity in the design year (2015). 

Seneca Creek State Park and Great Seneca Extension Stream Valley Park are linear stream valley parks, 

which extend six miles to the southwest and three miles to the northeast, respectively, from the MD 355 

study corridor. A shift, therefore, in the alignment of MD 355 which runs between the two parks, will not 

entirely avoid the taking of park property. A shift in either direction will avoid one of the parks, but not the 

other. 

# 
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For Alternate 3, two options were developed to determine if parkland property and natural resource 
impacts can be avoided or minimized: 1) an alignment shift to the east into Great Seneca Extension 
Stream Valley Park, using high and low bridge options; and 2) an alignment shift to the west into Seneca 
Creek State Park, using high and low bridge options. 

Shifting the horizontal alignment to the west was evaluated for any benefits. This option affected 
approximately 4.4 acres of Seneca Creek State Park and no right-of-way from the Great Seneca 
Extension Stream Valley Park (see Table 12). Approximately 2.6 acres (with cut/fill slopes) of fill will be 
placed in the floodplain within the Seneca Creek State Park. Wetland encroachment totals slightly more 
than 2.0 acres of which most are located within the Seneca Creek State Park. Retaining walls will have a 
negligible impact: 2.2 acres of floodplain and 1.8 acres of wetlands encroachment. The same wetlands 
are affected by either the east or west shifts and the straight alignment. 

The shift would result in a straighter alignment which is beneficial, however the shift would also result in 
two additional residential takes and an undesirable skewed bridge crossing over Great Seneca Creek. 
The vertical alignment would also be affected by the shift and would require either a cut into the hillside 
or several undesirable vertical curves along the roadway just north of the bridge crossing. 

Comparative Analysis of Parkland Impacts 

Based on a comparative analysis of the east and west shift options and the straight alignment, there are 
no substantial differences regarding the total acreage of parkland and natural resources impacted (see 
Table 13). There are, however, differences between which parklands, floodplains and wetlands will be 
affected depending on the alignment shift, and between the two build alternatives. For example, the 
Alternate 3, east shift through Great Seneca Extension Stream Valley Park will require the most parkland 
acreage but encroach less on the wetlands and floodplain of Great Seneca Creek than the Alternate 3 
west shift through Seneca Creek State Park. The value and quality of the wooded wetlands on the west 
side of MD 355 occupying the more intact floodplain forest, are of greater quality and functional value 
than the wetlands on the east side of MD 355 and therefore are more important to protect. Further, a 
shift to the west would require the displacement of two residences to avoid less parkland. Therefore, the 
overall impact of Alternate 3, east shift, which requires more parkland right-of-way, is less than Alternate 
2 which requires less parkland right-of-way but has greater socioeconomic and natural resource 
impacts. 

(/I 
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TABLE 13 
EFFECTS OF ALIGNMENT SHIFT OPTIONS ON SECTION 4(F) 

PARKLANDS AT GREAT SENECA CREEK CROSSING 

& 

Area of Fill 
Encroachment into Encroachment into In 

Parks (Ac) Wetlands (Ac) Floodplain 
Alternate East1  West2  Total East       West     Total (Ac) 

*4 Lanes, east shift (400' Lonq 4.11 _. 4.11 0.68 0.53 1.21 1.52 
High Bridge) 

Sta 64+90-68+90 
With Cut/Fill Slopes 

*4 Lanes, west shift (400' Lona 
High Bridge) 

Sta 64+90 - 68+90 

— 4.04 4.04 — 1.66 1.66 2.22 

With Cut/Fill Slopes 

6 Lanes, east shift (320' Lonq 4.66 .. 4.66 0.76 0.65 1.34 2.00 
High Bridge) 

Sta 64+90-68+90 
With Cut/Fill Slopes 

6 Lanes, west shift (400' Lonq __ 4.38 4.38 0.04 1.98 2.02 2.56 
High Bridge) 

Sta 64+90-68+90 
With Cut/Fill Slopes 

1 Parkland east of MD 355 is within the Great Seneca Extension Stream Valley Park. 
2Parkland west of MD 355 is within the Seneca Creek State Park. 
^Retaining walls not calculated. 

Notes: 
A. Effects are based on alignments and cut/fill limits (plus 10 feet) generated between 8128 and 9/3.  All roadside 

grading widths are 12 feet. 
B. Wetland limits are based on the 8/91 field survey and field confirmation in 12/91.   Wetland area effects include 

water surfaces and areas under bridges. 
C. Low bridae options for 4- and 6-lane alternates through east and west parks will have negligible differences in 

impacts (as compared to high bridge options). 

F. MEASURES TO MINIMIZE HARM 

The use of retaining walls was investigated at critical locations to minimize parkland impacts (see Table 
12). For a number of reasons including cost ineffectiveness, adverse visual impact, and minimal 
reduction in parkland impacts, retaining walls are no longer being considered. DNR staff attended an 
SHA parks meeting on 12/16/91 where they stated that retaining walls would be aesthetically displeasing 
although landscaping could be used to offset the visual disturbance. The implementation of a reduced 
typical section through the parks would compromise safety and is therefore not being considered. 

• 

Other measures explored to minimize affects to parkland include: 

• Widen MD 355 on the east side to avoid the taking of Seneca Creek State Park land; and in so 
doing, avoid or minimize the loss of wetlands on the west side occupying the more intact 
floodplain forest which are of greater quality than the wetlands on the east side primarily 
occupying a riprap channel; 
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• Utilize construction techniques and engineering design criteria to minimize disturbance of the 
wooded wetlands on the south side of Great Seneca Creek and the creek itself; 

• Utilize design and construction techniques to minimize erosion, sedimentation or other 
disturbance of the creek, given that Great Seneca Creek provides unusually good habitat for 
fish; 

• Use of 2:1 cut slopes to minimize the amount of right-of-way; 

• Use of curb and gutter to reduce cross section and thus minimize right-of-way; 

• Use of 40 mph design speed instead of 50 mph design speed and thus minimize right-of-way 
and; 

• Eliminate the hiker/biker trail while maintaining a five-foot sidewalk through the park to 
minimize right-of-way. 

Most of these mitigation measures will be undertaken during final design and construction based on 

additional engineering studies and the hydraulic and hydrologic analyses. 

G. MEASURES TO MITIGATE IMPACTS 

In consultation with the Maryland DNR and the M-NCPPC, the following mitigation measures have been 

developed for the Great Seneca Creek crossing and will be considered during final design for Alternate 3 

staged construction: 

• Utilize existing right-of-way as much as practicable to minimize park property takes. 

• Bridge construction/location precludes need to realign/modify Great Seneca Creek. 

• Construction sequencing precludes need for temporary widening (disturbance) to maintain 
traffic. 

• Develop conceptual studies of stormwater management and mitigation needs early in the final 
design of Alternate 3 so impacts on the park and the park's natural resources are considered 
as part of the total project; 

• Provide approximately 13'.5" clearance under the bridge to provide for possible equestrian 
trail in the future; 

• Provide approximately 200' wide area at bridge crossing to accommodate a wildlife passage; 

• Bridge design allows for pedestrian use with a sidewalk on one side of the bridge; 

• Roadway design allows for wide outside lanes to accommodate bicyclists and; 

• Continue coordination with DNR and M-NCPPC concerning project design through park 
property. 

(<* 
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H. COORDINATION 

Coordination with the DNR and M-NCPPC regarding possible impacts to Seneca Creek State Park and 
Great Seneca Extension Stream Valley Park respectively, has been ongoing throughout the planning 
process. In the initial stages of planning, both DNR and M-NCPPC recognized the need to acquire land 
for this project, however, M-NCPPC has agreed to accept fee simple payment for the affected parkland 
property at Great Seneca Extension Stream Valley Park (see M-NCPPC letter dated 4/20/93 on page VI- 
110). 

January 20,1993 - Interagency Meeting 

SHA discussed the results of its recent Hydraulic and Hydrologic study regarding the Great Seneca 
Creek crossing. The investigation yielded a 320-foot-long bridge which provides a 13' .5" clearance and 
approximately 200 feet of width. There is approximately 0.10 feet of back water increase with this size 
structure. It was pointed out that wetlands in the area of the crossing include a riprap side ditch. The 
agencies present concurred with the selected 320 foot bridge with the option to modify the size if 
necessary. 

April 21,1993 - Interagency Meeting 

SHA reported that the preliminary site investigation of the hazardous waste study for the site on the east 
side of MD 355 on M-NCPPC property was complete and SHA had sent the findings to the Maryland 
Department of Environment. SHA Soils and Foundation were to continue investigation and consider a 
gas survey. SHA reported that the Administrator had selected Alternate 3 (a six-lane facility from MD 27 
to MD 124). It would be a staged construction. The Administrator also agreed to the 320-foot bridge 
length as discussed at the last Interagency Meeting. Pending the hazardous waste study findings, SHA 
reported that it would be preferred to go with an east park shift. The 53-inch (diameter) oak tree will be 
affected by the project as any shift to avoid the tree would affect approximately 7 to 10 residences. 

SHA requested agency agreement to proceed getting concurrence on the selected alternate and to 
bypass purpose and need concurrence. The agencies agreed to this. 

SHA would like to drop the east side as a mitigation site and proceed with the Hawkins property. US 
Fish and Wildlife Service wants some restoration done on the Wetland 3, downstream from the project 
site. SHA hgs not ruled that out, but mitigation for that site has not yet been developed. U.S. FWLS 
suggested that SHA discuss the matter with DNR's Non-Tidal Wetlands division. 

December 2,1992 - Pre-recommendation Meeting 

Specific details of the project were discussed at this meeting, including the 53-inch (diameter) oak tree 
shift, park shift alignments and hazardous waste, typical sections and bridge size. Other minor 
amenities are specified in the meeting minutes in Section V. Final recommendations of the December 
meeting were: 

• The tree  avoidance  option  displaces  up to  10  residences  and  was therefore  not 
recommended. 

• The east shift is the preferred alignment. 
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• A potential hazardous waste site was identified in the east alignment. The site is undergoing 
further investigation. 

• The selected typical section is a six-lane divided staged construction; its limits are between 
Watkins Mill Road and Middlebrook Road. 

• The bridge structure will be 320 feet long and have a 13'.5" foot clearance. 

• Retaining walls were investigated and none are recommended in the parks due to the passive 
nature of these areas and the cost. 

February 4,1993 - Pre-recommendation Meeting 

The February meeting specified a typical section to include a hiker/biker trail and sidewalk. It also 

highlighted the source of hazardous waste on the east side of Great Seneca Creek that may need to be 

cleaned up. The meeting concluded that the east shift through the vicinity of the creek can go forward 

with lab analysis of the hazardous material to be completed prior to the final Recommendation meeting. 

April 19,1991 - DNR letter to SHA 

This letter confirms that the two parcels adjacent to MD 355 which are part of Seneca Creek State Park 

were acquired with money provided by the U.S. Department of the Interior through the Land and Water 

Conservation Fund, and Maryland State Program Open Space Funds. As required by the Land and 

Water Conservation Fund Act, parkland, acquired with Section 6(f) funds and used in a proposed action, 

must be replaced by land of equivalent fair market and of equivalent usefulness and location. 

Maryland SHA, DNR and M-NCPPC met to discuss parkland impacts associated with the MD 355 

widening. In addition, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Sen/ice (U.S. FWLS) and the U.S. Army Corps of 

Engineers (ACOE) have been involved in discussions concerning the natural resources located on park 

property that would be affected by the proposed action. Key points discussed at these coordination 
meetings are as follows: 

May 15,1991 - SHA Interagency Review Meeting for the MD 355 Project 

• DNR wanted to address the option of studying an intermediate bridge length between 100 
feet and 1200 feet. 

• DNR wanted the project to maximize wetland impact avoidance in the crossing and parkland 
areas. Further, DNR wanted to see interplay of natural resources between east and west side 
of crossing maximized. 

• DNR requested that the integrity of existing bridge be evaluated to see if it is cost effective to 
build a new structure with greater span length and higher elevation. 

• DNR stated that the parkland along the west side of MD 355 at the Great Seneca Creek 
crossing, Seneca Creek State Park, was purchased in part by the state's Program Open 
Space and federal Land and Water Conservation funds. 

• DNR requested continued involvement in future discussions of the bridge crossing. 

11 
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November 15, 1991 - SHA-Sponsored Agency Field Review to Delineate Wetlands Affected by the 
Project. 

• U.S. FWLS would like to see a longer, higher bridge across the Great Seneca Creek within the 
parklands, to provide better wildlife clearance. 

• Wetland delineation in the parklands was modified by consensus of the DNR, COE, USFWS. 

• The potential location for a wetland replacement site along the east side of MD 355 within the 
Great Seneca Extension Stream Valley Park boundary was identified for further investigation. 
A portion of this site is also under study as a potential hazardous waste site from a former 
auto wrecking shop. Results of a site assessment will be necessary to assess compatibility as 
a wetland mitigation site. 

December 16, 1991 - SHA-sponsored agency meeting to discuss parkland impacts along Great Seneca 
Creek crossing. 

• 

• 

USFWS wanted to establish a wildlife corridor under the bridge at a minimum length of 150 
feet; and to study both 200- and 400-foot bridge options. 

DNR felt that retaining walls would not be aesthetically pleasing and suggested that 
landscaping be used to mitigate disturbance. 

DNR stated that additional coordination would be required if impacts occur to the state-owned 
park because some of the parcels were acquired with federal funds and would require 
Department of the Interior review. 

DNR suggested that the height of the bridge include equestrian clearance, if bridge height 
increase is necessitated by the hydraulic and hydrologic study to be conducted for the 
project. 

• DNR will evaluate the alternatives based on mitigation. Requested a field review meeting to 
consider other environmental impacts associated with the project. 

• M-NCPPC stated that even though Great Seneca Creek is a Class I stream they want to 
consider it high quality. 

February 12,1992 - SHA-sponsored agency field review of parkland impacts along Great Seneca Creek. 

• DNR indicated that an intermediate bridge length between 100 and 400 feet may be 
acceptable; and that a vertical clearance of 12 feet beneath the bridge is desired for wildlife, 
pedestrian and equestrian passage between both parks. 

• 

• 

DNR also advised coordinating any utility relocations early to avoid delays in right-of-way 
entry agreements. 

M-NCPPC would like to keep as close to the existing right-of-way as possible to maximize its 
reuse and minimize park effects. M-NCPPC would require replacement of any parkland with 
equal or comparable land. Hydraulic information of flows through the riprap channel on the 
east side of MD 355 is also requested. 

DNR and M-NCPPC stated their general consensus that an alignment shift east along MD 355 
which avoids Seneca Creek State parkland and natural resources but requires parklands and 
impacts wetlands within the Great Seneca Extension Stream Valley Park is preferred over a 
western shift or a straight alignment that requires both east and west park right-of-way and 
wetland loss on both sides of MD 355. 
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February 21, 1992 - Letter from DNR, Water Resources Administration, Non-tidal Wetlands Division,    </Jy 
summarizing the Non-tidal Wetlands Division's comments, following the February 12, 1991 field review       ' 
meeting: 

• Widening the road to the west, and/or widening the road along both sides of the creek would 
impact wetlands with the highest functional value. The wetland channel on the east side of 
the road has been disturbed by heavy riprap and sedimentation, and the overall functional 
values of the wetlands on the east are lower than those on the west. Alsd, the area of 
potential jurisdictional wetland loss is less on the east side. 

• If the road widening can be done on the east side of the road as preferred, WRA - Non-tidal 
Wetlands Division will specifically request efforts to minimize impacts to the wooded wetlands 
further to the north in order to protect beneficial water quality functions. Portions of the riprap 
channel may not be jurisdictional under State Non-tidal Wetlands Regulations. 

• WRA - Non-tidal Wetlands Division agrees that a retaining wall on the west side may not be. 
feasible and effective if the road is widened on the west side. 

February 24, 1992 - Letter from DNR commenting on the conclusions of the February 12, 1992 field 
review. 

• DNR recommends that SHA eliminate from consideration those alternates that would widen 
the road on the west side, into Seneca Creek State Park. An eastern shift would not require 
the approval of the DOI; it would not require the removal of occupied residences in the 
immediate vicinity; the wetlands along the eastern side are of lesser functional value than 
those on the west side. 

• DNR requests that every effort to minimize impacts to public parkland, non-tidal wetlands and 
floodplains be considered for the selected alternative. 

April 3,1992 - Letter from the M-NCPPC commenting on the general consensus reached at the February 
12,1992 agency field meeting that the east shift at the crossing of Great Seneca Creek was preferred. 

• M-NCPPC concurs that the least environmentally damaging alternative would be to widen to 
the east side. 

• M-NCPPC stated their approval of the conceptual design of the east alignment shift and 
provided the following recommendations: 

• Minimize the amount of right-of-way required; 
• Minimize disturbance of the wooded wetlands south of the stream; 
• Minimize sedimentation and other stream disturbances during bridge and approach road 

construction to minimize impacts to water quality and fish habitat in Great Seneca Creek; 
• Coordinate with M-NCPPC regarding stormwater management; 
• Continue to involve M-NCPPC in the design process of the selected alternative. 

I. CONCLUDING STATEMENT 

Based upon the above considerations, it is determined that there is no feasible and prudent alternative 

to the use of land from Great Seneca Extension Stream Valley Park and that the proposed action 

includes all possible planning to minimize harm to Great Seneca Extension Stream Valley Park resulting 

from such use. 
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MARYLAND ROUTE 355 IMPROVEMENTS 
FROM MD 27 TO MD 124 

CONTRACT NO. M611.101-371 

FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

V.  PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS 
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A. COMBINED LOCATION/DESIGN PUBLIC HEARING 

A combined Location/Design Public Hearing for proposed MD 355 capacity expansion was held on 
Thursday, October 8,1992 at Martin Luther King, Jr. Intermediate School in Germantown, Maryland. The 
purpose of the hearing was to present the results ,of the engineering and environmental studies, and to 
receive public comments on the project. 

B. PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS 

A total of 18 people testified at the public hearing. A summary of the responses is as follows: 

"7^ 

• 

• 

• 

Ten people testified that they wanted to see MD 355 widened. 

Eight people testified in favor of Alternate 3. 

Five people testified that they hope there will be noise abatement in various locations 
throughout the study area. 

• Four people are against improving MD 355 

• Three people testified that they hoped to see the 53-inch (diameter) oak tree spared. 

• Three people testified in favor of sidewalks and/or bikeways being incorporated into the road 
plans. 

1. Delegate Gene Counihan, Maryland State Legislator 
Comment/Question: Delegate Counihan felt that there has been much anticipation about this project 
and people are anxious that it get underway. "I believe you're going to hear overwhelming support for 
the six-lane Alternate 3. We have expectations about it being a safe road that will handle the (projected) 
volume of traffic. We also have considerable expectation that it be environmentally sound. I want to be 
perfectly clear in my support for Alternate 3." He does not believe that Alternative 2 will meet the future 
needs of the area. He stressed the importance that, during the two or three years of construction, traffic 
continue to move through the area in a safe and efficient manner so that at no period of time will the road 
be completely closed to through traffic. He also stated that local businesses need to be fully accessible 
to their customers during construction. 

SHA Response: When SHA develops its maintenance of traffic plans, all of the concerns raised by 
Delegate Counihan will be given consideration - maintaining the lanes, keeping traffic open during the 
peak hours, and maintaining daily access to the businesses. 

2. Mr. Jay Persensky, Gaithersburg City Councilman 
Comment/Question: "The City of Gaithersburg wishes to go on the record as being opposed to the 
planned reconstruction of MD 355, due to the uncertain status of companion road projects. Of particular 
concern to the city is the questionable status of M-83, as well as the significant delay experience over the 
timing of Watkins Mill Road Extended." He suggested that SHA coordinate these projects to interface 
with the MD 355 project.   Once the construction of these projects has been assured, Councilman 
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Persensky said that the city would support Alternate 3. "We should like to conduct a more' detailed 

review of the environmental assessment and further evaluate the operational aspects ... of Alternate 3." 

SHA Response: Both M-83 and Watkins Mill Road Extended are county road projects and SHA is not 

able to delay work on MD 355 in spite of delays with these other projects. There is a present need for 

greater capacity on MD 355 and SHA is proceeding with the roadway improvement project. It should be 

noted that all roadway projects, both state and local, are coordinated through the Montgomery County 

Department of Transportation. 

This Finding of No Significant Impact document (FONSI) includes a detailed environmental assessment 

of Alternate 3; see Section II. 

3. Ms. Patricia Willard, Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission 

Comment/Question: Ms. Willard explained that the M-NCPPC Planning Board endorses the project with 

certain conditions, which are submitted in written testimony. "The Board finds Alternate 3 to be 

consistent with the Master Plan recommendations. We want a Class I bike path on the west side of the 

road for the length of the project. We support the 400-foot bridge across Great Seneca Creek and . . . 

are pleased that the Cider Barrel has been avoided in this design." M-NCPPC also wants to coordinate 

with SHA on the park issues. She requested, on behalf of the Board, that streetscape elements to be 

identified in the Germantown Streetscape Plan be provided as part of this project. The remaining Board 
comments are found in the written testimony. 

SHA Response: Design of Alternate 3 allows for a bicycle/pedestrian trail. An eight-foot hiker/biker trail 

will be provided on the west side of MD 355. In addition, a five-foot sidewalk will be built on the east side 

of the roadway except at the bridge crossing where a structure of minimal width is planned. 

Improvements to MD 355 will have no direct impact on the Cider Barrel which falls within the developer's 

portion of the roadway. 

The SHA has come to an agreement with M-NCPPC for fee-simple purchase of affected portions of Great 

Seneca Creek Stream Valley Park (see M-NCPPC letter dated 4/20/93 on VI-110). 

The Germantown Streetscape Plan is a county administered document and therefore comes under 

county jurisdiction. A hiker/biker trail will be included as part of the design for the selected build 
alternative. 

4. Ms. June Bogan, Brandermill Homeowners Association 

Comment/Question: Ms. Bogan thanked both the SHA and RK&K (developers of the north segment of 

the project) for including the Brandermill Community in the project's planning stages. She mentioned 

the disputed berm in front of Brandermill on MD 355 which will be removed under the widening. Despite 

substantial impacts of the project on several Brandermill residents, the community is aware that MD 355 

needs to be widened. "We would probably suggest the five-lane alternative because it has the least 

impacts. She reiterated Brandermill's satisfaction with the proposed sound barrier and landscaping that 

RK&K and the developers proposed. She also wanted assurance by SHA "that they will work with 

Brandermill to make construction inconveniences as few as possible and that the issue of a traffic signal 

either at Oxbridge or Appledowre is still a viable part of the final project design." 
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SHA Response: SHA will continue to work with the Brandermill community. 

Noise barriers of various lengths and heights, built on the shoulder of MD 355 have been tested at 3 

noise receptor sites (N-9, N-11 and N-13) adjacent to Brandermill. The reduction in noise resulting from 

the barriers ranges from 10 to 11 dBA, bringing noise levels below FHWA noise abatement criteria. The 

barriers will be further studied during final design. 

A traffic signal at either Oxbridge or Appledowre is still being considered as part of final design. 

5. Mr. Frank Heary, Fox Chapel resident 

Comment/Question: A long-time resident of Fox Chapel, Mr. Heary spoke about the difficulties in getting 

onto MD 355 due to the heavy traffic, especially during rush hour. He also mentioned the fact that 

Gunner's Branch no longer connects to Middlebrook Road allowing access to MD 355 from Fox Chapel. 

SHA Response: Congestion and traffic flow on MD 355 will improve as a result of this widening project. 

6. Mr. Darah Kehnemuyi, UpCounty Citizens Advisory Board 

Comment/Question: The UpCounty CAB supports the widening of MD 355. "It is clear to us that the 

project should receive the highest priority. We believe that Alternate 3 with five to six lanes is the 

preferred alternative." The Board does not have a position on the bridge options, however, it is in favor 

of protecting both the Cider Barrel and the 53-inch (diameter) oak tree. "We ask you to move forward 

with this project as rapidly as possible." 

SHA Response: See response to Comment 3. 

In order to avoid up to ten residential displacements, the 53-inch (diameter) oak tree avoidance option 

has been dropped from consideration and the tree will be removed. 

7. Mr. Jules Korner, Fox Chapel resident 

Comment/Question: It is Mr. Korner's belief that the projected traffic for MD 355 will not necessitate the 

proposed widening; recent improvements to Middlebrook Road/l-270 have meant fewer cars on MD 355. 

He suggested the following actions to improve traffic flow: "finish widening [MD] 355 north of 

Middlebrook Road ... at the bottleneck, and straighten the road in sections which are hazardous." Mr. 

Korner believes future work trends, such as telecommuting, flexible work hours, and increased part-time 

work will result in fewer people commuting at peak hours. He went on the say that "the cost- 

effectiveness of well-planned and -executed mass transit systems has been shown to far outweigh that 

of highway systems. Why not pursue more vigorously the light-rail option from Shady Grove metro 

station as set out in the Germantown Master Plan?" 

SHA Response: Projections indicate that despite improvements to other area roadways, including I-270 

and Middlebrook Road, there is a need to increase capacity on MD 355. 
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Though mass transit options were not specifically addressed as part of this project, they were included 

in an earlier study for the area. The 1990 Maryland State-wide Commuter Assistance Study investigated 

transit alternatives for the I-270 corridor including MD 355, concluding that mass transit in the area would 

be associated with the interstate and not MD 355 which is primarily a collector route for I-270. 

8. Mr. John Belding, Montgomery Village Foundation Board of Directors 

Comment/Question: The Board of Directors feels "that the [MD] 355 corridor needs to be expanded and, 

in fact, we support Alternate 3, with six lanes." The organization also supports major improvements at 

Montgomery Village Avenue and MD 355 arid a number of other road projects. He asked that "due 

deliverance be taken as far as noise abatement and environmental concerns thought the area." 

SHA Response: No response necessary. 

9. Mr. Richard Wilder, Potomac Valley Environmental Group 

Comment/Question: After years of testifying against environmentally destructive road projects, this 

group is happy to learn that this road project is in the planning/design stage. Mr. Wilder stated that the 

group preferred a six-lane road with a long bridge, and that the alignment should shift to save the 

hundred-year-old 53-inch (diameter) oak. The group prefers a bridge size eight feet narrower than the 

corresponding typical section, and a 40 mile-per-hour design speed. The alignment should shift to the 

east "to protect the wooded wetlands on the west side within Seneca Creek [State] Park." 

SHA Response: See response to Comment 6. 

Regarding the width of the bridge, the bridge is actually two freestanding structures with three travel 

lanes in each direction, an eight-foot divided median and the requisite shoulder areas. The median is a 

minimal, standard size to ensure save transition from the bridge to the divided roadway at either end. 

Allowances have also been made for a hiker/biker trail throughout the project, while the five-foot sidewalk 

on the east side has been eliminated from the bridge. 

Alternate 3 includes an east shift through the park resulting in an avoidance of the wetlands on the west 

side of the creek. 

10. Ms. Jane Wilder, Citizens to Save South Valley Park and Whetstone Run 

Comment/Question: The citizens group is very happy to see this project moving ahead. The group's 

principal concern is with the 53-inch (diameter) oak, and would endorse the eastern shift that has been 

described as an attempt to preserve the tree. In the stream valley area Ms. Wilder would endorse the 

eastern shift, and she believes a narrow bridge with a minimal median would have the least impact on 

the stream valley. Ms. Wilder remarked on the natural beauty of the area, and expressed hopes that the 

best stormwater management practices will be enforced. 

SHA Response: See response to Comment 6. 

See response to Comment 9. 
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19 The use of Best Management Practices (BMPs) in conjunction with the stream crossing, will be 

implemented with the project, both during construction when sedimentation may occur due to clearing 

and excavation, and in the operation of the completed roadway. 

11. Ms. Jan Watson, Montgomery Village Citizens Coalition 

Comment/Question: The coalition is in favor of the widening of MD 355, believing that "the people who 

use the road have suffered long enough and that only Alternate 3 would make it up to them." The group 

would like to see a higher bridge to protect the stream, and substantial noise abatement for the 

Brandermill community. It is hoped that "the county and the state would never again allow a community 

to be built that close to a proposed highway." 

SHA Response: A long bridge over Great Seneca Creek results in increased stream protection since it 

spans a greater distance than a shorter bridge. Alternate 3 includes a 320-foot bridge with a 13.5 foot 

clearance for both wildlife and recreation passage. Section II further describes the environmental 

impacts of this structure. 

See response to Comment 4. 

12. Mr. Al Lukas, Cider Barrel Mobile Home Park 

Comment/Question: Mr. Lukas spoke on behalf of William Cross who owns the Cider Barrel Mobile 

Home Park and adjacent property on Frederick Road. Mr. Lukas noted that the project planning 

drawings and the environmental impact statement make incorrect references to the Cider Barrel Mobile 

Home Park, confusing it with Oakcrest Trailer Court. Mr. Cross is concerned that the proposed project 

would limit access to the Mobile Home Park and the Cider Barrel historic structure by restricting turning 

movements on MD 355. Mr. Lukas noted that this inconvenience could become a difficulty when 

transporting mobile homes, or for an emergency vehicle. The driveway being constructed in connection 

with the MD 118 relocation project does not align with Oxbridge Road and is too steep for use with 

mobile homes. "Mr. Cross very strongly requests that full access to the property be retained by 

providing a median cut at the present driveway location to the property." Additionally, he would like to 

see appropriate steps taken to mitigate anticipated higher noise levels along MD 355 to bring them 

within acceptable FHWA standards. 

SHA Response: Corrections to the EA document drawings have been made. 

The relocation of MD 118 will have an affect on MD 355 in the vicinity of Cider Barrel Mobile Home park. 

Full access to the mobile home park would be associated with the Oxbridge Drive median opening. SHA 

will play an important role in any future coordination for development of full access to the site. 

Noise mitigation for this location was investigated and found not to be justified (see Section II, Noise 

Barrier Analysis, receptor site N-8) Both the presence of existing noise at the site that would not be 

adequately mitigated and the physical constraints of the driveway, preclude the construction of a noise 

wall. 
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13. Mr. Kirk Patton, Citizen 

Comment/Question: Mr. Patton is very concerned about the potential effects of the widening of MD 355 

upon his yard and house. Depending on the alternative, the road could severely affect his yard, or 

eliminate his house. He questioned the need to improve MD 355 if the county has already purchased 

right-of-way for M-83. While Mr. Patton and his family also admire the 53-inch (diameter) oak tree, he 

questions the community's priorities for trees over people, and asks "at what cost are we protecting the 

environment, both in dollars and in peoples' lives affected?" If MD 355 is widened, Mr. Patton believes it 

should be to the minimum width, as in Alternative 2. 

SHA Response: Any personal property takes, for which there will be fair and just compensation, will not 

be determined until the final design phase at which time a Right-of-way Agent will notify the affected 

parties. Design for the project is scheduled to begin in the spring of 1993. You may request a booklet 

entitled Your Land and Your Highways, Your Rights and Benefits from SHA at 707 North Calvert Street, 

Baltimore, MD 21203-0717. 

M-83 is a county project specified in the County Master Plan.  A comparative study between these two * 
roadways was conducted which determined that in the future, both M-83 and MD 355 will be needed arid 

there is a more pressing need to improve MD 355 at this time. 

See response to Comment 6. 

Only a six-lane improvement as in Alternate 3 will provide sufficient capacity anticipated for the future 

development of the area. 

14. Mr. Paul Duenas, Citizen 

Comment/Question: Mr. Duenas is Mr. Patton's neighbor, and shares many of his concerns for his own 

property. Mr. Duenas questions the need for such a wide alignment, including the 20-foot median. He is 

also concerned with the potential noise and disruption anticipated with the construction project, wanting 

to know the proposed hours of construction. In addition, Mr. Duenas wanted to know why MD 355 is 

being widened at all before I-270 is widened north of MD 118. In the event the houses and yards are 

spared, Mr. Duenas would like to see large fencing and noise abatement shield his home from the wider 

MD 355. 

SHA Response: See response to Comment 13. 

See response to Comment 9. 

Construction noise mitigation measures include scheduling of construction operations to minimize 

interferences with noise sensitive activities, restricting heavy truck access to certain streets and to time of 

day, and ensuring that all construction equipment has mufflers and other noise reduction devices. 

Despite programmed improvements to I-270, MD 118 and other area roadways, there is still a need to 

increase capacity on MD 355. Therefore, SHA is proceeding with this project. 

# 
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A noise barrier was investigated at this location (see Section II, Noise barrier analysis, receptor N-16). It 
is not justified due to the presence of driveways and local streets and the fact that abatement would only 
be 2 to 5 dBA. 

15. Ms. Betty Rogers, Citizen 
Comment/Question: Ms. Rogers' parents recently moved out of a house on MD 355 at Plummer Drive. 
She is concerned about trying to sell a property which is affected by the pending road project. Ms. 
Rogers attended the hearing to plead that the project move ahead as quickly as possible so that she 
and her elderly parents can deal with the sale of the house. 

SHA Response: In light of the hardship anticipated for this property, early right-of-way acquisition has 
been initiated. 

16. Mr. Tony Santangelo, Germantown Citizens Association 
Comment/Question: The association believes widening MD 355 is for the betterment of Germantown 
and the whole upcounty community, but the GCA asks that sidewalks and/or bike paths be liberally 
included in the final design. The GCA also requested that a careful examination for the environmental 
impacts crossing Seneca Creek be taken into consideration. "The GCA calls on elected officials ... to 
bring this road improvement to its fruition a soon as possible." 

SHA Response: See response to Comment 3. 

Options to cross Great Seneca Creek have been weighed for their environmental impacts. See 
response to Comment 11, and Section II for further discussion of environmental consequences. 

17. Mr. Timothy Dugan, Greater Gaithersburg Chamber of Commerce 
Comment/Question: The Chamber of Commerce supports Alternate 3, believing it to be a safe, 
environmentally sound road design, and they believe it will be good for the development of the area. 

SHA Response: No response necessary. 

18. Ms. Susan Dyszel, Citizen 
Comment/Question: Ms. Dyszel advocates the inclusion of sidewalks in the MD 355 project, and she 
believes safe sidewalks should be a "prime consideration regardless of what the ultimate width of the 
highway is." 

SHA Response: See response to Comment 3. 

^ 
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CONTRACT NO. M611-101-371 

FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

VI. CORRESPONDENCE 
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The following presents the written comments received during or subsequent to the Combined 

Location/Design Public Hearing. Originals of this correspondence are available for review in the Project 

Development Division offices, State Highway Administration, 707 N. Calvert Street, Baltimore, MD 21202. 

Oral comments received during the hearifig are presented in Section IV of this document. 

A.        Written Comments Received During And Subsequent To The Combined 
Location/Design Public Hearing 

V 

1. Community Association and Citizen Letters 

2. Elected Officials Letters 

A total of 24 community written responses were received during the Combined/Location Design Public 

Hearing comment period. A summary of the comments follows. 

• Nine people wrote in favor of widening MD 355 under Alternate 3, the six-lane alternative. 
4. 

• Seven people are concerned with access and/or the lack of traffic signals at various 
intersections along the project including Shakespeare, MD 118/Neelsville Church, Fox Chapel 
and Game Preserve Road. Additionally, two people wrote concerning access to the Cider 
Barrel Mobile Home Park and North Gaithersburg Shopping Center. 

• Six people wrote in favor of minimizing adverse impacts of the widening to the environment, 
specifically Great Seneca Creek, its associated wetlands and forest, through the use of state- 
of-the-art mitigation. 

• Six people commented about the 53-inch (diameter) oak tree. Three people wrote in favor of 
saving the tree and 3 people wrote against spending the money to save the tree. 

• Five people feel that improvements to other roadways should preclude the widening of MD 
355. 

• Five people are concerned about air pollution and noise impacts to the area, including 
specific personal properties. 

• Three people are concerned about the cost of the project in light of the tight fiscal times. One 
person felt that the expenditure is not warranted if the level-of-service for MD 355 is the same 
under both the No-Build and build alternatives. 

• Three people wrote in favor of the east shift option across Great Seneca Creek. 

• Three people are in favor of pedestrian/bike trails and access throughout the project corridor. 

• Two people are concerned about access to and takes of personal property. A third person is 
concerned about property devaluation with the expected increased traffic on MD 355. 

• Two people are concerned about the lack of public transportation associated with 
improvements to MD 355. 

• Two people wrote in favor of minimizing impact to the Cider Barrel historic site. 
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B. AGENCY COORDINATION #e 
1. Letters 

DATE 

9/23/92 
9/23/92 
6/18/92 
8/20/92 
9/17/92 
10/13/92 
10/14/92 
10/22/92 
9/17/92 
10/28/92 
11/2/92 
9/17/92 
12/16/92 
12/1/92 
10/21/92 
12/2/92 
10/19/92 
10/1/92 
10/26/92 
6/16/93 
6/1/93 
8/16/93 

Concurrence 

6/15/93 
7/12/93 
7/13/93 
7/21/93 
6/16/93 
7/28/93 
6/16/93 
8/17/93 
8/16/93 
8/24/93 
6/16/93 
7/26/93 
8/6/93 
6/16/93 
8/12/93 
6/16/93 
6/28/93 

AGENCY 

Maryland Department of Natural Resources 
Maryland Department of the Environment 
Maryland Historical Trust 
Maryland Historical Trust • 
Maryland Historical Trust 
Maryland Department of Natural Resources 
MD DNR - Resource Conservation Service 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
U.S.- Department of Transportation 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
U.S. Department of the Interior 
Maryland Office of Planning 
MD Office of Planning - Clearinghouse 
City of Gaithersburg 
Audubon Naturalist Society 
Montgomery County 
Sierra Club 
Maryland Department of the Environment 
Maryland Department of the Environment 
Maryland Department of the Environment 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
Coastal Resources 

Request to Federal Highway Administration 
FHWA concurrence 
Request to National Park Service 
NPS concurrence 
Request to U.S. EPA 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Request to Army Corps of Engineers 
U.S. ACOE response 
Request to U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service 
Internal memo re: U.S. FWLS 
Request to MD Office of Planning 
MD OP response 
MD Department of Environment 
Request to MD Dept. Natural Resources 
MD DNR response 
Request to Maryland Historical Trust 
MHT concurrence 
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2. Meeting Minutes 

Date 

12/14/92 
Pre-recommendation 
Meeting 

1/20/93 
Interagency 
Meeting 

2/16/93 
Follow-up 
Pre-recommendation 
Meeting 

4/21/93 
Interagency 
Meeting 

if 
Agencies 

Maryland SHA 
Montgomery County DOT 
Parsons Brinckerhoff 
RK&K 

Maryland SHA 
Maryland DNR 
US ACOE 
US EPA 
USFWS 
MHT 

Maryland SHA 
Montgomery County DOT 
M-NCPPC 
Parsons Brinckerhoff 
RK&K 
Greenhome & O'Mara 

Maryland SHA 
Maryland DNR 
Maryland Office of Planing 
NMFS 
FHWA 
USFWS 
US EPA 
US ACOE 

C. 

DATE 

2/26/92 
4/29/92 
7/29/92 
4/20/93 
5/12/93 
8/23/93 
8/4/93 
9/8/93 

WETLANDS MITIGATION 

AGENCY 

Maryland Historical Trust 
State Highway Administration 
Federal Highway Administration 
Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission 
SHA - Environmental Program Division 
SHA - Property Deed 
SHA - wetlands mitigation 
MD Department of the Environment 
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VI. CORRESPONDENCE 

A. Community Association and Citizen Letters 



COMMENTS RESPONSES 

11809 Collins Drive 
Germantown, MD  20876 

October 15, 1992 

Governor William D. Schaeter 
State House 
Annapolis, HO  21401 

Dear Governor Schaefer: 

For two evenings I have listened to your representatives from 
the State Highway Administration (SHA) describe your project 
to widen Route 355 from Germantown to Galthersburg.  Their 
talks were very general and provided no details.  They used 
maps with roads located incorrectly and properties that were 
mislabeled.  They used graphics filled with misspelled words. 
One elementary school teacher was heard to remark that she 
would fail any fifth grader who did such sloppy homework. 
Having worked In engineering for more than thirty years and 
taught graduate school engineering courses for many of these 
years, I have found that professionals with this degree of 
carelessness in their presentations are consistently even 
less careful In their detailed engineering and cost 
calculations.  This has left me confused. 

1 am even more confused after listening to your series of 
presentations concerning the several fiscal crises In the 
state of Maryland.  If the fiscal crises is real, 1 do not 
understand how you can permit this massive expenditure.  It 
will mean disruption to a large number of citizens.  It will 
cause the loss of homes, Jobs, and park land, and it will 
provide r.o traffic relief.  Prior to one of the brle^incs I 
was -old by your staff that the "level of service" fcr the 
roadway after your proposed massive expenditure of tax 
dollars would be exactly the same — level-of-service F — as 
the no-build option.  Why waste tax dollars? 

Germantown deserves better from SHA.  I request that you 
direct the SHA staff to provide details, not fluff, to 
interested citizens of Germantown.  Specifically, T request 
that your staff provide to us: 

Mr. Edftr R. Neal 
11809 CoUiBt Drive 
Oenninlown MD 20(76 

Dear Mr. Ncal: 

Thank you for your recent MMT 
Oermantown and OaltheribvrfJ. I Ml May 
obtain the detailed infonnatioa fM writt " 
Admiidnmian (SHA) nafft* 
questions and to discuss any • 

With retard to justificatkM tat *• yMfM, *• 
growth center during (he ne*t tail*20 yMB. Tra0W 
beneceuary to provide addltoMi tmtmff •FMHy 
Oaithenburf.   For this n 
inllialives to upgrade Ihlnu 9tn *t MD Mi. 

wMatofarMDMS.I 
am yom M tftt yon kww MI feeai Ma is 

Wmtum. I few* i " 

fcidMlf yinnliU i tadwuii 

I hope dial by meeting with Jl 
tt> your quesdoni that yuu aM 
•pecMc conoenu that you Mm 

Thank you again for dnring JW 
meantline, please foel free & 
Planning and Prelindnaxy 

Sincerely, 

Governor 

cc:      Mr. NeU J. 

bcc:     Mr. Hal Kauoff 
Secretary O. Jamaa UffeMar 
Mr. Oeorge Walton 

Prepered by George Waltoe, fKA, m-llHf 

^MSMMIf WlA MM yMVIM JWI WHfe ttf 4 
"       M4«ttfM«<llMMtlBlMtonUMffMtel 

w *tf mm My !• Utmm «MM IMM. 

MMMwMiaw, Uymttmrtmrit—*—b*» 
Hr. nm Uimtm, Umtm M tHA'i Oflto t 

Mr. rtmwm mm » mimn u (•10> m-tlll. 

'*«*a^ 



COMMENTS RESPONSES 

Ov 

LAW orrtcmm 

CONHOT, BAUMAN & DAMIRON        ^ROJhrCl 

DEVELOPMENT 
OfVlS.'0\ 

OCT 2   IOl«NN'9^^, 

S«pt«mb«r   2«,    1992 

Hr. Georg* Walton, Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 
P.O. Box 717 
Baltiaor*, Maryland  21203-0717 

Rmt     Graatar Gaithamburg Chanber of conmarca 
Tranaportation Comwittaa 

Dear Hr. Walton: 

I an tha Chalraan of the Greater Gaitheraburg Chanber of 
Com»erco'a Transportation Comaittee. Aa you nuat be aware, the 
Greater Gaitheraburg Chamber of Conmarca haa a tremendous Interest 
in the expansion of Route 355 from Route 124 to Route 27. I would 
greatly appreciate your placing me on the project mailing list ao 
that we may receive any future notices or other information In 
regards to this project. 

Very truly yours 

Glenn C. Etelson 

GCE/gmg 
cci  Timothy Dugan, Esquire 

Hr. Gerry Groves 
Ms. Maggie I-artonda 
Mr. James Oauach 

tws^ Maryland Departmmt of TYBnsportatiori 
State Highway Administration 

O. Jamas Ltghmizar 
tecrstatf 

Ha( Kaasoff 

October 19, 1992 

Mr. Glenn C. Rtelson 
Law Offices 
Conroy, Ballman £ Daneron 
Six Montgonery Village Avenue 
Suite 402 
Geitheraburg MD  20979 

Dear f!r. Btelson: 

Thank you for your comments regarding our MD 355'project 
planning study.  Your input in the planning process is both 
appreciated and encouraged. 

As you requested, X have placed your name on our project 
mailing list.  Wa will keep you informed as the project 
progresses. 

If you have any further questions or comments, plsese feel 
free to contact the writer in Baltimore at 4410) 333-1139 or toll 
free, in Maryland only, at 1-800-548-5026. 

Very truly yours, 

Louis M. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Prellminery Engineerino 

by: X/l'J J~4 J£L- 
tlmotga ¥.   Walton 
Projbct Manager 
Project Planning Division 

LHa:Qtnf:ea 

Tttetypswrttar for Inpsltwl Hsanfie Of "». . _ _ 
M3-rsSS Btftlmor* Malro • US-04S1 O.C. Metro - 1-M0-492-9M2 Btatowtda Tall fn 

707 North Calvarl St.. Baltlmora, Marylond 21203-0717 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 

Certified Mail  P  377   260  373 

Wllliu ».   MoBt.no PROJECT 
5309 Wahawkaa Koad OEVELOPHITN' 

Batkaada, Maryland 20SK-3137 DIVISiON 
Octobar   12,   1992 

On IB   3 Ma ttl 'SI 
Stata Highway Adsiiniatration 
Office of Planning and 

Preliminary Bnginaaring 
Box 717 
Baltimore, MO  21203 

Subjecti Quaatlona and Coxmanta on Contract No. M 611 151-371, 
Location/Deaign Public Hearing, MO 35S, MD 27 to MO 124 
Held October 8, 1992 at Martin Luther King, Jr. School 

Dear Ladies and Gentlenen; 

Thank you for the opportunity to comnent on your aubject 
hearing.- Par your request, I am aubnltting theaa queationa 
and/or conmenta before Octobar 22, 1992. 
31 

I own the property on the northwest corner of the inter unc- 
tion of MD 355 and Pluxuner Drive at the entrance to Fox chapel, 
the addreaa there la 19216 Plumoer Drive.  I have the following 
comnents t 

1. Hoisa Xapaote 

After studying the Melee lenenta section of your KnTlronmen- 
*el *aeeaa»ent/«eailoB 4<f> Kv.luatlaa beginning on page 1V-2 3 
and Hated on Table IV-12, I conclude that you have conaidared 
the noise levels affecting the ten propertiea to the north of 
mine and have choaen to mitigate them with a barrier BOO ft by 14 
ft.  Tour diecussion and tables ahow no consideration for the 
noiae levels on my property.  In fact, the proposed berriers stop 
at my property line. 

Since you will be removing the treea and arbor vitae that 
currently atand between my property and MD 355 and be moving the 
road cloaer to my houae (an in fact taking some of my property) 
as well aa widening my exposure to noise from the southeast via 
the wider roadway, I think it ia obvious that noise levels at my 
houae will far exceed thoae reaching the ten houses to the north 
of me when they are protected by your proposed sound barrier. 

I think it ia alao very obvioua that the increaaed noiae 
levels will aaveraly impact on my ability to sell or rent my 
property to prospective occupanta.  This will result in a 
substantial financial hardship to me for which I will have to be 
compenaated. 

Based on the laok of discussion of ray pioperLy with respeoL 
to noise levels, I believe you have not given this problem 
adequate coneidaration.  1 urge you to rln en end to consider 
either providing the additional aound barriers necessary to 
protect my property or give consideration to purchaalng the 
entire property and using it as a buffer zone as you are doing 
with the house directly across the street from mine. 

Maryland Department of Ttinsportation 
State Highway Administration 

O. James Ltgnmizar 

Hal KassoR 
MmrnarWdf 

November 10, 1992 

Mr. William B. Hontano 
5309 Wahawken ftoad 
Bethesda MD  20816-3137 

Dear Mr. Montano: 

Thank you for your comments rsgarding our MD 355 project planning 
study.  Your input tn ths planning process is both appreciated 
and encouragad. 

Km  part of our project planning study, a noise analysis waa 
complstad and prepared for the Environmental Assessment/Section 
4(f) Bvaluation.  Part of the analyaia is to locate areas where 
ths radsral Highway Administration Noiae Abatement Criteria of 67 
dBA is spproachsd or sxcaedsd in the design year of the project. 
The dealgn ysar for MD 355 is 2015.  Thsss sraaa ware identified 
in the environmental document.  Receptor N-17 repreaents the tan 
housss which were identified for possible mitigation along the MD 
355 roadway between Chapel Oate Road and Plummar Drive and your 
houas was included.  There were two houses further back on 
Millport Circle that were not included. 

The noise levels for both Build Alternetes exceed the Federal 
Highway Administration's 67 dBA criteria by 1 dBA.  A barrier 
would reduce the noiee levels by 10 dBA between Chapel Gate and 
Millport Circle at the tan housss and leave enough room for sight 
distance at the Intersections.  Barriers et this location will be 
evaluated further in the final daaign phaae of the project. 

Your commenta concerning access to Middlebrook Road will be 
investlgeted.  If it turns out to be feaaibla. it nay be Included 
ea part of the rscommendatlon for the project. 

Your commenta will ba conaidared es our dscislon oiaklng process 
continues and will be entered aa part of our official recorde. 

My lalaphoaa manbsr la  

Tstatypswrltar lor knpaln       -r 
3I3-TS5S Balllmora Metro • H5-04S1 DC Metro - l»00-49I-5O»I tlsteartds Toll Frae 

707 North Calvart St., Baltimore. Merytanrt 21203-0717 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 

Scat* Highway AdminiBtration 
Office of Planning and Praliminary Engineering 
Octobar 12, 1992, page two 

1 rayiaat your aarllaat poaalbla raapooaa to 
tha ikoiaa level problaa. 

2.0  "34 inch Oak Tra* Batwaaa Chapel Oata Road and Kcanery Dr. 

I love trees I  1 have always been opposed to residential 
developers who remove trees from areas they are developing to 
ease in their construction efforts.  UOMSSUUC/ 1 must say that 
during the nore than ten years that I lived at my Plumner Drive 
property and frequently drove north on MD 355, I never gave 
significant notice to the subject 54" oak tree,  while I admire 
your afforts in trying to preeerve some of the significant areas 
near MD 355 and your efforts to mitigate impacts on the wetlands 
around Seneca Creek to the south of my property, I consider 
efforts to aave this particular tree by altering the path of the 
proposed highway and the subsequent displacement of (destruction 
of) several rasldences to save one old oak tree of little signif- 
icance to be an outrageous waste of the public funds 1  Tou have 
my verbal, noral and voting support In removing the tree. 

3.0  Access to Middle brook Road froai Pox Chapel (Horth) . 

X agree with the (not so eloquently etated) senior citizen's 
conmsnts at the October 0th meeting vis a' via the access to 
Hiddlebrook Road from Pox Chapel.  Tou have already muddled up a 
significant avenue of egress from Fox Chapel by altering the path 
of Gunner's Branch Road.  I recommend returning Gunners Branch 
access to Hiddlebrook road via the exiating traffic light inter- 
section at Observation Drive.  (About where it used to beI> 
This should significantly alleviate the hardship many commuting 
residents of Fox Chapel will have in trying to get to Hiddlebrook 
Road and 1-270 by first having to fight their way onto a newly 
widened, alx lane, MD 355, surrounded by shopping centers and 
other retail activities. 

Thanks again for the opportunity to comment on these matters. 

Sincerely, 

. Y/AA 
William B. Montano 

Mr. Willian B. 
Paga Two 

Hontuio 

If you hiva any further quest ions or comments, pl««se fed fzee 
to contact the writer in Baltimore at (410) 333-1139 or toll 
free, in Haryland only, at 1-800-548-5026. 

V«ry truly yours, 

• >i Louis H. Bge, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

by: 

Manager 
Planning Division 

LBB:0WH:as 

cc: Ms. Barbara Allera-Bohlen 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 

STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUE8T»ON8 AND/OH COMMENTS 

COBUCT *>. • tu-ui-m 
uanoi/ssta naic uuat 

myss 
m « to •> iM 

noniH, onan «, mil 7:» r.t. 
taxnM umn torn, n. nDun xwx 

na m. isnn 

NAME   "^ha-nug^ -^•T>gT7rpsrv^ lo/'n( ̂ K- 

PmNT6    ADORES* l/^g ft     5?- tOflrSTCt.>K<?     PCLviTg- 

CITV/TOWwfipft^egJBOp^,        »T*TB    1^? ZIP   CODE- 

l/w* wlah to oomm*ni or Inqulro oboul iho following oopoota of Ihlo projool: 

r^L   I.T—A^ £. ^i l-r     f\Trft-\Jf      •   -•    ^'^r*..^^- 

 l^«»  ^-•---—i^ii-   <^->>     <\   VV s •f-^ Jd j—> /.^^ 

yy.^r^   UU    gJU»^Jw^»( t^.   v^v./l^o   X.r-^> A^J^l 

^-.    ^H-   ^^Jf"    p^^^-V..^  a^^.AA.Y.JLl   ,~J^:      -^pr-. .^T^Bi*..  ,*, Ttamm   ^MT-WTI       .W      lull M^^—"K, ^ "*TT J' "" ' ' '*'> - TT "T-C9   ^^"""t  

•Mx^. ^ &^Y^ ^.v^ i.UJl s^L^IL /v-T'-^ 't^- '*<t*' ^W 

Ipp Pl>»f  aid my/our nsm«(i) to th* Mafllng Uti.* \   l> 

C3 Fl»«>« Off my/our wmtU) from  lh> Mailing tuT.ffi^- ~ /> r-t^'J ^ jfc.-M"" 
•Paraona who hav« r*o«lv«d • copy of thla  brochure through th* m*\Lmr*\2 
on tha pro|aot MaMIno List. 

Maryland Department of TYansportatlon 
State Highway Administration 

O. JafnaaLtghthizar 
SccMary 

Hal Kassoff 
Admin'SlrMO'' 

Novombar 4. 1992 

Mr. Staphan O. Petaraan 
16628 3. W*«tland Driva 
Gaicharstourg HD  20877 

Daar Mr. Pat»raan: 

Thank you Cor your conmants roaardinff our HD 355 projact planning 
atudy. Your Input in the planning procaea is both appraclatad and 
encouraged. 

Your aupport for Alternative 3 (6-lane divided roadway) will be 
considered as our decision making process continues and will be 
entered as part of the official records. Ae you regueated. your 
naaa will be added to the project mailing list and we will keep you 
informed as the project progresses. 

If you have any further questions or coaaente, pleaaa feel free to 
contact the writer in Baltimore at (410) 333-1139 or toll free, in 
Maryland only, at 1-800-548-5026. 

Very truly youra, 

Louis H. Cge, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning end 
and Preliminary Engineering 

by: .ttLtAx. 
T+rtTdA W.   Walton 
Project Menager 
Project Planning Division 

LHE:GWW:a* 

f tetaphona numbar la . 

3»-75SS Balttmora Metro - SM-0451 O. 
707 North Catverl Si., Baltimore. Maryland 21303-0717 

hnaalrad Hearing or tpiach 
DC. Metro • t-aoo-4t2-50«2 Statewide Toll Free 
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STATE HIOHWAV  ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OB COMMENTS 
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NAME    FotoC-kfJ  CoMW • /llTtl. ^ Ctlutk Sm.U,    n^Tm lof/ g/? 2. 
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l/W* wUh lo oomm«nl or Inqulr* about Iho lollowlng oapooto of thlo prolool: 
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/f^athtAl^afU^.,^. ofi &aA -fruL*. ^..a* 
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Jrftl 
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 -i^M>* X??...-'!. sr>u>s>£ rf ^nt^/vbb*^ .   *SU. t%L ^vaJLea. STMBJ- 
C3 Plaaav add my/euf namatal to Ata Ualllna LUt.* " 

^D Plaaaa dalata my/our namala) from Iho Mailing Llat. 

•Paraona who hava raoalvad a aopy of thla  Oroohura through tha mall ara atraady 
on ma prolaat Mailing Llat. 

RESPONSES 

imm MarylsndDepartment of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

O. Jamaa Llghthtzar 

Hal Kaaaotf 

Octobor 30. 1992 

Hr. Chuck salch 
Proaidont 
Pox chapol Community Aoaoclation 
19101 Plumsiar Drlva 
GarfnanCown MO  20976 

Daar Mr. Snlth: 

Thank you lor   your coiMionta and tar   raquaacino Information 
ragardtno tha MD 355 projaet and how tha propoaad widanlno will 
affoct tha community.  Your Input In tha planning proeeaa la both 
appraeiatad and ancouragad. 

You axpraaaad concarn with tha widening affacting tha brick walla 
at tha antranca of Plummar Drlva.  Tha wldanlng will affact that 
portion of tha proparty.  Plaaaa ba aaaurad that avary effort 
will bo made to either replace the walla or to make a payment for 
the taking.  »n ectual take of tha property will not be 
determined until the final deaign phase is underway.  At that 
time, a Rlght-of-Way Agent from our Dlatriet (3 office of Real 
Batata will notify the affoctad proparty ownera.  Tha design 
phaae of thia project la aeheduled to-begin in the Spring of 
1993.  To aaalat you in understanding the land acquiaition 
procaes. I am sending you a booklet entitled, "Your Land And Your 
Highwaya Your Righta And Banafits". 

In rafaranoa to your question on M-fl3 vs. MD 355 wldanlng. I hava 
anclosad for your information, a Comparative Study Report 
(Pabruary, 1991) prepared by our office.  Thla report explaina 
the issue of whether both roadwaya ara needed.  Baaed on current 
projected rates of development in the Garmantown and Clarkaburg 
areas, both M-S3 and a alx-lane MD 35S will be needed by 2010. 

Traffic aignala hava baan looked into at various intsrsectlons 
during our project planning study. Further invaatlgatlona and 
traffic signal analyaaa will ba dona during the final design 
phaae. 

Your commente will ba conaldarad aa our decision making procsea 
continues and will be entered aa part of our official records. 
We will keep you informed aa tha project prograaaes. 

•IHaiora Metro"; ••S-04St O.ZTHIUQ • r2oO-4*2-M«2 (latewtda Toll Free 
707 North Calvert St., BaJUmoro, Maryland 2tl0>-0717 
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Kr. Chuck Smith 
PmQm   Two 

If you hava any further quastiona or suggaationa plaaaa faal fr 
to contact tha wrltar in Baltimora at (410) 333-1139 or toll 
fraa. in Maryland only, at 1-800-548-5026. 

Very truly youra, 

Louie H. Boa, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

Caorga ff. Walton     - 
Project Manager 
Project Planning Dlviaion 

LHE:GtfV:as 
Bncloeurea (2) 

Mr. Richard Ravenecroft (w/lncoming) 
Mrs. Wendy Wolcott 

^ 



COMMENTS 

Ul 

STATE HIOHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUEaTIONB AND/OW COMMBNTS 

onucT m. i «ii-iu-m 
leaomnasm rauc mine »)» 

nooou, ocrao i, \miy»r.i. 
•ufii unn (cnc, JI. nvun aont 

ma ». unn 

NAME Fred  c.   snlth mrm   10/19/1992 

PLEASE 
PBIMT AftpnFfta      19114  N.   FredTlcic  Road 

CITV/TOWM       Oalth.r.burg   mritTK   Maryl.nd „. C00E_ 

l/W* wUh to comment or Inqulro about tho tollowlno aspoota of thla projaot: 

. Aa mutgrt In mv   oonvnr.-H^n win. M> w»l»^^ „„ Ifl/IB/m, 

 T »- >-~-^~ J .-j.-^l-j 1.1— Bl.ht nf   Way In rrnnl- nf my hnmc 

 at the addreaa noted mbov. on Mort-.h Fr.rt.rl rfc Bn».1.  t^r-onH nfr 

 to the drawing exhibited at the hearing on 10/8/1992. the two 

 housea on both aldea of we are Hated to be relocated.  1 

can.'.t understand why lay hoiiae ie ell'mlnated from the relocat^op. 

olnce all three houa.e t-nmnll.^ wt i-v. i-i,- ^.^,.1,-^ ..t >..„•.  

according to Montgomery County Building code at the time of 

conatructlon. 

 During the 32 veara I have llyid here, t-h. hlnhway hn. 

been black-topped three or four tlmoa. which haa reaultad  

In all the water fron the preaent 353 being turned down my 

driveway, caualng Me oulte a lot nr   w.l-.r rf...^^  

1  have aeen quite a number of deatha In front of nv  

b<?u.f ^yrtn^ yintt ft niit, jtift mt wttK i drivtr falltd 
to  »aK»  the  curve and  aplK,   ^ho  large «l«ctrlc  pole  In  Half 

and  waa  hoepltallaed.      I  an eager   to  aee  the   final   alx   lanea 

in   CTOflreaa. Believe   •«•    thl.    1»   at   leaat   20   year,   ton   late. 

r~"l piaaaa add my/our namaft} to the Malltno tltl.* 

I    t Piaaaa delate my/our namala) from the Mailing Llat. 

•Persona who have received a oopy of thla  broohure through  the mall ara already 
on the prolacl Mailing Llat. 

RESPONSES 

MmylandDepartmentofnansportation 
State Highway Administration 

O. James Lighthizar 

Hal Kassolt 
AdtrimMrMDr 

November S. 1992 

Hr. Fred C. Seith 
19114 N. Frederick Rood 
Oaltharaburo MD  30879 

Dear Mr. Smith: 

Thank you for your letter concerning our HO 355 project planning 
study.  Your coauaenta are appreciated and will be coneidered 
during the remainder of the study. 

In the next phase of the study, a detailed analysis will be 
completed that will outline epecifically what propertlea are 
iapacted and what la the extent of the impect.  At the time of 
the public heerlng. eetimatea were made baaed on the information 
available.  At that time, we preaented your two neighboring 
houses es full takes.  As we move into more detsil. these may not 
be full takaa,- llkewiae, your property mey become a full take 
This Information will be developed end Included in the final 
environnentel doucument which Is scheduled to be completed by the 
Spring of 1993.  He will keep you informed of the decisions. 

If you have any further questions or comments, feel free to 
eonteet me in Baltimore et (410) 333-1139 or toll free, in 
Maryland only, at 1-800-548-S026. 

Very truly youra, 

Louie R. 8ge, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

by 1 
^Oeora* Wl Malt 

/£/-* ' L^i 
ton 

Projact Manaoar 
Project Planning Oiviaion 

LHIiOHWiaa 

1 tatephon* numbar la . 

*•• .... -_. JlatypawilW for Inipakad ttoartng or Spaaoh 
3M-TS33 Baltlmora Matra • 968-0481 DC   Malro - l-«00-4«2-5O«l ttatawWa Toll Fraa 

707 North Calvarl SI., Balllmora, Maryland 21209-0717 

^ 
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« " - v 

MONTGOMERY VILLAGE FOUNDATION, INC. 
1013a Amr. R't>oc OOAD 

P.O. 10X3130 
MONTCOMEtr VltlACC. MA^nANO 30Wft.3l30 

I30t)«4»4ll0     FAX(30l|M0-ra7l 

October B, 1992 

Mr. Nail J. P«<l«rs«n, DLrmctor 
Offica of Planning and Pcallalnary Engineering 
State Highway Administration 
Box 717 
Baltimore, XD   21203 

Dear Mr. Paderseni 

The Montgomery Village Foundation, the homeowners' 
aasociatlon representing the more than 32,000 residents of 
Montgomery Village, once again welcomes the opportunity to 
comment on the Maryland Route 3SS project.  Thia is a project 
which the Foundation has encouraged and supported for many years. 

Following the first Public Hearing in the spring of 1991, 
the Foundation studied the considered altarnativas and developed 
a position in support of tha six-lane, 40 mph alternative.  Ne 
continue to support this alternative since we feel it is the 
choice which will meet the traffic needs of the Gaitharsburg/ 
Montgomery Village/Germantown corridor as defined by area Master 
Plans and tha original "Hedges and Corridors' planning study of 
the early 1960'a. 

Tha Foundation is aware that all design alternatives impact 
wetlands and parklands along the alignment.  He ask that careful 
consideration be given to tha environmental Impact of the project 
and that state-of-tha art mitigation measures be applied. 

Ha anxiously await this needed highway Improvement.  Hot 
only will safety be improved along this highly traveled route, we 
feel certain that an improved six-lane Route 3S5 will relieve 
traffic congestion and delay or negate the need for M-83. 

Sincerely, 

Halter A.   Braun 
President 

rn 
-c-   '2 m 3) 

2J YEAKS OF SERVICE TO THE COMMUNITY 

MaryfandDepartmentofnamportation 
State Highway Administration 

O. Jamas Lighthizsr 
5«crawy 

HalKassoff 

November   2.   1992 

Mr. Wsltef A. Braun 
fVaskJai it 
Montgomery Vllage Foundation, Inc. 
10120 Apple Wdge Road 
P.O. Box 2130 
Montgomery Vllage MD 20686-2130 

Dear Mr. Braun: 

Thank you tar your recant letter commenting on our MD 355 project planning study. 
Your Input In the planning procasa la both appreciated and encouraged. 

Your support tor AJtemaUve 3 wW be considered during our decision-making process 
We will keep you Intormed as the project progreeses. 

If you have any further questions or comments, pleaae feel free to contact me or the 
project manager, Mr. George Walton. George can be reached in Baltimore at (410) 
333-1130 or toll free In Maryland at 1-800-548-8028. 

Very truly yours. 

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

cc: Mr. Louts H. Ege. Jr. 
Mr. George Walton 

My (410)333-1110 
T«Myp»ntMr tot knpsliad MMrtng or lunch 

3S*-rg» IMImafw MMra - 605-0481 B.C. Mstro - 1-M0-«J-»OM SutmoM* Toll Frsa 
707 North Calvan at., Baltlmoro, Maryland 11201-0717 
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WRITTEN COMMENTS 

Dear Sir. 

1 have some comments to make regarding Ihe MD SHA Project to widen MD Route 353: 

• 1 support Alternative 3 (6-lane highway). 
• I have no opinion on the bridge option over Great Seneca Creek, but I do have a suggestion 
a* to the bridge's deck layout Specifically, I suggest that at least on one side (if not both), the 
normal concrete hairier erected as a fuardrail he moved 5 to 8 feet from the edge. This would 
separate bicycle and pedestrian path(s) from the main traffic flow. The attached diagram depicts 
how this was done on both sides of the Wyoming Avenue Bridge over Tacony Creek 
(Philadelphia, PA). That bridge has a 4.5' handrail mounted along the edge for safety, but it is 
not high enough for bicycle riders. I suggest using the same style of fencing used throughout 
Maryland, i.e. fencing that is curved at the top (make sure it is 8' tall below the curve - 
bicyclists could stand while on their bikes). 
• *n>e design speed of both proposed Alternatives (except the no-build) is 40 M.P.H. That 
speed is unrealistic. Besides reducing the roadway speed from the current 45 MPH (no-bulld), 
most drivers move at safe speeds regarless of posted limits. The prevailing speed on 355 is 
now 40, but with tte planned improvements, the safe speed on 355 will increase to 50 or 55 
MPH. 1 strongly suggest that, since drivers will be moving at these speeds regardless of the 
(newly reduced) posted limit of 40. this project should be designed fur real-world speeds. 
• If roadway width is a problem in constrained areas, consider eliminating a sidewalk path 
along one side of the highway in those areas. Currently there are no sidewalks, md having one 
instead of none Is a lot belter than can suffice. 
• If a design alternative is used to save the 54" tree, consider placing the tree in the new median 
of the highway. This would minimize impacts to neighboring houses as well as providing a 
nice drive under the tree (which would overspread the new road). This option would allow one 
roadway of the two to use the existing right-of-way, thus minimizing impact on the tree roots. 
• No break in the median Is provided for truffle moving straight-ahead from existing MD 118 to 
Neclsville Church, nor for left turns. The Church needs to keep the traffic signal al that 
intersection. Manycol leagues of mine who work at TTC must drive to MD 27 when going 
home from work. They would be inconvenienced by not being able to go out from the TTC lot 
on existing 118 and making a left turn it 355, Since no entraences or exits to new 188 have 
been provided, these people would have to go through 2 additional signal-controlled 
intersections (the long way around). That would make traffic congestion worse on new 118 
especially at 5 PM, right when rush hour traffic in Oermantown peaks. Beside* TTC, this also 
oftccts residents of existing 118, Pox Run Apaitracnts. and exit access from the Oermantown 
Medical building at Observation Drive and 118. 
• I have heard that many bicyclists prefer riding in regular traffic lanes rather than using 
Erovided bike paths. The main reason for this preference is simple: the bike paths are too 

umpyl If they were graded the same way as the main road, and advertised as being just as 
smooth, bikers will be glad to get out of traffic lanes where they risk life and limb. On this 
project, with 355 being the major North-South artery in this region, we have the best chance to 
get bikers off the road where they are in danger. I'm also suggesting a change in bridge layout 
to allow bikes to get across Great Seneca Creek without having to ride next to high-speed 
traffic. 

Sincerely. 

h^. T* (Jj^ 
pe.i H. Olson 

. Box 1238 
Oermamown, MD 20874 

Marylsnd Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

O. James L>gMhit»r 
SMfMry 

Hal Kassoff 
AiMiii.mii* 

Octobar 30. 1992 

Hr. Jamaa H. olaan 
P.O. Box 1238 
Garmantown MD  30874 

Dear Mr. Olaen: 

Thank you tor your lattar concarnino our MD 355 project planning 
•tudy.  Your conuaenta are appreciated and will ba conaidarad 
during the remainder of the atudy. 

I have forwarded a copy of your bridge layout to our Bridge 
Dealgn Dlvieion. They will review it and conaider it aa an 
alternative. 

The design spaed for the project la 40 MPH.  The anticipated 
posted speed for the roadway la 35 MPH.  This la a "real-world" 
apeed for a facility of thia type.  With the character that not 
only exists but is planned for the corridor, the dealgn is 
complinentary to thoaa features. 

The idea of providing a sidewalk on only one aide of MD 355 in 
order to reduce property impacts will be considered as part of 
the final racomnendation. 

The widening of the nadian to aave the 54" White oak tree was 
considered.  It is not preferred for ttoo reaaons.  First, the 
tree needs approxlnately a 100' radiua of clear apace around it 
to survive.  Surrounding the tree with roadway does not provide 
adequate areae for the root systen to function properly.  Second, 
for obvious safety reaaons, it is not desirable to have auch a 
large fixed object in the median of a roadway. 

The traffic aignal at the axiatlng Intersection of MD 355 and MD 
118 will be noved aa part of the MD 118 Relocation construction. 
The entrance to the church at this location ia alao planned to ba 
removed as part of developer construction scheduled for next 
year.  Agreements have been reeched between the church, the 
developers, the county and the state to provide a new church 
entrance off Heelavllle Church Road in the rear of the church 
site.  Further, with conatructlon of Shakespeare Boulevard, 
Observation Drive and other roadways, existing MD 118 will only 
serve aa a collector road and not a through road.  It will be 
cul-de-aaced just wast of where future Observation Drive connect! 
to it. 

The comments concerning cyclists and blkapaths will be further 
investigated as the atudy continuea. 

My Maphone number le . 
Teletypewritar for ImpelieU lleertng or Speech 

383-7SSS B.lllmor. Metro - 668-04(1 DC. Metro • 1 •00-«M-30«! stetewMo Toll Free 
707 Nortti Celvert St., Belthnore. Meryteml 21201-0717 
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Proposed MD Route 355 Bridge Over Greate Seneca Creek 

ProtaeladBlcyol*/ 
PwlMlitanPMh 

^ 

JL 4 Bfldp. 
DMk 

Conerat* 
OlvM«r 

J«ma«H.OIaan 
1M23 Cryml Rock CMy. <t 1 
QamwitoiMl, MD t0i74 
O01)M0-»1» 

Mr. Jan*> H. olsan 
Pao« Two 

Once again, thank you for your comnanta.  If you haTa any further 
quaationa, faal free to contact aa In Baltlaore at (410) or 333- 
1139 or toll free. In Maryland only. l-«00-548-5026. 

Vary truly youra, 

Loula H. Baa. Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary engineering 

LHE/GWU/ae 

CJoibl  W. Ha- 
'frojetit Hana 

Walton 
nager 

Project Planning Diviaion 

O*^ 
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SIERRA 
103 Not* Adams SXtmmt 

RockrilM. MO 20850 

CLUB 
Uontgomtry County Group 

Phone (301) 2M44M 
Pl«ase r«ply to: 

Jamas W. clarka 
1916 Dundaa Road 
Rockvllla, HD 20850 

October 19, 1992 

Mr. Gaorqa Walton, Project Manager 
Project Planning olvlalon 
P.O. Box 717 
Baltlaora, M0 21201-0717 

Ret: Contract Mo M 611-151-371,  PDM3 153397 

Dear Mr. Walton: 

Pleaaa enter this letter as part of the record ot the 
Locatlon/oealqn Hearing held on October B, 1992, for increasing the 
oapaoity of MD 35S between MD 27 (Ridge Road) and MO 124 
(Montgoeary Village Avenue). 

Me are very auch concerned that no eaas transit options ware 
included In any of the docuaents we saw relating to this project. 
Mere any type of dedioeted bus lanes coneldered? If not why not? 
He see that canter torn lanes ware considered. Mere bus pull offe 
also considered in the project design? If not why not? 

How are pedestrians going to cross any of the design options 
proposed? Me feel very strongly that when you design Inproveaent 
to aajor highways like MO 355 transit options Bust be considered 
and that you Bust give consideration as to how pedestrians will 
cross any of these optione, especially divided highways. 

Under the recently passsd federal transportation act (I3TBA) noney 
is available for ease transit options. If Hontgoaery county is ever 
going to Met the goals of the federal Clean Air Act the 
feasablllty of Bass transit Bust be a aajor consideration in all 
projects of this type. 

Our specific coaaent on the project follow. Since park land that 
waa acquired by Prograa Open space and the Land and Mater 
Conservation Fund will be teken for this project, federal and atate 
laws and regulations require that any land taken auat be replaced 
with coaparable land, on a one for one bases, we would like to know 
the specific parcels of land that will be purchased for 
replaceaent. 

Me feel very strongly that there Bust be a one for one replaceaent 

To explor; en/oy, and prottct th* nation's acanle tasourcaa.. 

Maryland Department of Ttonsportatlon 
State Highway Administration 

O. James Ughthiiar 
5*cr«Ufy 

HalKauofl 
AdfmnttlrMOt 

October 30. 1992 

Mr. Jaaea W. Clarke 
Sierra Club 
1916 Dundaa Road 
Rockvllla MD  20850 

Dear Mr. Clarka: 

Thank you for your recent letter concerning our MD 355 project 
planning study.  Your conaents are appreciated and will ba 
considered during the remainder of the study.  As you rsquested. 
your letter will be included as part of the official record froa 
the October », 1992 Locetlon/Deaign Public Hearing. 

Though mass tranalt options were not specifically addressed es 
part of this project planning study, they were included in en 
earlier study tor the erea.  The 1990 Maryland Statewide Coaauter 
Assistance Study Investigated transit alternatives for the 1-270 
corridor between Frederick and Kashington. D.C.  Included in the 
study corridor was MD 355.  I have enclosed the chapter of the 
Commuter Assistance study for the 1-270 corridor.  It discusses 
the elternatlvea taated end the subsequent recommendations. 

The center turn lanes that were considered as part of Alternetive 
2 ere intended to handle left turn aoveaents.  By having this 
turn lane, we ere able to provide continuous access to 
properties.  Bus pull outs were not coneldered in this study.  We 
have found that bus drivers do not like thea.  They tend not to 
pull in since they have a difficult tisra in pulling out and 
aerging into traffic. 

Protected pedestrian aovaisents will be provided at all signalized 
intersections.  At this point of the study process, we have not 
deterained specifically which intersections will be signalixed. 
This is part of the final daalgn process. 

The replaceaent of wetlanda la baaed on their type.  In the case 
of MD 355, the wetlanda that would be Impacted are foreatad. 
Thia type of wetland requires a two for one replaceaent ratio. 
In ragerda to the location of replaceaent altee, every effort la 
nede to locete within the same watershed as the original wetland. 
At thia time, we are in the process of locetlng the sitss for 
replacement wetlands.  final determinations will be aede prior to 
eubalttal for any permits froa the environaentel reguletlon 
agenciea. 

My latsphan* nwmMf Is  . — ... 

Trtrtypsmttf lor kmalred Haarino or •paacn 
1S1-755S Balllmora Malro - »l 0411 O.C. Malro • l-COO-Stl-SOU Blalawld* Toll Free 

707 Norih Calvart St., Balllmora. Maryland 21209-0717 

^ 
^ 
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of all B«rk land takan. It la not auffielant to atata that ona for 
Sn. raplacaiant will b. conald.r«J aa ia -tatad in Baction t 
"Maaauraa to Mltigata Han* on paga v-9. 

Evan though Sanaca Craak la a olaa. ona atraaa thara ara Indication 
that tha watar quality haa laprovad and va vould Ilka to aaa 
•onitorlnq raquirad bitora, durin, and aftar conatruction to 
2«;S; tha i«^ct. on watar quality and in inaur. that £»>».« 
•anagamant practicaa (BHPa) uaad ara tha onaa that ara baet for 
Sla altuatfon. H. want to mak. aura that aftar tha co»platlon of 
thia projact thara la no daollna in watar quality In tha craak. 

No aaraa that aa auch aa poaaibla the projact ahould ba oonatruotad 
on «,• a«t aida of tha axlatinq brldga ovar San-oa Craak aa tha 
watlanda on tha aaat aida ara of low quality. 

For tha watlanda to ba takan, our concarn ia with tha algration 
iSpoMl. Va hav. not y.t had an opportunity to vi.it tha propoaad 
Sltlqatlon aitaa but ara troublad by ba tha indicattona that 
watlanda will ba "craatad" aa part of tha migration procaaa. Tha 
Maln»a of wStland. eraation 1. far ahaad of tha »1«'«" »! 
watlanda oraatlon and wa would faal auch aora coafortabla if tha 
Migration aitaa propoaad wara dagradad watlanda In tha sanaca Craak 
watarahad that could ba raatorad. 

Nhara will tha raforaatatlon affort. that ara TOW ««y'i"^ ""J" 
atata law taka placa? Ha would Ilka to »•• •lt» "•""U.tii. thSa tha raforaatatlon to taka plaoa aa conatruction procaada thua 
giving any raforaatatlon affort an aarly atart. 

Bndoaad ia a copy of our lattar to tha Corpa of Englnaara on tha 
watlanda iaauo. 

Thank you for tha opportunity to proaant our viawa on thia projact. 

slncaroly. 

^ ̂ ^ 
Jaaaa N. Clarka 
Conaarvation Chair 
Montqoaary County Croup 
Siarra Club 

cc: Sanator Lauranca Lavltan 
Dalagataa Gana Counlhan 

Richard LaVay 
Jaan Roaaaar 

amaa M.   Clarka Mr. J 
Paga Two 

Xa part of tha parititting procaaa. we ara raquirad to coordinata 
with the Maryland Department of Environment (DOB).  Aa part of 
thia procaaa, water quality and potential iapacta ara dlacuaaad. 
DOB will review our propoaala and determine if they are adequate. 
DOE will alao ba praaant on the conatruction aite to enforce tha 
permit agreementa. 

Aa with wetland replacement, woodland replacement la deairad in 
the vicinity of the impact.  Once again, we ara In the procaaa of 
locating aultabla aitaa for replacement. 

Zf you have any further queationa or commanta concerning the 
atudy. feel free to contact me in Baltimore at (410) 333-1139 or 
toll fraa, in Maryland only, at l-»00-5«8-5026. 

Vary truly youra, 

Louia H. Bge. Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

by: 
". Walton 

ProjWAt M«n«0*r 
Project Plsnnlna Division 

LHE/OWW/a« 
Attachmant 

Ha. Barbara Allara-Bohlan 
Ma. Linda Kalbaugh <w/ Incoming) 
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SIERRA 
103 North Adams Str«t 

Rockvillt. MD 20aS0 

CLUB 
Montgomery County Group 

Jan** W. Clark* 
1916 Dundaa Road 
Rockvllla, HD 20830 

oetobsr 19, 1992 

Mr. Paul w.ttlauffar 
Corps of En(|ina«ra 
CENAB-OB-RX 
P.O. Box 1715 
Baltinora, HD 21203-1713 

Daar Hr. Wettlauffar: 

This lattar la tha Slarra Club conants on tha Maryland stata 
Highway Adniniatratlon'a raquaat for a watlands pamlt undar 
Saction 404 of Uta Claan Hater Act and/or Saction 10 of tha Rivar 
and Harbora Act 1899 to Incraasa tha capacity of Maryland 33S 
batwaan MO 27 (Rldga Road) to MD 124 (Montqoaary village Avanua). 

Ha aqraa that tha project ahould b* oonatructad on tha aast alda of 
tha existing bridge over Sanaca Creek as the wetlands on tha east 
aide are of low quality. 

one of our wetlands concern is with the elgration proposal. Me 
have not yat had an oppartunity to visit the proposed sitlgation 
sites but are troubled by be the indications that wetlands will be 
"ereeted* aa part of tha algratlon process. The business of 
wetlends creation is far ahead of the science of wetlands creation 
and v* would feel such sore coafortable if the sigratlon sltae 
propoaed were degraded wetlands in tha Seneca Creek watarahad that 
could be restored. 

He are also concerned with a statsaant that appeers on page IV-21 
in the Envlroneental Aaaessaent/Sectlon 4(f) evaluation report that 
aays "Construction sathods could Include aeaeuras to control 
aadlsent and other run-off aa these swales oarry stornwstar to an 
eaergent wetland aystaa reported to contain unique plants species 
approxiaataly 700 feet to the weat of the project boundary." He 
feel that the conatruction aethoda auat include aeaeuras to protect 
thla eaergent wetlands systaa and look to the Corps to protect this 
wetland as part of ita reaponaibility under Section 404 of the 
Clean Hater Aot. 

Even though Seneca Creek ie a class one atraaa there are indlcetion 
that the water quality has iaproved and we would like to see 

To explore, anioy, and protect the nation's scenic resources.. 

See previous response 
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to 

•onitoring raqulrad tMfora, during and aftar con«truction to 
•••sura tha lapact on watar quality and In Inaura that tha baat 
•anaqaaant practlcas (BMPa) uaad ara tha ona* that ara baat (or 
thla altuation. Ha want to aaka sura that attar tha coaplatlon or 
tha projact thara la no dacllna In watar quality and wa ask that 
tha Corps do what It can to Inaura that thara Is no daqradatlon of 
watar quality In Sanaca Craak. 

I raquast that I ba kapt inforaad ot tha paralt procasa for thla 
w«tlands paralt at ay addraas on Oundaa Road as shown at tha top of 
thla lattar. 

Thank you for tha oppartunlty to prasant our vlawa on this projact. 

Slncaraly, 

'—' Jaaas H. clarka 
Conaarvatlon Chair 
Hontqoaary County Group 
Slarra Club 

Sanator•Lauranca Lavltan 
Dalaqataa Gana Counlhan 

Richard Lavay 
Jaan Roassar 
Hr. Gaorqa Walton, SHA 
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PRINT 
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ADDRESS 

STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OH COMMENTS 

coruo K. • ui-iu-m 
uxmmmaa muc mam 

HUM 
m xi to B 12< 

nouuT, ocrait«, mi I nx r.i. 
ttxnt unn mc, n. nncun sma. 

no •>. »«»' 

(Sale   QwiT.  f^^jiWrj   Z^Kj-SJW/hj CMvrtU     BATE    loltjtZ. 

CITY/TOWN Gryi«.«io/otOM STATE     HPi 

l/W* wl»h to oomm«nt or Ingulf About th» following «ip«ot» ol thl« prol»ot: 

ftg    lofj? mH-.-f.-i.     Q)*   ~P  co„,~.   tiw,^   iv/wrt g.   Ofalrii   It 

;*.f,~.~*    P*..<* is-S-.      f)ar eaJy rnnrem    it   inyitctt—am—t&s  

b-oa^,,^.    a^»i-   a^^^t   /v.i-./y     -tr-tfn^.      S-h^tH.J  kno/A    (f-a fiffc   alto   UXH 

//•t'  /.      m^p/.*-,     tt.<&.     «~   3~r*   "* MCe   mill   to   nuti.    Aa.^/./- . . 

£UM pi.-*   -£>.   .   I^U r>t    SLI-T-~-   BJuJfDSSX.   avxi kt 

fig utl^L JTWUJ*  II» iS£—/J <kjiis*t*<tf T^rw^ you- 
CU Plt««» add my/oof nam«U) to lh« Malflne Lltl.* 
I—I ru«t» d«i«t« my/our n«m»l«> from  th« Mailing LUI. 

•Ptrsoni who hovo rooolvod a copy of fhla brochura through tha mall ara alraady 
on tha projaet Mailing Llet. 

IterytondDepartmentof Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

O. James Lighthizer 
Stottvy 
Hal Kaasofl 
Adm>nHirstor 

October 27. 1992 

Mr. Gale Quiet 
Carogivar 
Dayaprlng Church 
11301 Naalavilla Church Road 
Oarnantown HO  20876 

Daor Mr. Quiat: 

Thank you for your commanta ragarding our MD 355 project plannlno 
study.  Your input In tha plannlno procaaa is both appraciated 
and ancouragad. 

You oxpraaaad concorna about tha traffic at tha Haalavilla Church 
Road/MD 355 Interaaction.  Tha davelopar'a propoaad 4/5 lana 
construction and our Alternate 3 proposal (6 lane divided) will 
provide for all turning movaaanta at that interaaction.  This 
includes a median breek for traffic crossing over MD 355 and turn 
lanes for northbound and southbound traffic at Neelsvllle Church 
Road. 

Your connants will be considered as our decision naklng process 
continues and will be entered as part of our official records. 
Me will keep you Informed as the project progresses. 

If you have any further questions or coauBents, please feel free 
to contact the writer in Baltimore at <410> 333-1139 or toll 
free, in Maryland only, at 1-800-548-5026. 

Very truly youra, 

Louis H..Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Office of Plenning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

George VU  Welton    * 
Project Manager 
Project Plenning Dlvialon 

LHBiGHH:as 

cc:  Mr. William Hellnann 

Taiatypawrttar tar tmpaired Haartng or apaaeh 
3a3-785S Baltimore Metro - MS-0491 DC  Matro - 1-800-4t2-9042 Statawtda Toll Fraa 

707 North Calvart St.. Baltlmoro, Marytand 2U03-«T17 

T 
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STATE HI3HWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

eoRuan. itu-tu-m 
ucuia/teia nuc BUOB 
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NAME 
JOHM V. JORDEN -DATE 10-5-92 

^fu
AT8E   innpEM   361$ Chanel Hd 

PRINT 

CITY/TOWN 
Anndile 

.STATE. 
Va. 

-ZIP CODE 
22003 

l/W« with lo eoi«ni«nt or Inqulr* tboul tht following upoett of IMoproJael: 

I own 2 plua acres fronting on 353 above Seneca Park and 

adjacent the wlddlebrook Inn, (see plat). I would appreciate 

Inforaatlon regarding the "take" by the Highway Ada, and the 

anticipated conpenaatlon. 

I an also concerned" aWut ftcceBe^tony •prqpgrt.vft-qa the •- 

new highway. 

Your prompt replay would be appreciated. 

Sincerely. 

V. Borden, owner 

• Plain tdd mr/our nintl*) to lh« Mining List.* 

• Ptiii* dtlet* my/our nimdi) Irom tht Milling Lilt. 

•Ptnom who hiv* ric*lv*d • copy of thli brochun through tht mill art ilnady 
on tht projtot Milling Lilt. 

MarylandDepartmentofTransportatton 
State Highway Administration 

0. James Ughtnrzw 
S*C(«tsry 

HalKassoff 
tonmtMtx 

Mr. John V. Borden 
3815 Chanel Road 
Anndale Va 22003 

Dear Mr. Borden: 

Think you for your recent letter requesting inlomation regarding 
the HD 355 project and how the proposed widening will affect rour 
property. I have encloaed copiei of the napping that was on 
display at the October 8th Public Hearing for Alternate 2 
(4 lane divided) and Alternate 3 (6 lane divided). Your property 
is highlighted in yellow. The area between the existing and 
proposed right-of-way lines is what is proposed as needed for 
widening HD 355. Access to your property will not be affected by 
these inprovenents. 

An actual take of your property will not be deternlned until the 
final design phase is underway. At that tine, a RIght-of-Way Agent 
fron our District 13 Office of Real Estate will notify you. The 
design phase of this project is scheduled to begin in the Spring of 
1993. To assist you in understanding the land acquisition process, 
I an sending you a booklet entitled, "Your Land And Your Highways 
Your Rights And Benefits". 

If you have any further questions or cownenti, please feel free to 
contact tht writer in Biltlaore at 1410) 333-1139 or toll free, In 
Maryland only, at 1-800-548-5026. 

Very truly yours, 

Louis B. Bge, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Prslininary Engineering 

George MT. Walton 
Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 

LHB:0WW:as 
Enclosures 

cc: Mr. Richard Ravenscroft (w/incoaing) 

My ttN|)lione numbtr la . 

TiMypewittar tor bnptirad HHrfnf or Spaedi 
113-7593 Btnimon Mitro - S«S-MS1 O.C. Metre - 1-*M-4M-SO«2 SUtewWt Toll I 

707 North Calwt St., BilHnore, Maiyline 112030717 

o 
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STATE HIGHWAY AOMINISTH 
QUESTIONa AND/OR COM S'IOH 

NAME     

PWNT8    "WMS. 

CITY/TOWM 

ujcktni/KBaimicmuK    Uci J   a 

nn3Dii< ocmo i, im < KM PI. 
mm isnn tiKt n- msun KM 

lOB «0. 15JM7 

To 3^x l(»^A  
_8TATE Ml> ^.JoVfrto* 

l/W« with lo cdramsnt or Inqiilr* about lh» lellowlng atpaot* o< thl* pro)«ot: 

^W.    /^ /Hy   Mm*J Jo   ell   J^'J^ef- rtaiftfy 

'pfojMj 
•^TV. HL 

Qp >[..•» fdd mv/our fH(n«(») lo lh» M»Hlno UM.« 

C3 Pltai* d»ltU my/our ntmilal ((om tht Mtiling LIU. 

•P«r*on> who h*v* rtc»l»«d i copy ol Ihli brochur* through th« man *r» alrtady 
on th» pro|*ot Mailing List. 

ItoyfandDepartmenttiTtoisportation 
State Highway Administration 

O. Jamas lighth>z«< 
s>ci<wni 
KalKasaolf 

Oetobar 19. 1992 

Mr. Roania M. Haxson, Jr. 
P.O. Box 1(22 
RoehTille MD    20849-K22 

Daar Hr. Haxson: 

Thank you for your recant raquaat to ba placed on all projoct 
•ailina litta for Montjomery and Fradarlelt Counties projects. 
Unfortunately, dua to our procedures and prinarily cost 
constraints, we do not place nanes on a eounty-wide project 
listing. In order to be placed on Bailing lists, it aust be done 
for each specific project for which you aay have an interest. 
Therefore, I have placed your naaa on our MD 35$ aalllng list. 

If you have any further questions or cotaents, please feel free 
to contact the writer in Baltinore at (410) 333-1139 or toll 
free, in Maryland only, at 1-800-54J-S026. 

Very truly yours, 

Louis H. Bge, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliainary Engineering 

by: 
George V. Walton 
Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 

tHB:OHW:as 

My Wt|i*om nurnao It. 

TaMypewrittr for hnpalnd Haaifrig o> tpmoti 
M»-7U6 •Htlmoft Main - US-04S1 DC Matie • 1-M0-m-5M2 StatMMl Ton riea 

m North Cahrart IV, Balthnon, Maryland J1MJ-»T17 
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Pnddot 
PETER SMTIH 
(301)9264242 

VkatnaUua 
B.J. MOBRSEN 
(301)130-5032 

Sccnacjr 
AMY PIKE 

(301)2J3:»2T« 

Iraswcr 
EILEEN LEFFLER 

(301)33<M193    . 

Arch. Control 
BOBRUDNJCK 
O0I)8«M328 

JOEMcCAUION 
O01)W«VM55 

ELUE DARBY 
(30l)9«-91« 

SENECA WHETSTONE 
HOMEOWNERS ASSOCI/£$f6fe 
Post Office Box 3715 • Oiithenbuig. MD. 20185/1 £' <;!; 

On 2  lOi^H'M 
Mr. Oeotge Haltoa 28 Saptanbar 1992 
Project M*n»g»r 
Project Pluming Division 
P.O.  Box 717 
Baltimore, Marjland 21203-0717 

Re: Hd. Rt. 3SS Studr 

On behalf of Seneca Hhetatone Homaownara Association, 
which is located off of the intersection of Rt. 355 and 
Game Preserve Road, Me, as a assooiation have encouraged 
and supported the widening of Hd. Rt. 355, due to the 
fact of traffic congestion and unsafe roads and 
intersections. 

Ovar tha past decade Ha have seen many accidents nhich 
have occurred resulting in both personal injury and loss 
of personal property. He hav» petitioned every other year 
the Md. State Highway Adminstration for a traffic signalr 
ing device; however, its has alway been denied. 

The key Issues whloh our homeowners assooiation will be 
concerned about are as follows: 
1. A traffic signaling device to provide a safe means 

of entry and egress through this intersection. 
2. A means of walking path (sidewalk) south of Oame 

Preserve Road to Hatklns Mill Road and north to 
Middlebrook Road. 

3. Adequate guard rails between Hd. Rt. 355 and 
sidewalk. 

4. The alignment of Hd. Rt. 355 to have fewer turns 
and more evenly distributed inclines. (Ei.- 
tha steep Incline and turns at Rt. 355 from Oame 
Preserve Road north to Plusmer Drive, and from 
Oame Preserve Road south to Travis Road. 

Seneca Whetstone Homeowners Association would like this 
Information entered as a written statement In lieu of an 
oral presentation, at this time, until we have had the 
opportunity to view the proposed findings from the Hd. 
Dept. of Transportation and the State Highway Admin, at 
ootober 8, 1992 meeting. 

Sincerely, 

Paul E. JCcobson, 
S.H.H.A. Past President 

m 
0. Janes LigHtiker 

MoyhndDepartmntofTransportatiw 
State Highway Administration 

HaiKanoft 

October 19, 1992 

Hr. Paul E. Jacobson 
S.H.H.A. Past President 
Seneca Whetstone 
Homeowners Association, Inc. 
Poqt Office Box 3715 
Gal'tltersburg HD 20885 

Dear Hr. Jacobson: 

Thank you for your coments ragarding our HD 355 project planning 
study. Vour input in the planning process is botb appreciated 
and encouraged. 

your eomants will be considered as our decision Mklng process 
continues and will be entered as part of our official records. 
He will keep you inforned as the project progresses. 

If vou have any further questions or coanents, please feel free 
to contact the writer in Baltimore at (410) 333-1139 or toll 
free, in Karyland only, at 1-800-548-5026. 

Very truly yours, 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
prellnlnary Engineering 

by: i4 (eorqe HC Halton' George 
Project Kanager 
project Planning Division 

LHE:GWW:d3 

My tmphorw ttmtm b . 
410-333-1139 

TWttypvwrttv (Of hrvMrired NMring or 9pMCh 
M3-7S9S Banimot* M*lra • I65-M51 DC. Mttro - l-tWMM-MM SMiwM* Tall Frw 

TOT North Ctlvwt St., BtNimon, Marrlmtf J1HJ-0717 

*» 
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KORNER ASSOCIATES 

JuloGKamr.RPA 
Praidatt 

September 12, 1992 

Mr. Nell Pederson, Director 
Office of Plenning and Prellmlnery Engineering 
Herylend Department of Traneportatlon  — 
State Highway Administration 
70T Korth Calvert Street, fioom #401 
Baltimore, Maryland  21203-0717 

RE: Change* to Route 335 from Route 124 to Middlebrook Road 

Dear Mr. Pedereon: 

As a homeowner In the Fox Chapel development, which 1« along the 
above-referenced section of highway, I would like to register my 
opposition to the proposed widening of this arterial. 1 am fully 
aware that the State has the Msement* and that this project may have 
been In some earlier master plan. However, just because this widening 
may have been- part of some plan does not mean that it Is a fait 
accompli. Thle section of road services several communities that have 
been established for twenty years or longer. In addition, there are 
homes that predate these developments that have their sole egress 
directly onto Route 355. Therefore, I strongly urge you and your 
staff to consider the interrelated economic and safety impaot* of the 
proposed road widening on this area. 

Economic Impacts. Widening Route 355 will devalue, adjacent 
residential property, in an already depresssd reel estate market, 
because *of the difficulty of egress from their conmunttles and 
increased noise levels. The widening will stimulate an increase in 
the number and size of vehicles, which in turn will increase the 
noise from this road. As the use of private vehicles increases, the 
use of public trsnsportation decreases, which increases the public 
subsidy that this service requires or causes the service to be 
eliminated entirely. Decreasing the availability of public 
transportation adversely affects the economic welfare of those who 
rely on public transportation. 

Safety li*iacts. At the current level of trefflc It is extremely 
difficult end dangerous for pedestrisns to cross any portion of route 
355 that does not have a traffic control devise in order to reach a 
bus stop. Widening the road will encourage drivers to travel at 
higher ratea of speed, which will make traversing this road even more 

19217 Plununcr Drive 4 Cemwntown, MD 20876 • 001)972-2247 

MarylandDepartimtofTramportation 
State Highway Administration 

O James Ughthizsr 
S«cltf*Y 

Mir. Jules Koraer 
Komer Anoriuei 
19217 Ftamaer Drive 
GermtnlownMD 20876 

Deal Mr. Xoner 

Tfctnk yon for your recent leaer cooceminj our MD 3S5 prajan planning itudy. Citizen 
putidpation in our pioceu is both encouraged and appreciated. Pleue be urored tb* your 
coromoUi will be conildered dnring the remainder of our iiudy. 

We have prepared an Eovinnmentil Aueumeat/Secdon 4(f) Evakodon document, which is 
on display at local libnriei. Thto document details the findings of (he «udy to date and 
elaborates on levenl of the topici that concern jo*. 

One of your concms is that the project wffl devalue property since the aixe» to 
communities will be more difflcult. Altfaoogh the pniject pwposes mediins along MD 355, 
that will be median breaks to allow Keen to all communities and almost all state, county 
and local roadways that intetsect MD 355. Further, we do not plan to deny any access to 
Ihe future roadway. All driveways and entnaces AouU remain as they exist today. 
However, with a median, some residences and butiness entimces will only be accessible via 
U-tums at the median breaks. 

The pwject noise levels under the build will equal or exceed the Federal Highway 
Administntion (FHWA) Noise Abatement Criteria (67dBA) or increase by 1 to 6.5 dBA 
over ambient noise levels at 16 of (he 21 aoise sensitive areas. Uote the Mo-Build 
AlternitE, noise level increases of up to 11 dBA are predicted at four, and up to 12 dBA at 
one, of the 21 noise sensitive areas. This is considered a significant increase aaxxding to 
FHWA criteria. 

(410) 333-1110 
tty Maplwiw iwnbw to . 

TsMypswIltr to Imptfrad HNrtng or SPMCit 
JM-78M BtHlmw. Mttro • M5-«45t DC. lirtre • 1.M0-49JSSM StMtwM* Toll Fr« 

707 North Colvort St., Balllmora, Muytsnd 11201-0717 

%=, 
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to 

P»derson, SHA 
S.pt.   12,  1992 

hazardous. *• mentioned before, widen1na..¥<1' also likely increase 
the nunber of vehlcU. on thi. road, which will further Increase the 
danger of croaaing. 

As a resident of Fox Chapel for the past ten years, I have observed 
that the level of traffic on this section of route 355 has 
substantially decreased since the recent opening of the Interchanse 
with interstate 2T0 on Hlddlebrook Road. Therefore, the traffic 
studies that were conducted prior to 1992 can no longer be valid, 
because they did not have any hard data as to the impact of this new 
Interchange. 

In addition, it would seem that with hundreds of millions of <io11are 
being cut fros. the State budget, particularly from eductf•«<">. the 
tens of millions of dollar, this widening will coet could be put to 
better use. Even If the sioney for thie road project is coming from 
future budgete, the Impact of the current budget reductions will have 
repercussions for those affected areas for years to come. 

In surwnary, It appears to me that this widening project Is one whose 
time has not come. 

Sincerely, 

rf^n^— 

Mr. Jules Koioer 
PijeTwo 

The noue impactt of thil project an bird on Ike rdattonsUp of the projeded noise levels to 
(he FHWA noix ibatenem criteria a» ipproacbed or exceeded or when the predicted noise 
levels ire lubsdntive or exceed (be exutini noise levdi. SHA uses » 10 dBA iacrease to 
define a mbsttnihre noise inocue. Noise abatement measures or mltitstion will be 
evtluited to a Ulttr portion of the studj. I have enclosed ttg psge from the environmental 
usesament for this *udy tint ilhitntei Ihe noise levels (Atudunent f 1). 

Too are correct la uqring Ibit the proposed Improvements will atuact traffic; however, 
traffic vohunes will increase regirdkss of coostructuo. I have provided you with (be pafes 
ftoen the eaviroamettal aisessment (hat show (he prajected traffic vohunes for MD 355 
(Attaclunent #2). I would also like to point ost thai there will sot be a significant increase in 
trucks on this facility. Cnnendy, trecks comprise about 4* of the traffic. This percentage 
is expected to remain constant onder the projected conditioos. 

Along with the proposed roadway widentng, we ire pnponag two ahenutive tmtmenu bo* 
tor pedestrians and bicyclists. The lint is a five-foot sidewalk tor pedestrians only. 
Bicycles would share the ootermost roadwsy lane with vehicles. The second thmutive is to 
provide an eight-foot Uktr/biker trafl. The goal is to have continooas sidewalks bom MD 
124 to MD 27. 

The addition of sidewalks obviously does not afiect the crossing jituMion you mentioned. It 
is prefcned that pedestrians cross under the protectkn of traffic sigsals; howeva, where 
signals are not provided, pedestrians will stOl want to make the aossiag oovement. The 
benefit of having a dual roadway with a median is that a pedestrian only has to conend with 
vehicles approsdring from one direction. The pedestrian can also use die median as a refuge 
or wdtug area before completing the crossing movement. 

I have also enclosed tor your information the latest traffic counts at Mlddtebiook Road 
(Attachments 13 and 14). Iteie numbeo were developed after the opening of the 
middlebrook Road interehange with 1-270. Itae is not a agniflrint difference in the 1988 
and the 1992 traffic vohunes along MD 355; however, the 1992 nuaben are 12-hour 
volumes. In order to make the mmfcen comparable, a 1.3S factor most be applied to 
increase the 12-hour count to a 24-hour volume. The number in red on the 1992 count 
shows the 24-hour number so you can compare these numbers to the 1988 numbers. 

o 
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KORNER ASSOCIATES 

JuletGKSmer.RPA 
Prtsiutif 

S*pt«mbar 25,   1992 

Mr. Qaorga Walton, Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 
Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 
P.O. Box 717 
Balttnwre, Maryland  21203-0717 

RE: Changes to Route 335 from Route 124 to Middlebrook Road 

Dear Mr. Waltoni 

Aa a homeowner In the Fox Chapel development, which is along the 
above referenced section of highway, I would like to register my 
opposition to the proposed widening of this arterial. I am fully 
aware that the State haa the eaaements and that this project may have 
been in some earlier master plan. However, Just because this widening 
may have been part of some plan does not mean that it is a fait 
accompli. This section of road is service to several communities that 
have been establishsd for twenty years or longer, in addition, there 
are homes that predate these developmente which have there sole 
egress dirsctly on to Route 355. Therefore, I strongly urge you and 
your staff to consider the Interrelated economic and safety invacts 
that the proposed road widening will have In this area. 

Economic Impacts. Widening Route 335 will devalue adjacent 
resldentisl property, in sn already depreesed rsalestate markst, due 
to the difficulty of egress from individual homes and businesses. The 
widening will slso stimulate an incrsase in the number and size of 
vehicles, which In turn will Increase the noise from this road. As 
the use of private vehicles IncreasSs the use of public 
transportstion decreases, which increases the public aubeldy that 
this service requires or the service 1e eliminated, which adverssly 
effects the economic welfsrs of those who rely on public 
transportation. 

Safety Impacts. At the currant level of traffic it is extremely 
difficult and dangeroue for pedestrians to cross any portion of route 
355 that does not have a traffic control devise in order to reach a 
bus Stop. Widening the road will encourage drivers to travel at 
higher rates of speed, which will make traversing this road even more 
hazardous. As msntioned before, widening will also likely Increase 
the number of vehicles on this road, which will further Increase the 
danger of crossing. 

19217PlummerDrive   • GcimutlowivMD 20876 •   (301)972-2247 

Mr. Jules Karoer 
Pigellme 

If yoo tore toy father qseidou of comnam, ptene feel free to cama mt or Ae project 
manager, Mr. George Wilton. George en be readied in Biltunoce tt (410) 333-1139 or toll 
free, in Mnyiind only, it l-tOO-348-3026. 

Very tnily jrorn, 

Ndl J. Pederwa, Director 
Office of Phnniiig and 
Preliminary Engineering 

Attadunenti 

cc: Mr. Looii H. Ege, Jr. 
Mr. George Waltoa 

© 
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Qaorg* Walton 
Sept. 25, 1992 
Page 2 

As a resident of Fox Chap*] for tha past tan years, I have observed 
that the level of traffic on- this section of route 355 has 
substantially daeraased, since the resent opening of the Interchange 
with Interstate 270 on Mlddlebrook Aoad. Therefore, the traffic 
stud 1 sir that were conducted prior to 1992 can no longer be valid, 
betause they did not have any hard data as to the impact on the 
traffic pattero .that this .new interchange would have. 

In addition, it would seem that with hundreds of millions of dollars 
being cut from the State budget, particularly from Education, that 
the tens bf millions of dollars this widening will cost could be put 
to batter use. Even If the money for this road project is coming from 
future budgets the impact of the currant budget reductions will have 
repercussions for those affected budget areas for years to come. 
Therefore, It would seem to me that this future project budget could 
be better spent In other areas like Education or illegal drug 
interdiction. 

In summary, It appears to me that this widening project is one who's, 
time has not come. 

Sincerely, 
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URSA MAJOR Investment Partnership 
P.O. Box 288S 

Gaithersburg, Maryland 20886-2885 

(301)921-2570 

FAX (301) 8405965 

October 8, 1992 

Mr. G«org« H. Walton, Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 
HD State Highway Adniniatration 
701  IT. Calvert Street 
Baltlaore, Maryland 20770 

Ke: MD Rt. 355 Reconstruction 
Contract Ho. M 611-151-371 
Location/Design Public Hearing 

Tf T Investmeril, Inc 
Managing General Partner 

CANIS MAJOR Limited Partnership 
General Partner 

—-   ,-i^'5L 

—   —. o4— 

Dear Mr. Waltons 

Upon reviewing the Bnvlronaantal Impact Statenent for the 
proposed widening of MD 355, we have noted that the proposed six 
lane section (Alternative 3) will adversely affect the operations 
of the North Gaithersburg Shopping Center and the adjacent office 
complex which are located on the ease side on MD 355, opposite 
Professional Drive. At present, there is a traffic signal at this 
intersection permitting all turning aovements from and to 
Professional Drive as well as the shopping center. Under the 
proposed widening schemes the intersection will be affected as 
follows: 

Alternate 2 

No adverse impact is apparent on the subject properties. 
All turning movenent will be parnitted as at present. 

Alttrntttl 3 

It appears, from Figure 111-12, that the southbound left 
turn lane has been inadvertently omitted which would prevent the 
southbound vehicles from turning left (eastbound) to the shopping 
center. With an opposing left turn lane and a traffic signal at 
that location we see no reason why the southbound left turn should 
not be provided. He request that it be included in this Alternate. 
With the inclusion of the southbound left turn lane, we would 
support the construction of Alternate 3 as shown on 111-12. 

Alternate 3 

In Figure 111-17 there is a continuous median shown along 
MD 355 through the subject area. It is not clear whether it is 
intended that no nedian breaks be included under this alternate or 

MarytondDeparlmentofTmsportation 
State Highway Administration 

O. James LighMzer 
StetttT 

HalKassofl 
MmMxrikj. 

October 21, 1992 

Mr. Aris Mardirosslan 
URSA MAJOR Investment Partnership 
P.O. Box 2885 
Gaithersburg MD 20886-2885 

Dear Mr. Mardirosslan: 

Thank you for your comments regarding our MD 355 project planning 
itu'dy. Tour input in the planning process is both appreciated 
and encouraged. 

In your letter you expressed concern with the turning movements 
at the HD 355/Professional Drive intersection as shown in the 
Environmental Document (Figure 111-12). Although our mapping did 
not show a left turn for southbound MD 355 turning left 
(•••tbound) Into the shopping ctnter, we can provide that turning 
movement. We will revise our mapping to add this turning 
aovament and include this as part of our recommendations for 
Alternate 3 (six lane divided alternative). 

You were also concerned with the mapping (Figure 111-17) for 
Alternate 3 (six lane section) where It shows a continuous median 
along MD 355 through the subject area at Professional Drive. 
Median breaks will be provided at various locations for Alternete 
3 (six lane divided alternative) as shown in Figure III-7 through 
Figure 111-14. 

If you have •ny further questiont or comments, please feel free 
to contact the writer in Baltimore at (410) 333-1139 or toll 
free, in Maryland only, at 1-800-548-5026. 

Very truly yours, 

Louis H. Bge. Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

by: 
George Wl'Halton 
Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 

LHE:GWW:«» 

cc: Mr. Hillian J. Richardson 

My UHptiont nurabtr b . 

TiMf pewriler for taiMlnd Heartna or Spewh 
3*3-799$ B«ltirnof» Metre • 5(9-0491 D.C. Metre • 1 IWMM-SOM SltlewMe To* Free 

707 North Celvwl St., BiUlmore, Marylend 21209-0717 
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URSA MAJOR Investment Partnership 
P.O. Box 28S5 

Gaithersburg, Maryland 20886-2885 

(301)921-2570 

FAX (301)840-5965 

Mr. G«org« H. Walton, Project Hanagar 
Page Two 
October 6, 1992 

TTT Investment, Inc. 
Managing General Partner 

CANIS MA|OR Limited Partnerchlp 
General Partner 

whether they were inadvertently onitted in this Figure. He object 
to an/ alternate that would deny full access to the shopping center 
and the adjacent office buildings which are served by the driveway 
opposite Professional Drive. 

Ne hope that the Maryland State Highway administration will 
note the above coments and attend its proposed plans to include 
full turning movements, in all directions, at the Professional 
Drive Intersection. 

Senator Larry Levitan 
Senator Mary Boergera 

v^ 
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS 

t m. • m-isi-m 
mna/ma roue mine 

B 389 
BITMBUI 

mtaa, oooo i, im I v.» r.t. 
•no untn me, a. ornxm m 

tm K. mm 

10/9/?2- NAME TlOi-i fltto- LdetJ &. Ko 
"tfti*   »nP».. S¥/£- rf<VLlt/S?}<{.    ^^C 

I/W« «rl»D 10 oommtm jt lnqulr« about lh* lollowlng ••p»«u or Iftla proloot: 

.ZIP CODE. ^W 

O PUoit odd my/out ntnoltl le lh» Mining llll.* 

C3 »l«»«« «tl»t» my/out namoOl Irom Iht Milling Hot. 

•Pinoaa whs htvo (oookod * oopy ol ihli btoehurt Ihrogoh (lit miH aro airaady 
an lha projoel Mailing Hal. 

MaiytondDepartmentofTransportatim 
State Highway Administration 

0. Jamts UgtuWiw 
Saoatvy 

HilKassofl 
Adnilittsfealor 

October 21, 1992 

Mr. and Mr*. Han C. 
5415 Hanood Road 
Bethesda MD 20B14 

!to 

Dear Mr. and Mra. Xo: 

Thank you (or JOMX  coa>ent( regarding our MD 355 project planni 
•tudy. Jour input in the planning proceaa 1« both appreciated 
and encouraged. 

Your connents will be considered as our deelaion Baking process 
continues and will be entered as part of our official records. 
He alll keep you inforaed as the project progreasas. 

II you have any further questions or conaents, please feel free 
to contact the writer in Baltlnore et (410) 333-1139 or toll 
free, in Maryland only, at 1-800-548-5026. 

by: 

Very truly yours, 

Louis B. Sge, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliainery Bnglneerlng 

  , A^- 
Oeorge W. Halton 
Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 

LRS:0HH:as 

MyMptoMnumbarli. 

Ttttypanrttar tor kmlml Haartog or SpatcK 
M3-755S Battlmon Malro • 565-04J1 DC Malm • MI0-4H-MK (lalaaida Telt Fra* 

' 707 North CaNaH SI.. Baltlnwra, Matylard 1W3«7I7 

K 
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Per phone conversation. 

MarytandDepartmentofTransportation 
State Highway Administration 

O. Jamss LightMzer 
SMMH) 

Hal KM JO* 

October 30, 1992 

Mr. Kan Could 
Robert ttanageiMnt Inc. 
12250 Rockville Pike 
Suite 230 
Rockvllle HD 20SS2 

Dear Mr. Gould: 

A» you requeited In our October 27th telephone conver«atlon, I an 
providing you with copies of napping in the vicinity of Middlebrook 
Road. Thli is the sane napping that was presented at the October 
8, 1992 MD 353 Location/Daaign Public Hearing. I hope this 
infomation is useful in anavaring your quastlons. 

If you have any further questions or connents, please feel free to 
contact ne in Baltimore at (410) 333-1139 or toll free, in Maryland 
only, at 1-800-548-5026. 

by: 

Very truly yours, 

Louis H. Iga, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

Jttoig* V.  Walton 
^Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 

LHE:CHV:as 
Attachment 

My talaphom mimtxr It. 

3M-7855 BMrnon Metro • 545^451 D-CTillelro - 1 .M0.4W-S0M SUtmMe To» Frae 
707 North Calvtrt SL, Btltfmora, Maiyland 21IM4717 
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Per phone conversation. 

MaryiandDqwmntolTmsportatm 
State Highway Administration 

O. Junta Ugt^iizer 
34crtwy 

HalKaisoH 

October 30, 1992 

Mr'. Charles Pankay 
19926 Sveet Gun Circle 
Apt. 23 
Germahtown MD 20874 

Dear Mr. Pankay: 

As you raquaated in our October 28th telaphona conversation. I aa 
providing you with copies of the KD 355 napping in the Kexford 
area. This is the sane sapping that N*a presented at the October 
8, 1992 Location/Design Public Hearing. I hope it is useful in 
answering your questions. 

If you have any further questions or coaaents, please feel free 
to contact me in Baltimore at (410) 333-1139 or toll free, in 
Haryland only, at 1-800-548-5028. 

Very truly yours, 

Louis H. Bge, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

Geoxtfi Vf. Walton 
project Manager 
Project Planning Division 

LHE:0HV:as 
Attachaent 

My mtphont nunMf It. 

TiMypfWritM for InjMlrMl Hmitna or Batch 
3»S-7EB5 BtMmdM Mtlro - 565-0451 D.C. IMro • 1-W0-4M.SM1 SttlewM* To! Frae 

707 North divert 8L, BaMmora, Uirytand JH030T17 
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COMMENTS 

Mxtgx&y County Obvemment 

Position of 

Upcounty Citizens Advisory Board 

Loc»t1on/Des1gn for Itaryland Route 3S5 

FrwtHD. RTE. 27 to Ht. RTE. 124 

October 8, 1992 

The Upcounty Citizens Advisory Board supports the widening of MD 355 

from HO 124 to ND 27.   TMs Inprovenent trill address a transportation need 

long recognized not only in d4y-to-day congestion but 1n our naster plans for 

Bermantown and SalOiersburg.   This project Is also a logical extension of our 

recent comoents In support of the widening of MD 27 from Daaascus to 

Genoantowi end will clearly be necessary if Clarksburg is to becone our next 

•Hedges and Corridor" comnunity.   It it clear that this project should receive 

the highest priority to add capacity in this transportation corridor. 

The Board believes that Alternative 3, with 5-« lanes, probably makes 

the nost sense In light of the growth of traffic volumes we have experienced 

in the Upcounty.   We appreciate your consideration of alternative Aligiment 

Options and support protection of the Cider Barrel, a long tern cultural 

resource to the Upcounty, as well as the proposed protection of the 53" 

dianeter oak tree near Chapelgate Road.   We take no position on the Bridge 

Options. 

We urge that this project proceed as rapidly as possible.   The widening 

of » 355, the extension of » 27 with the new interchange with 1-270, and the 

reconstruction of M) 118, both east and WEST are all vital pieces to solve the 

transporUtion problen in the Semantown/Salthersburg area. 

Thank you for your efforts. 

0146U 

Upcouoty Citiuas Adrttofy BMRI 

]?9O0 MidtUHnook Rofti, termaiKuwn, Marjhml 30874, MI/?l7-)400 

RESPONSES 

No response necessary. This group commented during 
the public hearing. See comment 6. on page V-3. 
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LUKflS 
nssocinrrcs Tiareportoilon Plamhg ana EnglnMflng ConiUtanti 

451 Hungeifoir) Mv« • Suite 30? • Roc*v*», Maryland WHO • lt(.WIM0 9164. fax : 

October 8, 1992 

Hr. George U. Walton, Project Ksntger 
Project Planning Division 
HD State Highway Administration 
707 N. Calvert St. 
BaUtAVe, Maryland   20770 

Re: 

Dear Mr. Walton: 

HO Rt. 355 Reconstruction 
Contract No. H 611-151-371 
Location/Design Public Hearing 

On behalf of Mr. Williai E. Cross, owner of the Cider Barrel Mobile Hone 
Park, the Cider Barrel and the adjacent property at 20320 Frederick Road, I 
wish to subilt the following connnts and concerns in regard to the proposed 
reconstruction of HD 355. 

L The Affected Pronerties 

a) The references to "Cider Barrel Mobile HOM Park' and the 'Oak Crest 
Trailer Court* are reversed on the project planning drawings and In the 
Envlroimental Inpact St a tenant. TTie 'Cider Barrel Mobile Hone Park' 
occupies the southwest quadrant of the intersection between relocated HD 
US and MD 355. Incorrect references to this property throughout the 
EIS as 'Oak Crest Trailer Court' should be corrected to read 'Cider 
Barrel Mobile Hone Park' 

b) 'The Cider Barrel Mobile Hoae Park" occupies about 17 acres and has 
permits for 120 aobile hone sites. The land is zoned as R-60/THR, with 
a recomended density of 15 units per acre. The potential developnent 
of the land would yield about 255 residential units. In addition the 
'Cider Barrel" site, about 1.5 acres, 1s zoned C-4 (Retail). 

2.  Site Access 

a) Full access to these properties will be denied fro* MD 355 by the 
elinination of the present driveway serving the site which has all 
turning aovenents periltted at K) 355. The proposed MD 355 widening 
project would construct a ledian which would restrict this driveway to 
only right turns entering and exiting the site. Such a driveway Is 
inadeouate to serve the needs of the current residents of the 120 mobile 

RESPONSES 

No response necessary. Mr. Lukas commented during 
the public hearing. See comment 12. on page V-5. 

C** 
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IUKAS 
nssoannrcs 

Page 2 
Re: HO Rt. 355 Reconstruction 

hme sites who will be forced to nake U-turns at the MD 355/ND 118 
intersection when approaching the site froi the south. Leaving the site 
to travel north on MD 355 will also require U-turns on NO 355. The 
difficulty of entering the site will be even greater when transporting 
the aobile homes or for emergency vehicles. 

bj The recently adopted Genuntown Master Plan recooaends that an access 
road be constructed, directly opposite Oxbridge Road to serve these 
properties. 

c) The driveway that Is being constructed at that location. In connection 
with the MD 118 relocation project, does not align with Oxbridge Road 
and Is being built with dangerously steep down grades. The nobile hotes 
will not be able to use this driveway because of the steep grade. The 
driveway, as built, does not acconnodate the needs of the current loblle 
hone park and does not confona to the adopted Gemantown Master Plan. 

d) In order to provide full access to the 'Cider Barrel Mobile Hoae Park', 
the 'Cider Barrel' and the adjacent property, it is requested that NO 
SHA construct a standard 36 ft. entrance driveway, opposite Oxbridge 
Drive, with proper grades which would acconnodate emergency and other 
large vehicles. Such a driveway would serve the present needs of the 
•oblle hone park and the future needs of a 255 hone comunlty. A 
standard driveway aligning with Oxbridge Road would nake traffic control 
at the Intersection easier and safer. Left turn lanes are shown at this 
Intersection for both southbound and northbound NO 355 traffic on the 
SHA ND 355 widening plans. 

L H91K IIMttJ 

a) Additional noise will be generated by the new six lane configuration of 
MD Rt. 355. The EIS report shows that at noise receptor locations N-8 
and N-10, noise levels will Increase nore than 10 dBA above the anblent 
levels or exceed the FHHA Noise Abatenent Criteria. This is a najor 
concern, which has been previously Identified by the Cider Barrel 
properties and previously reported to the State and County authorities. 

b) A noise study was undertaken several years ago on behalf of the Cider 
Barrel. That study demonstrated that the nobile home park will be 
adversely impacted by Increased traffic associated with the relocation 

RESPONSES 

—£fc 
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LUKflS 
flssoanTcs 

s I 

P»9e 3 
October S. 1992 
Re: M> Rt. 355 Reconstruction 

of MD Rt. US and the widening of HO Rt. 355. 

b) The Cider Barrel Mobile How Park Is a residential use and it is 
anticipated that the property will remain in that type of use for an 

' indefinite period of tiae. That use will be Jeopardized by the 
increased noise from relocated MD 118 and the proposed widening of MD 
355. Appropriate steps should be taken to Mitigate the NO 3SS noise 
levels to bring the* within acceptable noras as specified by FHWA 
standards. 

For your Information we are Including the following attachaents: 

1. Germntown Master Plan (1989) 
- Zoning and highway plan 
- Land use plan 

2. Minor Anendnents to the Genuntown Master Plan 
- Anendaent 10, p.40 and p.41 

3. Sketch of proposed location of driveway to serve the 
Cider Barrel properties. 

We are hopeful that the Maryland State Highway Administration will note 
the above coaaents and concerns and will incorporate appropriate design 
features in its MD 355 widening plans to accoanodate the present needs of the 
Cider Barrel Mobile Hone Park and establish the proper conditions and 
envlroraent for the future developnent of the properties as envisioned by the 
approved Gernantown Master Plan. 

Hillian E. Cross 
HtllianJ. Chen, Jr., Esq. 
Arthur B. Brisker, Esq. 
Thoaas R. Brown 
Gwen Marcus, N-NCPPC 

<i 
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B!\MD355LD 
10-B-92 

MD Route 3SS Location/Design Public Haaring Testiaony 
(US Amy Corps of Engineers Baltiaore District Parnit Application 
CENABOP«ia(MD SHA - MD RT 353)92-00631-1] 

I an Richard D. Wilder tastlfying for the Potomac Valley 
Environnental Group. 

After years of testifying for improving existing roads 
instead of building environmentally destructive ones like the 
Ceraantovn-Montgoaery Village Connector (M-83), we are happy to 
leajnv that this project is now in the planning/design stage where 
it should have been a couple of years ago if the State and County 
had not pushed so hard to get M-e3 constructed instead. A number 
of citizen and environnental activists and groups have shown that 
the nonetary and environnental cost of constructing M-83 will far 
exceed that of improving MD 355 and have helped to get the MD 355 
project.bacX on schedule. 

Ke would like to present our list of preferred project 
alternatives based upon our analysis and consideration of traffic 
capacity, safety, business, residential and environmental 
ixpacts. These are as follows: 

* 6 instead of 4 or 5 lanes to provide the desired traffic 
capacity. C/thhr/ui<fiv<e^  j) • 

* Long Instead of the short bridge to impact less trees and 
vetlends even though the nonetary cost will be nore. 

* Alignaent shift to save the several hundred year old 53" 
diameter white oak just north of chapalgate Rd. 

* Bridge size a ft narrower than a corresponding typical 
section to reduce the projected area of impact for 
palustrine forested wetland area (W2). 

* 40 aph instead of 50 aph design speed to reduce overall 
Impacts throughout the design. 

* East roadway alignaent shift to protect the wooded 
wetlands on the west side within Seneca Creek State Park 
occupying the note intact floodplains forest which are of 
greater quality than the wetlands on the east side within 
Great Seneca Extension Valley Park, priaarily occupying a 
riprap channel. 

Thank you for giving us the opportunity to express our 
choice of alternatives for this nuch needed project. 

Richard D. Vilder 

• 

RESPONSES 

No response necessary. Mr. Wilder commented during 
the public hearing. See comment 9. on page V-4. 

V 
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SEP25.B9Z 

WHUni Donkt Scfutf- Manrlud Dcpirtmwt of Ntlaral ReMarccs 

Tkfcwiier Administiuioii 
Power Hint ind Envimnmenul Review Division 

Tiwes Sate Oflice Buik)in» 
Atmpoli.. Muylnd 21401 

Saptenber 23,  1992 

Totrey C. Broun, M.D. 
Venury 

Tact M. Dwtar, H.D.. P.E. 

Hwrcrandm 

To:     Bob Miller, Matar Resources Administration       " 
Dava Burka, Graanways and Resources Planning 
Janet XcXega, Natural Haritaqa Progran 
J. Rodnay Littla, Maryland Historical Trust 

From:    Ray C. Dintaaan, Jr., Chief, Project Review Progran r 

Subject: HABOP 92-00631-1, HD SFtt - no Rt 335, EnviromoantK5 
Assessaent/Section 4f Evaluation, Montgomery County 

Enclosed please find a public notice fron the Amy Corps of 
Knglneara for the Phase I pernit review for the above referenced 
project. This review constitutes the first phase of the NEPA/404 
penlt review process eatablishad by the Aray Corps of Engineers 
and the State Highway Administration. The enclosed notice includes 
excerpts from the Environmental Assesament compiled for the MD 355 
project. The full document is available fron this office. Please 
review the submitted information and provide comments to this 
office by October 15, 1992. your comments will be utilized for the 
development of the formal Departmental position on the project, 
including the selection of a preferred alternate. 

If you have any questions regarding the review process or the 
proposed project, please contact Sean Smith of my staff at X-2788. 

RCD:SMS 
Enclosure 

•. •£ -O 

Telephone:     (410)  974-2798 

DNR TTY for the De»f: 301-974.M8J 

No response necessary. 
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STATE OF MARYLAND 
DEPARTMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENT PROJECT 
2S0OBroeningHighway   Baltimore,Miiyiand21224 CEVELOPMKT 
(301)631- D!V!?!.Vs 

i 

WBiiaPaaldSdatfcr 
GOTCfOOf 

September 23,1992 

Mr. George Walton 
Maiyland State Highway Adminiftration 
Office of Planning ft Pnliminaiy Engineering 
P.O. Box 717 
Baltimore, Maryland 21203 

SET 31   SwAH'H "<*««'*«»««»« Secn&uy 

RE: Public Notice RX (MDSHA-MD Rt 3SS) 92-00631-1 
WQC#92-WCM)2S6 

Dear Mr. Walton: 

I have received and reviewed the above-referenced public notice from the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers. Based on the preliminary information provided in the public notice, 
the following comments are provided. 

1. The alternatives which appear to leave the least impacts to water and wetlands 
are Alternate #2 4/5 Lane, High Bridge and 4 Lane, East Park and are, 
therefore, preferred. However, other issues, such as avoidance of private 
property, historical preservaton and endangered species may be sufficient to justify 
some additional impacts to water and wetlands. If such justification exists, we will 
work with relevant parties to affect an acceptable compromise. 

2. Once avoidance and minimization have been addressed and resolved, an 
acceptable mitigation plan shall be provided in accordance with the requirements 
of the Nontidal Wetland Dlvison, Maryland Department of Natural Resouroei, 

3. The proposed alignment must include an acceptable stormwater quality 
management plan which effectively treats the first one half inch of ronoff from 
impervious surfaces prior to release Into waters or wetlands. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. If you have any questions, please contact 
me at 410/631-3609. 

Sincerely, 

Andrew T. Der 
Standards ft Certiflcatlon 

ATTMah 
ctz      Paul Wettlaufer, Corps 

TDD rot TOE DEAF (301) Ol-tm 

Wetland mitigation will be accopmlished on the Hawkins site, a 
30 acre property located approximately 4 miles east of the project. 
The mitigation plan complies with the requirements of the Nontidal 
Wetland Division, MDDNR. See Wetland Mitigation section of 
this document, on page III-4 and the Wetland Mitigation Coor- 
dination/Correspondence section, SHA letter dated 5/12/93 on 
page VI-107. 

Stormwater runoff for the project will be managed in accordance 
with the State of Maryland Department of the Emironment's 
"Stormwater Management Guidelines for State and Federal 
Projects". 

9-> 
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MARYLAND 
ISTORICAL 

*""—"-•••-* -fit 

««w»>,OffCD 

Jun# II, 1»»2 

TRUST 
omc.««» 

Ms. Cynthia 0. Slapion 
Daputy Olvlilon Chi«f 
Project Planning Division 
Stat* Highway Adainlatration 
707 North calvart atrcat 
Baltlaora, Maryland 31203-0717 

U: Contract Ho. K 611-101-171 
MD JS3 froa KD 27 to MO 124 
Hontgoaary County, Maryland 

Daar Ma. Slapaon: 

ThanX you for your latter, datad 21 Nay I9t2 and raealvad by 
tha Truat on 3 Juna 1*92, providing our of flea with a copy of tha 
draft raport on tha Hiaaa IB archaological »urv«y SKA eonductad tor 
t&e abova-rafarancad project. 

Tha raport praaanta a thorough deaeriptlon of the aurvay'a 
goals, Bathodology, raaulta and racoaaandatlona. Tha detailed napa 
of tha atudy area greatly enhance the report's usefulness. The 
docunent la consistent with the sttndarda of the "culdellnee for 
Archaological Xnvsstlgatlona in Maryland.* 

Tha aurvay identified three new historic psriod archeologlcal 
sites (l»M0Jtl, ltM0J«2 and ISKOMI) vlthln the project area, and 
tha study confined tha deetmotion of previously inventoried site 
1IM017S. All three neviy identified sites rsprsssnt the reaalns 
of rural ftnataada occupied froa the late Itth through alddle 20th 
centurlee. Tha aitas have all bean diaturbed by grading, erosion 
and/or plowing. The survey deaonatrated that tha sites do not have 
tha potential to yield laportant icforaatlon. Given the sitee' 
lack of integrity and liaited inforaation potential, we concur 
that lIMOiei, 1IM0362 and l«MO)«) are not eligible tor inclusion in 
tha national Register of Historic Placet under Criterion 0. 
Further archeologlcal Investigations are net werrented for thie 
project. 

• si mmoal'mt CahM fnptm 

No response necessary. 
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Mi. Cynthia D. SUpton 
jun* 18, 1993 
P»9« 3 

*• lo«K torv»rt to racaivin? • copy •« th« «ln*l report *nd 
coaplatad NAOB fora, whan avallabla. If you hava juaation* or 
raqulra additional in*on»etion, plaaaa oall Ha. Elliabath Rannold 
(for atructuraa) or *• (tor arohaolo^y) at (410) S14-76J1. ThanX 
you for your eooparatlon. 

aincaroly 

illMMtb J. m* 
Kdslnlatrator, krotwologleal Sarvioaa 

CJC/EAh 
9201313 

Dr. Zra taekazMUt 
Dr. Thoaaa P. Xing 
Mr. Hl)ca saabold 
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MARYLAND 
HISTORICAL WBhaDMM 

— nwco 

TRUST August 20. 1992 

Ms. Cynthia D. Slapson 
Ooputy Division Qtimt 
Project Planning Division 
stat* Highway Adnlniatratlon 
707 North Calvart Streat 
Baltiao'ra, Maryland 21203-0717 

Ra: Contract Ko. M 611-151-371 
MD 3SS froa MD 124 to MD 27 
Montgoaary County, Maryland 

Oaar Ms. Slapaon: 

Thank you for your July 1«, 1992 lattar, racalvad July 22, 
1992, providing tha additional inforaatlon va had raguastad 
concarning tha propoaad undertalting as it ralatas to tha Baalavilla 
Prasbytarian Church (M-19-S). Based on tha inforaatlon provided, 
we concur that tha undartaking, which consists of a davelopar 
project, which is raviavad and coordinated by the State Highway 
Administration (SKA) through ita Access Permits Division, and 
Alternates 1, 2 and J of SHA'a MD 355 project planning study, will 
have no adverse affect on the Heelsville Presbyterian Church. 

^ Should you have any questions or require additional 
Inforsation, please contact Ha. Bllzabeth Hannold at (410) 514- 
7636 • 

Sincerely, 

No response necessary. 

9 &L\A 
if3a  Elian Freese 

/' Administrator 
Project Review and Conplianca 

JSF/EAH 
9202036 
cc: Ms. Rita Suffness 

Dr. Ira Beckeman 
Dr. Thonas P. King 
Mr. Mike Saebold 

!<» Camm*, riM. CNnrHe. HOD jots  pmsu-mo 
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MARYLAND 
HISTORICAL 

mmt\ 
TRUST 

WnitamOMiidScluifcr 
CManm 

Iicqudln* K Rogen 
SmOiry, DHCD 

Saptaxbcr 17,   1992 

(MtMotPimmvuSonStniem 

Ha. Abigail Hopkins, Actiug Chief 
Special Projects Section 
UtSi.Krw/ Corps of Engineers 
Saltinore District 
P.O.  Box 1715 
Baltlnora, Maryland   21203-1715 

Re: CBMABOP-RX  (HD SHA - MD 355) 
92-00631-1 
Hontgoaary County, Maryland 

Dear Ms. Hopkins: 

Thank you for your recent public notice, racaivad by the Trust 
on 3 September is92, requesting our coaaents on the above- 
referenced project. 

The Maryland State Highway Adainistration (SHA) has been 
consulting with the Trust regarding the project's potential effects 
on historic properties. As noted in the enclosed correspondence 
(dated 18 June 1992 and 20 August 1992), the Trust concurs with 
SHA's determination that the proposed project will have no adverse 
effect on National Register eligible historic properties, including 
ardhaological sites and standing structures. 

tt you have questions or require additional Information, 
pleai* eall Ht. Uittbeth Hannnld (fur struoturas) or B« (for 
archeolooy) at (410) 514-7631. Thank you for providing us this 
opportunity to comaant. 

Sincerely, 

Elisabeth J.^ola 
Administrator, Archeologlcal Services 

EJC/9202624 
Enclosure 
cc:  Ms. Cynthia 0. Simpson 

Dr. Thomas ?. King 
Mr. Mike Seebold 
Ms. Gwen Marcus 

<t Hbwtcu Imt Ctanl Pncn 
OefUMu of Ifealat m Comniit; OmttfOm 

100 Conuay nan. Ciwanik. UMTKV*) llinatt]    (m) JII-TW0 
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WUIlim DomU Scbacfa 
GbMntor 

Mirylud D«pirtmcnt of Nitunl Retoarcn 
T*»ct Slaic Office BtilkHn* 
Anntpolii, Marylind 21401 

October 13, 1992 

Tomy C. Brown, M.D. 
SlmMry 

Johl K. Otlffln 
Drpuy SKntwr 

Mr Louis H. Ege 
Office of Planning and Preliminary Engineering 
State Highway Administration 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 

Re: Environmental Ajsejsment/Section 4(0 Evaluation MD Route 355 From MD 27 to 
MD 124 in Montgomeiy County, Maiylmd. 

Dear Mr. Ege: 

Thank you for the opportunity to review this document. Since our primary concern 
t is impact to public parkland and open space, our comments will be limited to those issues. 
Since public parkland abuts both sides of existing Route 355 at the Seneca Creek crossing, 
it will not be possible to widen the roadway without converting parkland. Although the 
environmental document and the brochure prepared for the Location/Design Public 
Hearing present a bewflderir* array of acreages for various alternatives (varying due to 
differing combinations of design details and alignment shifts) we agree with the State 
Highway Administration that using retaining walls to reduce the conversion of parkland is 
unwarranted due to significantly increased project cost and aesthetic impact. TTie document 
also shows that construction of a 4-5 Lane roadway (Alternate 2) instead of a 6 lane 
roadway (Alternate 3) would slightly reduce the amount of parkland required. However, 
if, as the environmental document indicates, the 6 lane Alternate would provide Increased 
safety and much better traffic service, its selection by SHA could be justified. 

At this time, we feel that the most important decision to be made by SHA is the 
choice of a specific Alignment Shift Option, as described in the Section 4(f) Evaluation. 
The West Shift would move the widened roadway into Seneca Creek State Pirk (owned and 
managed by the State of Maryland), while the East Shift would move it into the Cheat 
Seneca Extension Stream Valley Park (owned and managed by the Maryland-National 
Capital Park and Planning Commission). Although the amount of parkland that would be 
required for the East Shift would be slightly greater under either Alternates 2 (4.11 verses 
4.04 acres) or Ahemate 3 (4.61 vereus 4.38 acres), the environmental impact would be 

Telephone:  

DNR TTY for the Deaf: 301-974-3613 

No response necessary. 

O 
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Ege, Louis H. 
October 13. 1992 
Page 2 

greater. For instance, while the total acreage of parkland would be greater for the East 
Shift, the West Shift (see page V-9) would require more wetland of.'greater quality and 
functional value", the floodplain on the west side is more intact, the forested habitat on that 
side is of higher quality, and the West Shift would result in the destruction of two 
residences. We should also note that parkland along the west side of the roadway was 
acquired with assistance from the U.S. Department of the Interior (DOI) through the Land 
and Water Conservation Fund, while the parkland along the east side was not 

Considering this, our recommendation is that the State Highway Administration 
select an East Shift Alternate, and make every reasonable effort to minimize impact to 
public parkland when future design stages are undertaken. Obviously, if die West Shift 
Option were to be selected, DOI would not necessarily agree with the previous comments 
made by DNR concerning the use of retaining walls and the choice of the roadway cross 
section 

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me or Arnold Norden 
at (410) 974-3589. 

\ 
Sincerely,    / 

.Cbeerj 
<M4J^ 

Gene F. Cheers 
Chief, Environmental Review and Evaluation 

GFC:awn 
cc:      Ray Dimaman, TWA 

Pat Haphey, Seneca Creek SP 
John Wilson, GRP 

JVJ» 
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Maryland Department at Natural Resources 
. ..jumiU.iJ.llim. J_|i.li|iiln-|«im« ....MM-mnWU-Ui.taMll!*' MHUKUM 

Resoorce Conscmtloa Service 
Tfwa Sale Office BuiMinJ 
Amupolls, Miqrlwd 21401 

ISI 

WUIian DmU Sdieefei 
Owinior 

October 14, 1992 

Torrey C. Brawn, M.D. 
Stcmsry 

Jaws V. Peck 
Atfiftwt StctMry 

Mr. Louie H. Eg*, Jr. 
STATB HIGHMAY ADMINISTRATIOM 
707 Horth Calvert Stra«t 
Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717 

kttn: Cynthia D. Sinpson 

RE: NO 355 froa ND 27 to MD 124, Contract Mo. M 611-151-371 

Dear Mr. Loula H. Ege, Jr.: 

This is in response to your request for information regarding the 
above referenced project. This project was originally reviewed on 
August 16, 1988 and Cynthia Sibrel reoheoked our data bases to see 
If there were any records of Federal or State threatened or 
endangered plant or wildlife speclss present in the proposed route, 
but nothing baa been reported within this study area. 

Sincerely, 

Janet HcKegg, Director 
Natural Heritage Prograa < 

No response necessary. 

JN:cbs 

Cynthia Sibrel 
Bob Miller 
Elder Ghigiarelli 
Kay Dintanan 
ERI 92.642/614 

"*       m 

-^r o 

w 

(410)   974-2870 
Telephone:  

DNR TTY for De»f: 301-974-3683 

^ V 
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•—S        UWIH) STATES EWWONMEWTM. PH0(l BfajSwypBCV 
*S.\ KEQIONB t\FV^•-C"^•.•• 
gK' BMOlMlnulBuadharW-"^ 
^r PhtaMpH^ PenrayfionU 16107 . iql 

2",    l\ 20 W 3' 
Oti 

0CT221992 Mr. Louis R. Eg*, Jr., 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and Prallainary Engineering 
Maryland State Highway Adninlstratlon 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltlnore, Maryland 21203-0717 

RB: Maryland Route 355 Enviroranental Assesaaent (EA)/section 
4(f) Evaluation 

Dear Kr..Ege> 

In accordance with the National Environaental Policy Act 
(NBPA), as aaended, section 309 of the Clean Air Act, and section 
404 of the Clean Hater Aot, BPA is responding to your request for 
consents on the above referenced project. 

Overall, the docuaent provides a thorough analysis of the 
inpacts and clear explanations of the concepts and assesaaent 
nethods used. As a public infomation document, the content and 
clarity of this BA la exeaflary. Hie following specific cements 
are provided for your consideration. 

Environmentally Preferable Alternative 
EPA reconnends Alternative 2 or Alternative 2 (east 

alignment shift) as the environaentally preferable alternatives. 
because they propose to •inlalte adverse Inpacts to the 
envlronnent. Alternative 2 also appears to be the wetland 
avoidance option. In addition, EPA reconnends that a nlnlsua 
400' bridge be placed at the Great Seneca Creek crossing. The 
west allgnaent shift alternatives nay Inpact additional wetlands 
and therefore are not recoimended. 

Carbon Monoxide Modellna 
carbon nonoxlde (CO) concentrations at the intersections 

affected by the project which have the greatest traffic voluaes 
and poorest Levels of Service (LOS) should be assessed using the 
CAL3QHC nodal or another acceptable aodel. Addressing the 5 or 6 
worst case intersections should suffice. The CALINB 3 air 
dispersion model Is acceptable for estimating anbient CO 
concentrations due to line sources such as highway segments, but 
it will underestimate concentrations in the vicinity of traffic 
congestion locations. Generally, the highest CO concentrations 
occur close to traffic congestion locations where significant 
traffic slowdowns or queuing occur. 

Page 4 of the Air Quality Technical Report mentions the use 
of the CAUQHC model, however, this stateaent contradicts the BA 
on page IV-31 which specifies the use of the CALINB 3 model. 
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Thank you for tha opportunity to ravlaw and conaent on thla 
docuaant. Kith consideration of tha abova conaent», EPA will 
concur with tha U.S. Ar»y Corpa of Englnaara 404 (b)(i) 
guidollnes analyala. Howavar, furthar analysis of tha vatland 
•itlgation sites idantlfled In tha EA and furthar coordination 
with EPA on thaaa sitas Is neadad. If you hava any quaations 
ragarding EPA's coaaents, plaasa contact alther Pata StoXaly, of 
ay staff, at 215-597-9922, or Pater Claggett at 215-597-0765. 

Sinoarely, 

2. 2. A wetland mitigation plan has been identified. See comment 1. on page 
VI-44. 

^^2^ 
-^C Richard v. Paplno, chief 

Envlronaental Assessaent Branch 

P. Hettlaufar, U.S. Aray Corps of Engineers, Baltlaore 
District 
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USDepoimenr 
oOaraportaHon 

AdrntMraltan 

Memorandum 

$*,««     Maiyland - Draft EA/4(f) 
MD Route 355: from MD 27 to MD 124 
Montgomery County 
FHWA-MD-EA-92-OJ-D 

Fiflm- 

Regional Envinmmeatil 
Protecdon Spedalijt 

Biltimbre, Maryland 

Mr. A. Ptater Banowi (HDA-MD) 
Division Administralor 
Baltimore, Maryland 

Oalt 

RnMo 
Aim oi. 

Septerobet 17, 1992 

HPP-03.4 

thU office for legal sufficiency. t will be aeomaiy to submit the final document to uu» unw ror legal sufficiency. '         •""'""»»»» 

€^«5 
Attachment 

y 

c-> o«_ 
8    a — -om 

See responses on following page. 
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MoBorandon of ttevlav 
Enviroi«««nt»l AtBassMnt/Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation 

Maryland Routa JS5; Montgomary "county, Maryland 
Report Ho. FHWA-MD-EA-92-03-D 

Reviawad aa of Saptanbar 13, 1992 

»- "• ^e- revlewe<il tl>e above-refarancad Environmental 
AesessRent/Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation for the upgradiw of 
Maryl^ Route J55 (Frederick Road) batv.an Maryland RK « an5 
n•.\ nt90*fry.Count/' "tryUna. There are two upgrading 
propoaala, one to four/five lanes and one to alx lanes. up9roaln9 

The Enyironnental Asiesnant/Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation 
adequately discusses environaental inpacts of this project. ThS 
Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation adequately describes the sertion Alt) 

ZIZ^•*0^*?* ?*."« ?eat S«n'c- Mansion s^« Valley Park. The inpact. of various design alternatives are 
discussed. However, suffioient information as to various desim 

•inimitation of harm to the park resources) is not provided in the 
£5 «.«Th!. 'i"*1 •t»t"«>t will have to provide sufficient 
information to demonstrate that the design/location alteraate to U 
^0.8eS;1«n

Ci?^" •" P""1"'»itl3»tion and ha. the l^.t i^rt 
on section 4(f) resources, ttoisa walls will have to be considered 

JS/u^' V :?i?1Eti;n 0r Utk of »i"gation to park resSurcI^ 
Sv. t?^T ^^ ?* ?• ?««i"» «' Great sanaca cr^S Sill 
have to be reviewed in detail with reference to planned nark 

P«*TC^.' .P•"^1" ^ •nh-nv
t?»«t. «nd aesthetic i.Pp.cT.toPtte 

5?^?'^-*»••». theref«re,-unable at this juncture to find that-the 
«v?iw,lriB?rt /V1 be legally """Icisnt. and w. wUl "eVtS 
review the final document for legal sufficiency. ' 

Francl«0) Locke 
RegionaVcounsal 

12. 

Section III.C.4 of (he Environmental Assessment (EA) includes 
information and descriptions of creek crossings. See Comment 1. 
under Montgomeiy Cty. letter of 12/2/92 on page VI-70. 

The agencies reviewing the EA concluded that they did not want 
any unsightly and obtrusive noise or retaining walls in the park. 
See DNR letter on page VI-49. 

The 320 foot bridge will improve the wildlife and recreation 
corridor within the park by allowing pedestrian and equistrian 
passage under a 13.5 foot clearance. The selected bridge length 
has been reduced from 400 feet, resulting in even less visual and 
physical impact to the park. Materials for the bridge abutments 
have yet to be decided. 

U" 
^ 
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OEPARTOEMTOfTMEABMY 
MLTMOKOSTNCT, UAAmirCWViOFWMWBW 

M. 10X1711 
tM.TW0Re,HD]1MS-1T1S 

OCT-Z« IJ« 

Operations Division 

Subject: CENAB-OP-RXfMD SH»/MD RT 355, FRON HD J7 TO MD 124. 
f!l«U-101-371) 92-00631 

Maryland State Highway Ad»iniatration 
Attn: Mt. Cynthia sivpson 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, no 21203-0717 

Dear Ms. Simpson: 

I a» replying to your application for a Departient of the 
Army (DA) perait which you subaitted in accordance with the 
procedure for Merging MEPA and Section 404, for the subject 
project in Montgonery County, Maryland. 

Bnclosed is correspondence vhich this office received in 
connection with your application. In accordance with DA 
regulations and the procedure for merging HEPA and Section 404, 
this office provides applicants the opportunity to furnish 
proposed resolutions or rebuttals of all objections and comaents 
received in response to the public notice. Therefore, in order 
for this office to continue with the evaluation of your 
application and to balance the concerns expressed for aquatic 
resources against the public need for the project, ve request 
your analysis of these concerns. 

In addition to the concerns expressed in the enclosed 
correspondence, the Corps has the following concerns: 

a. The Corps opposes the western aligiment shift at Great 
Seneca Creek because it would maximize wetland and stream 
iapacte as compared to the eastern shift and the straight 
alignment. There has not been sufficient information 
presented to date to conclude that the eastern shift is not 
practicable. The eastern shift is our preferred alignment since 
it nininizes wetland ispacts. The eastern shift could also 
prove easier to construct than the straight alignment since it 
would allow traffic to continue using the existing facility 
during construction. If information is subsequently subnitted 
to show that the eastern shift is not practicable, and the Corps 
concurs, thereby resulting in your selection of the straight 
alignment, we recomend that any required discharge of fill for 
a temporary roadway occur on the east side rather than the west 
side. 
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b. Th« corps is not opposed to construction of th« six-Ian* 
facility as this nay relieve the need for constructing 
%  ^=ii?adW?y8 ?" !!W lo?atlon (i-*-. M-83). The analysis 
of intersection level of service (on page 11-4) shows that the 
intersections operate better under the four-lane alternative 
than under the six-lane alternative. If SHA is leaning toward 
selecting the four-lane alternative based on the analysis of 
intersection congestion, we recommend that, prior to naXlna a 

h^SSE!!'*?* ?tU^ th? i?PaCt? 0' the ^Provenents which would 1^ nefeded to nake the six-lane intersections operate at an 
h?!!^*  *\ ?{ service. While these inprovenents may impact 
heavily on existing residences and businesses, the impacts to 
the natural environnent would be nuch less if construction could 
be confined to the 355 corridor as opposed to constructing on 
new location in the M-83 corridor. This balancing of the people 
inpacta of one corridor against the enviromiental inpaots of 
an alternative corridor on new location is reainiscent of the 
decision process undertaken for the National Freeway project. 

c. The corps prefers selection of a longer bridge than exists 
today, in addition to eliiinatlng the rLdvay flooding, a 
longer bridge could provide a wildlife corridor beneath the 
structure, enhancing not only wildlife, but recreation as well. 
ifS?!*  gtruotur8 ls longer than is needed to accoiwodate 

wildlife passage, but an underclearance of only 8 feet nay nrove 
somewhat intimidating to deer. Therefore, if it would satisfy 
your hydraulic reguirenents, we recoitnend consideration of a 
shorter length structure (one that provides at least a 50-foot 
wide shelf for wildlife novenent on each side of the atrean) but 
with a greater vertical underclearance. This aight also prove 
less expensive. If this results in an increBental increase in 
wetland inpacts, we believe it could be justified in the 
interest of enhancing wildlife aoveaent. 

JhaASfh^E"^^^ "*?,% lMt Pa"9raph on page V-3 states 
that both the loo-foot and 400-foot bridge under Alternate 2 
would provide adequate vertical clearance for bicycle or 
wildlife access. However, this fails to recognize that with 
Alternate 2, 100-foot bridge, the existing 2-lane bridge (which 
according to page V-5 forms a barrier to passage) would remain 
in place, thus negating any improveaent in access beneath the 
bridge. Similarly, if an alternate is selected which calls for 
removing the existing bridge, but the existing embankment is 
left in place to limit downstream flood increases, any 
improvement in access under the bridge is again negated. The 
FONSI should document whether any existing barriers to access 
will remain in place as part of the selected alternate. 

RESPONSES 

The selected bridge is a 320 foot structure with a 13 5 foot 
clearance for pedestrian and equestrian passage. In addition the 
designincludesawildlifecorridorwith 140to 150 feet between the 
bndge abutment and the creek on the east side and approximately 
50feet of clearance on the west side. The existing bridge spans the 
streamchanneland banks with onlya portion of thedistance under 
water. Construction of a higher and longer bridge will allow 
greater vertical passage and retain horizontal passage with or 
without the existing embankment in-place 
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•. Ve wish to conduct a site visit of the proposed litigation 
sites. He question whether any County road imptoveaents are 
proposed which night have a future impact on the proposed 
mitigation sites. He also question whether either of the two ' 
proposed sites currently has nature vegetation. The final  ' 
docunent should address any potential environsantal impacts of 
constructing the mitigation. 

f. In accordance with our August 12, 1992 letter commenting on 
the ptelininary draft, the boundary of Wetland 1 must be added 
to Pigures 111-15, 16, 17, and 18. 

g. In accordance with our August 12, 1992 letter commenting on 
the preliminary draft, the area identified on Figure 1-10 as an 
area subjected to flooding should be field checked for the 
presence of wetlands. Merely checking the HKI inventory will 
not give a reliable indication of the presence or absense of 
jurisdictional wetlands. 

h. If the existing riprap ditch located east of ND 355 should 
be impacted by the selected alternate, we recommend that the 
ditch be relocated, as opposed to piped, since the riprap 
provides velocity dissipation of this storawater outfall. 

i. Please provide information as to the reported location of 
the unique plant Canadian Bumet so that we may take measures to 
ensure this area is protected from the impacts of construction. 

j. Please provide a copy of the public hearing transcript when 
it becomes available. 

He will forward the correspondence from the other 
environmental agencies when it is received. If you have any 
questions, please contact Mr. Paul Hettlaufer of this office at 
(410) 962-1643. 

Sincerely, 

^7 
Keith A. Harris 
Acting Chief, Special Projects 

Enclosures 

6. 6. 

7. 

A wetland site has been selected, see comment 1. on page VI-44. 
No county road improvements are scheduled to affect the Hawkins 
site. A developer-built acceleration/decceleration lane will be 
built adjacent to the property. A 30 foot row. and an additional 
50 feet for wild flowers (for a total of 80 feet) will separate the road 
from the Hawkins site. 
The changes have been made. 

In December, 1992, a field check was made of the subject flooding 
problem area; no wetlands or wetlands vegetation were present. 

The existing rip rap ditch on the east side will be relocated as 
opposed to piped. 

See EA Section IV.E.S.a. Canadian Burnett (sanguisorba 
canademis) has not been verified in the field; its location is out of 
the project impact area. See letter dated 8/16/93 on page VI-81 

£ 
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United States Department of the Interior 'Ml3', 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

WASHINGTON, D.C.   20240 

L76(FW.774) 
E8-92/0$44 # 

N0V2 1992 

Mr. "A.'?ort«r Barrovi 
Stvlslon Aiklnlstntar 
Fedenl Highway Adblnlitrttion 
711 Etc 4Sth Str««c, Sulti 220 
felelaort, KaryUnd   21211 

D*tr Hr. Barrovt: 

TMt U In TMpom. to th. r.qu«.t for the Dtpirtaont of th. Intertor'i eontnt. 

» 1» S'Jrr'li fJJi rVlr0,~nt'1 "•"••""/"•etlon 4(f) ev.lu.cion for St-355 (M.27 to SR-124), NontfoMry County, Hatylmd. 

SECTIOH 4m CTATBOWT ffjpgm 

^.XT ?,t,
rf
lf """P0""10" objeetlve. .re to be .chieved, th«r. I, no 

f«albl. and prudent altemtlv. to th. uae of »o« p.rk and r.er.atlon 1«HI »ltb 
tha alurnatlvax under conaideratlon. 

U. eoneur  chat  the nlclg.tion oeaiuree  daicrlbed are  approprlace,  and chat 

SS^-^ ,ta7llnlB'tl,»»l c«Pl'«l '"k and Plying Co«i..i» (M-HCPPcJ 
.bould contlnu. In order to r.tolv. th. replaoent of land, to be t.k.n fro. 

!i A*?^ »tV0 ,,,rk!;/0r Pt0j*.et PUrp,,M- ^ l',K,, tllt,n •hould b« "?»«•<» 
Sffl^^,"1!?^^ ,'ttlwUnt l>"k «* w«»itlon utility and locitton. 
m. final Section 4<f) accent ahould reflect the reaulta of that coordination. 

bK ! ^ V ' ,vd * brldge ,,e,isn t0 all0,' for PHMttliVtquMttUn 
e^Sr H^   "       ,,g ',VtrMa b*n"th  ^ bridg..     A .e^r. »rthy of 
St. ST " f," . Pr0j*,CC' *h<,ul,1 """ t0 Sw»» e"«k b. n.7d.d. vould b« the provialon of a canoe launching area In accord**, with Section 147 

b.f ississr^ssimiic *- 94-28o)' «• -^^ *- 
}i,!T!!rlft0!! th, d.0CU"*nt th*t **" •" M •»••«««•« archaeological ,lt.. 
Impacted by the project. However, we recooaend continued coordination and 
conaultation with A. Maryland State Hl.toric Pr.a.rv.tlon OfficTi,!TZTJZ 
of the diacovery of any unknown aitea. 

SHA has coordinated with M-NCPPC on parkland mitigation. A 
fee sample acquisition of the property has been arranged (see letter 
dated 4/20/93 on page VI-110. 

A canoe launch site has not been considered for this project since 
there will be no changes to existing passive recreation uses in the 
parks. The project, however, does not preclude the launching of 
a canoe. 

$ 
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SECIIM »« cmoontTg 

h* «eknawl«d|*d In. ttw drift. Same* Creak State Park v«i provided financial 
•itUtance froa the Land and Hater Conaervaelon Tvai (L&HCF) and thua Section 
6(f) of the LMJCF Is applicable thould the project uie land froa the Park. 
Dlacuatlona betvaen the Marrland Departaent of Natural Resources and th» National 
Park Service regarding the replaceaent of park land to b« used for highway 
purposes thould be initiated concerning replaceaent of the property acceptable 
to all concerned parties. The result* of negotiations should be docuaented In 
the final statement. Pltaae note that the National Park Servict vlll consider 
a land replaceaent package under Section 6(f) only after e Section 4(f) approval 
by the Departaent of Transportation. 

MYIMflBBTM. mTMBB-CgMBro 

Fish and Wildlife R..oure.. 

Three non- tidal wetlands will be lapactad by the proposed hlghvey construction 
alternatives. Uetland VI Is e forested wetland doalnatad by red aaple (ksti 
Safena) and a dense shrub layer of southern arrovuood fVlburmn dantatin^. 
Jevelueed flapatleM caoenalal Is the lost coaaon ground cover plant. This 
wetland Is adjacent to Route 355 and provides several beneficial functions. 
These Include: wildlife habitat, sedlaent capture, storawater detention, 
toxlcent retention, and nutrient raaoval and tranaforaatlon. 

Wetland U3 is separated Into forested and eaergent coaponenta. This wetland Is 
adjacent to Route 355 and originates at a storawater aanageaent outfall. This 
outfall Is creating a severely eroding eaergent wetland channel' which is 
presently three to six feet daep and up to 40 feet wide. This erosion is 
altemetaly filling and scouring the dovnstreaa foreated eoaponent of this 
wetland. 

The eaergent portion of wetland W3 It doainstsd by broad-leaf cattail (Tvpha 
litlfolU) mi sedges (SillX «?•)• The forested portion of this wetland la 
doainated by red aaple. South*m errowwood Is the aajor shrub species and coaaon 
greenbrler fSallan rotundifolia). the aajor ground cover. The eaergent area Is 
providing soae habitat to wildlife, but erosion of this area 1* also causing 
substantial watar quality problaas. The forested area is trapping sooa sediaents 
froa the eaergent area, providing habitat to wildlife, retaining toxicants and 
reaovlng and transforaing nutrients. 

Wetland W2 encoapaasea a short reach of the Creat Seneca Creek floodplaln which 
ia laaediately upstreaa and downstreaa of the existing Route 355. This wetland 
syatea is classified as palustrlne foreated and riverine lower perennial. The 
forested portion for this wetland syatea Is doainated by red aeple, aycaaore 
(PUtinus occldsntallal and green esh (Praxlaus pennsylvanlcal. Boxelder aaple 
(Acer neftundo) la the doainant species In the suppressed tree canopy layer. 
Scattered southern arrowwood and silky dogwood (Coraus aaoau^ are the aajor 
species in the spars* shrub layer. Wetland V2 provldaa the following high velue 
functions: flood flow ettenuatloo, groundwster recharge end discharge, sedlaent 
and toxicant retention, nutrient reaoval and transfornstion, food chain support, 
passive recreation opportunities and fish end.wildlife habitat to a large 
diversity of species (Tables 1. 2, 3 and ft). 

There will be no encroachment into park property at Seneca Creek 
State Park and therefore Section 6(0 compliance is not required at 
this park location. 
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< 
i 

« )?t S *v",U P*" Cf ^ M50 •"•• of for"t*d ^lua* *«* ••tl.ndi mi f l.ld h«blt4t thit txttnl* ilon( ch* Itngth of Cct.t Senec* Cr..k.   Ihu wtLnd 
1. p.rt of « h.blt«t corridor for fl.h «nd .Ildllf. popul.tion. both up.tre- .IS 
downjtreu, of lout* 355. An upgrtdtd Rout* 355 would creac* » wldtr ind oort 
^fT (lner,M*,, •',•,d• "* ^h161' •«••) "rrldor cro..ing to frr.ftrl.l 
wildl f. «,,„,« th« the .xlttlng ro«d.   fl,!. projoet wmld Incro... wlHllf. 

us" , "JS?.**1* •^Ct WiUI"« P0""1*"''" »«•!• !• th. vicinity of Rout. 
355. In .ddltlon. tr.fflc .ccid.nu could Incrou* «• < r..ult of people hlctln. 
dt.r or trying to «»oid de.r and oth.r vlldllf.. noting 

J' ^ ^ftT'^A*" ""y1"* st««« Hlghv., /Uteinlitrttlon (SHA) provld. .t 
l«.3t 150 f..t of horltontil corridor for wlldllf. («j ««,ur.d botw.en the tc 
of-.lope. of th. .plll-through bridge protection stnictur.i) beneath the Cr..t 
S.n.e« £r..k Brldg..    tf. .re .l.o r.qu.itlng that SNA provld. . mlnlam of 12 

ttottoo of the brldg. euperstmcture) to encour.g. deer p.aaag. und.t the bridge. 

To .Inioiz. th. i.p.ct. to wtland W «nd It. .nocl.t.d floodpl.ln, It la 
reconended that th. new bridge .nd ro.d .rt.nkaenc use the present croaaIna and 
road allgnMnt and portions of the floodplaln that are upureaa of the .xlltln. 
brldg.. Th. down.tr.ia tegnent of floodplaln ihould b. .voided becaua. It would 
increaa. Upacts to wetland, and to aor. frequently flooded forwt.d upland    The 

JES*!!"" i^J1!1" ""• Pr0Yl<le' •"• """ """"^ benefl" t0 Cr"« Seneca creek than the higher, narrower upstrean .egoent of floodplaln. Therefore we 
requeat that the new allgnaent avoid the downatrean floodplaln. 

^ %*;,"? *n<1 Vilmit S'rvic, """"•"<«• ^.t SHA co.pena«t. for th. 
unavoidabl. loaa.s to the p.luatrln. forested wetland. Ul and W at 21 ratio 
The 2:1 «Pl«e«Mnt ratio for th... fort.t.d w.tl.nd. will help co.p.n.et. for 
the tl« l.g 0f 40 to 50 year, which i. r.qulr.d for plant.d ae.dllng. to .row 
into ..cure trees. This ratio .l.o helps coopensate for the risk associated with 
atteaptlng to cre.te fore.ted wetland.. Th. creation of forested wetlanda .till 
reoains an Inexact science. 

SHA la proposing to fill betv..n 0.45 to 0.98 .cr.s of wetl.nd M.   Thla wetland 

IMX "'.^cui' *'• " ^ dl"hir«e of >"»"«*«<« "torwater fro« a concrete 
outfall. f SHA upgrades Route 355 It will Increase the acreage of Upervlou. 
surface which will l«r,.„ ch. „lvm of ttomM. In .ddUlon. th«. wlU 
be  1... acreag. of ».tl„d W3 to detain thl. .torw.t.r.    More storweter In 

SuLZT Vl11 anlr 1,,er'"e the ""l0n 0f W"Und »• ^ l' reco^^d thit SKA build a atorawater aanagennt pond below the concrete outfall to .ana., the 

h.0 w« r0"1"?lneo,thi, "tlind "^ tt0•ur ••*e«nc »y»»- *»'••« 
out 0° Jiu jTciSsr w d W3 "*,ncr""th* """^of th•wiur nmii* 
FI5B ilTO mmn coouBmTioii ACT cmiwrN^! 

S!l«!LT«WlldUf* Se71C
J

e U "eoa"^int *«i«l ot thi. p.r.U until th. tollowing issues are resolved: 

l'        th^tTi'ri"? *nb,tld*e \'^. •nd h*l8ht tor ero"ln* Cre" »•«»« Creek that will facilitate wildlife nov.aenc .long the floodpl.ln. 

15. 

|7. 7 

See response 1 to Army Corps of Engineers letter dated 10/28/92 
on page VI-58. 

The selected build alternative includes an east shift over Great 
Seneca Creek which retains the existing stream crossing and puts 
the new structure on the upstream side of MD355. 

A wetland mitigation plan has been identified (see comment 1. on 
page VI-44). Wetlands replacement is done on a 2:1 basis. See 
SHA response to the Sierra Club letter of 10/19/92 on page VI-19. 

Stormwater management will be designed and sized during 
subsequent phases of design. There will be continuing coordina- 
tion on stormwater management issues (sec SHA letter dated 8/4/ 
93 on page VI-II4). 

See response 4. above (ACOE letter 10/28/92 on page VI-57). 

V 
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1. SHA icUcti m tUgiuMnt tbtt tvoldi cha Crtac Stneet Cmk floodpltln 
that It domscrew fro« th* •xlitlng Rout* 355 brldg*. 

3. SHA submits an tcctptibl* prellalnaty oltlgttton plan for a vstland 
craatlon site that has bean approvad by tha Sarvlca, Baltlnora Corp* of 
Englnaart, Envtromnta Protaetton Agancy and National Nailna Fisheries 
Sarvlce*. 

Ones thasa Issues ara rasolvtd, the Service will re-evaluate the 404 penlt 
application, and noat likely rtcomend no objection to Issuance of a peralt. 

samn comrars 

Th* Oepartaent of th* Interior offers no objection to Section 4(f) «pproval of 
Alt*rnat* 2. provided the aeasures nentloned above are Included and dor«mnted 
In the final stateaent. 

As this Departaent has a continuing Interest In the project, we are vllllng. to 
cooperate and coordinate with you on a technical assistance basis in further 
project evaluation and asssssaont. For aatters pertaining to recreational and 
culturU aatters, pleaae contact the Regional Director, National Park Service, 
Kid-Atlantic legion, 143 South Third Street. FhlUdelphla, Pennsylvania 19106 
(telephone (215) 597-7013). For natters dealing with fish and wildlife 
resources, please contact th* U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Division of 
Ecological Services, 1«25 Virginia Street, Annapolis, Maryland 21401, (telephone 
(410) 2&9-544a). r 

Sincerely, 

P. Deaaon 
irector 

bfflee of Environaental Affairs 

cc: 
Hr. Hell J. Pederson 
Director, Office of Planning 

and Prellninary Engineering 
State Highway Adalnlstration 
707 North Calvert Street, Rooa 506 
Baltlaore, Kaxyland 21202 

Mr. Michael J.  Kelson 
Deputy Assistant Secretary, Public lands 
Department of Natural Retource 
5S0 Taylor Ave 
Towsa State Building 13 
Annapolis. Maryland 21401  

I 9- 

10. 

9. 

10. 

See response 5. above. 

A wetland mitigation plan has been identified. See comment 1. on 
page VI-44. 

11. 11. Alt. 2 was not the selected alternative. Please refer to the Section 
Section 4(f) evaluation on pages IV-1 to IV-7 for a full discussion 
on the selected alternative. 

^ 

^ 
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fSffi'U             PROJECT 
\Z   Vj               DEVELOPMENT 
^—'^   m                   DIVISION 

Saptember 17, 1992 

Mr. Louis H. Bge 
Maryland Dapartnant of Transportation 
Stata Highway Adninistration 
707 Morth Calvert Street 
Baltimore, MD.    21202 

Reply Due Date:    October 15, 1992 

State Application Identifier:    MD920917-0877 

State Clearinghouse Contact:    tarry Fogelson 

REi    Environmental      Asseaanient/      Section      41 f) 
Evaluation - MD Route 355 From MD Route 27 to 
MD Route 124 

No response necessary. 

Dear Mr. Ege: 

Thia i> to acknowledge receipt of the referenced project.   We have 
Initiated the Maryland Intergovernmental Review and Coordination 
Process as of thl« date.   You oan expect to receive review conmenta 
and reeonnendations on or before the reply data indicated.   If you 
have gueationa concerning thia review,  pleaae contact the ataff 
tnenber noted above. 

The   State   ftpplication  Identifier   (SM)   nmst  be   placed   on  any 
financial    aaaiatance    application    form    and    used    in    future 
correspondenct. 

- 

Me are interested in the referenced project and will make every 
effort to ensure a prompt review.   Thank you for your cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

Mary 3. Xbrams 
Chief, Maryland State Clearinghouse 

for Intergovernnental Assistance 

KJA:LF:mds 

cci    Fred Rappe - MDOT 

Wl mi mmm ami • UMmm. UmyUM IIM-IJU 
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MARYLAND Offlct of Planning 

WMtmDmMScU^tr 

DtcMtxr IS,  1992 

RECEIVED 

JAN - 7 1993 

PB-BALTIMORE 

JtouUM. irr*ur 
Unmr 

Oi — O t- 
^ ;.-jfr, 
•* •" •  i- o . 
-o ••:•;*-•< 

Kr. LouU B. !«• 
SUt« Highway Mtolntatntien 
Mwyland l>*p«rta«nt of Tr«n«port»ttoo 
70T a. Calnrt Str«*t 
Mlttaor*,'-llw7lin(t   212D2 

«VBJ*CTl MTICW MO WCWOWMMTIWI 
•tata Upplloatloa tdutlfian IO920917-0STT 
DasejrtptlMi IsivlroaiMntal KauaaiMBt/taation 4(f)  tvaluatlen - MB Routa 

J5S Iton m Routa 27 to MD Routa 124 
applicant*    Maryland Department of Tranaportatlon/Stata Highway Malnlatratlon 
Leeatleai      HontfOBary county/city of Oaltharabuxg 
kpprOTla; kutkorltyi U.S. Oapartaant of Tranaportatlon/Fadaral Highway 

Malnlatratlon 
•aooaaaalatleai      twlortaaaat labjaet te eoauata 

Daar Mr. Sgai 

In accordanoa with Praaldantlal txaoutlva Ordar 12372 and Ooda of Maryland Ragulatlon 
14.24.04, tha ttata Claarlnghoaaa haa eoordlnatad tha Intargovornnontal ratrlaw of tha 
raferanead project. Thla lattar oonatltutaa tha ttata procaia ravlaw and raooaaandatlon. 
7hia racoaMndatlon la valid for a parlod of threa yaara frca tha data of thla lattar. 

Ravlaw eoaoanta wara raquaatad from tha Maryland Dapartaanta of Bwilng ind CBOlMnitX 
pavalonaant Inoludlno tha Maryland Hlttorleal trmt. Matural Rnourcat, Invlrflnmnt. in3 
tconomLc and emplowiant Oavalocmanti Matrooolltan Waahtnoton Council of Oovarnmanti. Maryland 
watlonal ainlt.l Parka and Planning comlaalon-Montooaarv. Montooaarv County, and tha 
Maryland off lea of Planning. Ml ravlawara found thla project to be conalatent with their 
plane, prograaa, and objeotlrea. 

The Maryland Departaanta of annnaite and taalovnant PaTalonaent. fuMU SttnU   infl 
Correctional Sarvlcee. and Moualno and ComminltY Payelonnant Including the Maryland 
•Tatorlnal Trnatt Maryland national capital Parka and Manning Coqnlnlon-HontMaerr-gsuntoLt 
Montaoaary County and the Maryland Office of Planning found thla project to be coaaleteat 
with their plane, prograaa, and objactlraa. 

found thle project to be 
.yea, but Included certain 

Maryland Departaente of Mitural Reaourcea and Inylranaant 
rally eoaalatest with their plane, prograaa, and object!' 

The 
generally 
qualifying ccananta 

Sumary of ccananta t 

the Beoartaiant of natural Raaourcae atated that "the above referenced envlromental 
aaseaastent la under review by the Department In conjunction with the newly eatabllahed 
(fEPX/404 phaaed paralt review Initiated by the State Highway Malnlatratlon and Any Corpe 
of tnglneera. The Oapartaant of Natural Reaourcaa la reviewing thle docuaent purauant to 
Section 307 (c) (3) (A) of the Federal Coaatal tone Menageaant Ret. Aa required by law, the 
Coaatal tone Conalatancy deteralnatlon, when ecapleted, will be forwarded to the Corpe of 
Inglneera and the State Highway Adalnlatratlon. A copy of thla deteralnatlon will be 
forwarded to the Office of Planning.* 

The Maryland Hlatorlcal Truat haa detaralned that the project haa "no effect" on any known 
trchaologlcal or hlatorlc reaourcaa and that State and/or federal requlreeiente have been net. 

301 Wm haton Strttl • BoUnxn. Mirylmf 11201 IMS 
8<iuaari»llM.H:<4IO)l2$-44H    /at 115-4410     TU: SU-7fSS 

^ 
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Mr. tool. I. 
SctfMMr 1*. 
tty 2 

1192 

1h« P^yfrtmnt of th« InTlromwrtt In thalr attaohad lattar, addraaaad laiuaa raXatlng to 
•tonmatar aanagaaant, ioil aroalon, dabrla, watlaoJt, Mitarwajra and air quality. 

.tontoomarif County atatad that iafomation on floodplaln aanagnant waa not addraaaad In tha 
raport. 

Tha Maryland national capital tarV. and HanwtiMi eamlaalon-MontooMrv County atatad that 
altarnativa i la oonalatant vlth tha Mantgowry County Maatar nan of Hlglmaya. Thay 
provldad thalr attaehod taatlnoay, tram tha Ootbbar 9,  1992 public hearing on thla projaot. 

Tha city of Baltharabura atatad that thay will forward thalr oonnenta dlraetly to tha Stata 
Highway kdnlniatration at • latar data. 

Iny atataaaat of oonildaratioa giran to tha cemaata and raooMundatlona ihould ba anbalttad 
. to tha approTlng authority, with a copy to tha Itata Claariaghouaa. Additionally, tha Stata 
hpplioatLon Idantlflar Ruabar auat ba plaoad on any corraapondanea part lining to thla 
projaot. Thf- Stata Claarlnghoaaa mat ba kapt infonaad if tha raoomandatlon cannot ba 
accoaaodatad by tha approving authority. 

Vlaaa* raaanbar, you (mat osaply with all applioabla ttata and local lawa and ragulationa. 
If you hav* any -guaitlona about tha coananta contalnad in thla lattar or how to prooacd, 
ploasa contact tha atata daartnghouaa at (410) 22S-4490. &lao plaaaa coaplata tha attacbad 
form and return it to tha atata daarlagheaaa aa aooa aa tha atatua of tha project la known. 
Xhla will ennm that oar file* are eoapleta. 

He appreciate your attention to the Intergovernmental review proceaa and Look forward to your 
continued cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

Mary J. hbrana 
Chief, Maryland state Clearlnghouae 

for Intergovermantal hasistanca 

Cncloaurai 

Rappe-MDOT 
Kartaan-DHCD/Mat 
Brown-MDI 
Rappa-MDOT 
Kack-MTaM 
Harriott-UK CfPC-KMK 
Kngllah-OK 
Sbeafor-OPL 
Klddleton-DIID 
Dunbar-DNR 
Betanaon-DP8C8 
Langford-KNCOG 
Ruaaall-Oity of Oaltheraburg 

SH A will continue to preform hydraulic and hydrologic studies to 
address floodplain issues as they relate to the creek crossing. 

"^ 
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Gatihersbutg 

D«<Mfflb*r 1, Itii 

Mr. Larry Fogalson 
Maryland Offica of Planning 
301 if. Preston Streat 
Baltimore. Maryland     11201 

Dear Mr. Pogelson: 

As I Indicated to you prevtonaly by phone, the City of Oalthersburf staff 
Is continuing to rerlew the details aaiodated with the Environmental 
Assasament/Section 4(f) Evahiatton for Maryland Route 3SS From Maryland 
Route 3T to Maryland Route 124. As a point of information, the two and a 
half week period originally allotted for the review would not have been 
sufficient for auch a voluminous document. However, since the time has 
long sinoe elapsed for a response to the State Clearinghouse, we intend to 
forward our detailed comments regarding the document directly to the State 
Highway Administration. 

Thank you for your patience in this matter. 

Sincerely, 

JAtnifer Russel 
Planning Director 

JR/pw 

v oiGaiinefSDurg V Sc.:" Symmii Avenue. Gailhersburg Maiylana208"7-209$ 
jC  :::-:J00 • FAX.3Gt' 948-61") 

emmiuuM 

No response necessary. 
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October 21, 1992 

Mr. Paul wattltufar 
corps of Engineers 
CENAB-OP-RX 
FOtVOtflce BOX 1T1S 
Baltimore, MD 21203-1715 

Deir Mr. WsttUu£«r: RZ:MO  3SS 
MD  27   to  MD   124 

Thank you for the opportunity to coMient on the roadway 
aUfMMnt for Marylind 35! batwaan Maryland 27 and 124. 

in ganerai, my organization supports improving existing 
rlghts-of-way as altarnatlves to building naw highways, specifi- 
cally, we support tha widening of MD 3S5 as less environmentally 
damaging than tha proposed M-B3. 

We also ssk th»t every step be taXen to avoid or minimlie 
Impacts to tha Great saneca Creek watershed. He support long 
span bridges to reduce impacts on wetlands and flood plains, we 
also support shifting the roadway alignment to the east to avoid 
the wooded wetlands on the west within Seneca Creek state Park. 
Has a baseline study of tha aquatic organisms in Great Seneca 
Creek been conducted so that some comparison could be made after 
road construction has been completed? 

Two major concerns wa have are how mtormwatar management for 
the widened road surface will ba achieved and where mitigation 
sites that provida tha aama wetland function are located. 

He question the assertion, made at the public hearing, that 
tha proposed widening of MD 355 would have no impact on air 
quality. As you know, tha Washington metropolitan area already 
exceeds the national ozone standard. Host of the ozone problem 
comes from vehicle emissions. Adding road capacity is not moving 
In the right direction. 

sincerely,^ 

Heal Fitzpatrick 
Conservation Director 

2. 

3. 

cc:    Daphne Gammlll 

S    O    <   I    B   T    V A    U    O    •    •    O    • MAT*   R   At   I    ST 

<l«0  ion,,   U.ll  Hold.   Ch.vy  CIXK.'MorKna   201U  •  301   tSlllll   •  ».• <  10!   ISI-JW* 

1. A baseline aquatic study is not a requirement for an Environmen- 
tal Assessment and therefore was not conducted. Best Manage- 
ment Practices (BMPs) and sound stormwater management will be 
implemented during construction to ensure that stream quality is 
not adversely affected. 

2. See response 1. and 2. to Maryland Departrment of the Environ- 
ment letter dated 9/23/92 on page VI-44. 

3. By adding more lanes to MD355, traflic will flow easier and the 
number of cars queueing up, due to congestion will be diminished. 
Air quality, therefore, should not get any worse and may in fact 
improve due to increased traffic flow. 
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ALL >" & ***• out *"•• 
HuyUnd State Clmlafiwuii 

for IntwqovaraMaUl. taiUUnc* 
301 «Mt Frwtao StTMt 
Batleor., Razrlmd   2U01-2U5 

aosnct:   Hivint MB uoomduiai 
Stata «wllc«tlon IfcntiflmJ   M»JO917-0877 

Uppllcmti   Marylind 0w«rtm«Jt of Tmuportatioii/Stat* Hlghwar «drini»tration 

B««oilj>tlon!    «B»lroo»B»t»l tosumnt/ Swrtion MO Ev«lu«tion - » Houta 3SS 
Fnm m Rout* 27 to ND Rout* 12« 

MsponM* watt b* wturMd to th« 8Ut» Cl—rlnghou.. en or b«for« OctcbT U, 19M.   Bood 
on • t»»i«i"of th« notification infoimUon pro»id»d, •• haw dBtamined that: 

Qwok Onai 

^ i.     conaiatant.   It i» contlttant »lth our plana. ptogmt and dbjaetivaa. 

(MRT only) 

(Dm only) 

 ,.   it hu baan datoninad that tha pio}act haa "no affact* on any kno«m 
archaologlcal or hlatoric raaourcaa and that raqulxaaanta of Saction 
106 of tha Sational Hittorlo Waaarvatlon Act and 36 CTR 800 ha*a 
baan aat. 

 b.   it haa baan detamlnad that tha raquiraanBta of Maryland Coaatal 
Zona ManagaiaBt Progran hava baan aat for tha project in accordance 
•ith 16 UK UK, Saction 307 (c) (1) and (2). 

Cemlittnt - OuiUfvlnq Coonanti. It ii gtnarally contiatant with our plana, 
prograns and obJacti»ai. but tha attachad qualifying cotment 1« auhnltted Jor 
conaidtration. 

Contlnaant Opon C.rtaln Action.. It la gen.rally conalatant with our plana, 
program! and objactivai i-mtHng^fc upon cartain actions baing taken aa noted In 
tha attachad ccanant. 

Wot conalatant. It raiaaa prcblana concarnlng co^atibillty with our plana, 
program or objactivaa; or it may duplicata axUtlng progna activitiea, aa 
indlcatad in tha attachad ccanant. 

Additional mfarmtlon Raauaatad. Additional inforwitioo ia rwjulrad to e««plata 
tha ravlew. Tha infomatlon naadad ia idantifiad balow. If an extanaion of the 
review period is requeated, pleaaa check here 

Briaf c««anta:     Ki^Va^->«u ftmAiAllaAytyaa  rf^.T^Xtt    '4<n\.9u*. 

flf..l;L^   <rn,>~**.:^1 l^n>.a?4\^> _—  

. TA- j/^U  additional conmanta are attachad, plena, check here. U'wVr~»'»'As^ 

Suture: S^WH ^^ 
Robtrt Wlnlck  

Organltation: M-HCPPC 
Addre.i: 8787 Go. Ave.. Silver Sprint. HP 

2091O-J760 

No response necessary. 

$ 
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#=«'' 
/fonfeanay <joun^tfS>terQna*l5'« 

• 

DEC 2   1992 

Rr. Nell J. Ptdentn, Director 
Oflltt of PlMnlM and Prtllatntry tnfllnnrlnj 
$ttt* Highway Milnlitratlon 
707 North Colvtrt Strtot 
BoHlaore. M 21201 

Dear Noll: 

Attaclwd for your Information ant us* art the Hontfomry county 
Oepartam of Transportation'! cooaents on the Maryland Rottt* 3S5 (MQ 27 to HD 
124) project.   Tot will note that we support the six lane divided alternate 
for tht entire project length, at well at the 'Cast Shift' option and high 
bridge 400 foot span at Croat Seneca Creek.   Please feel free to contact w 
should you have any qoesttons regarding these comnents.   tour attention to 
this auterlal Is appreciated. 

Sincerely, 

,                                                               Robert C. Rerrynah, Peputu^lrector 
Oepartnent of Transporta^M 

tCK/ISijmc 
W44U 
Attachaent 

cc: Patricia 1. Htllard, HNCPPC 
Louis N. tge. Jr., NStM 
Creston ). Mils, Jr.. NSHA 
Ceorge If. KaHon, HSHA 
Jareene Bartdoll. FHHA 
Paul Hettlaafer, COC 

, 

Mfitt »• ilit Dirwef. D«pinii>«iii of Tnmporuttra 
..       .       -.. t .. v ,.•,. M •       ; :.':••': 
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HMfTtOKtr OMITt OtrUTKKT Of TIMSPMUTIOM 
comtNTS OK m wutruwo mn )ss (» it t« NO 124) MOJKT 

IHCLUDINS tK»UOl«KTAl ASSCSSKEMT/SCCTION 4 (f) (VAIUATION 
AMD THE IQCATIOW/DHIM WOliy HtAIIMt 

1. NCDOl supports the Inpltnentatlon of Alternatt ) - the $1x lane divided 
roidwty fr«n NO 27 to NO 124 because It liproves traffic service to 
acceptable levels for all roadway segaents, and provides the naster plan 
eltlmate roadway *ow In one project, rather than necessUatlng additional 
disruption In the future with a widening project.   He believe the 
continuity of * six lane facility with aedlan for the entire project 
length (Including locations where a wider, but undivided highway, nay 
already exist suck as frwi NO 118 to Htddtebrook Road) Is an luportant 
piSiUlve feature of this project.   He recognlie the need for selected 
reductions to the overall roadway section In locations such as In the 
vicinity of the Cider Barrel. 

2. MOOT prefers the Hast Shift' alignment option in the vicinity of the 
treat Seneca Creek flood plain crossing, because It encroaches on lets 
wetlands and flood plain than the 'Hest Shift', and because It avoids 
taking right-of-way froa the federally (land and Hater Conservation Fund) 
and state (Progran Open Space) funded Seneca Creek State Park. 

2.   Rue to the potential negative lipact on as wny as ten additional 
residences, NCOOT does not feel the alignment options to avoid the Si' 
diameter White Oak located Just north of Chapetgate toad are desirable. 

4. KCDOT supports SHA's proposal to liplenent • reduced six lane roadway 
section so that there Is no negative Impact to the Cider Barrel site. 

5. KCDOT prefers the high bridge 400 feet long span for the treat Seneca 
Creek crossing, but recognizes the need for additional hydraulic and 
hydrologtc analyses to detemlne engineering feasibility of the different 
bridge options.   This preference Is based on our understanding that a 
higher bridge with wider span allows wre light under It, thereby 
nlnlalztng negative wetlands Inpactt. and because It allows aore clearance 
to accomodate potential equestrians riding underneath. 

t.   There are several related roadway Inprovenent projects currently under 
either construction or design which Inpact HO 3SS directly within the NO 
2) to HO 124 Units.   A tiKmary of the status of each project follows: 

o MD HO lelocated. Phase II Is under construction and over Mt 
conplete. Included in this project Is an interln widening of MO 
355 to a five lane undivided cross section fron Collins Drive to 
the trailer park entrance driveway at the Cider Barrel. 

SH A conducted additional hydraulic and hydrologic studies which 
resulted in the recommendation to cross Great Seneca Creek using 
a 320 foot bridge with 13.5 feet of clearance. 

^N 
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• MO Hi 4«y«loper laprovMcnlt art turrtntly btlftfl dtil«n«d fro* 
teutb of Irlnk RMd to north or Mlddlebrook «o»d.   When constructed 
tMt proJMt would wldtn HO 3SS to virlooi cross stctfons, \it thi 
follovlnt sefnents: 

- tnnsttton fro* the existing two line road to i four lane 
divided roadway fro* south of Irlnk Road to Ridge Road relocated; 

- a four lane divided roadway (with additional auxiliary or 
throiifb lanes In various locations) froei Ridge Road relocated to 

:•- Oxbridge Drive, Including the Ridge Road Relocated Intersection; 

•   • five lane undivided roadway frea Oxbridge Drive to north of 
Mlddlebrook Road. 

o Hatklns Mill Road Extended froa NO M to NO 11) Is being designed 
as a County project with final plans expected In early 1993. it 
envisions adding soae turning lanes to NO iii north and south of 
the Vatklas Mill Road intersection. 

o Father Hurley Doulevard/Rldge Road txtended froa HO 27 to Crystal 
Rock Irtve.   Although the actual Intersection of this road with NO 
3SS will be constructed by the ND 155 developer kprovenents 
project listed above, construction of Ridge Road extended on each 
side of the Intersection will be done as a separate developer 
project slated to begin const met Ion In the very near future. 

o Seraintown Montgonery Village Connector (N-S3) froa HO 2) to 
Hontgoaery Village Avenue.   Essentially the only activity going on 
currently pertaining to this project Is the completion of trade 
Estebllshmnt Plans.   No ether work Is prograaned for this project 
at this tlae. 

o Mlddlebrook Road Extended froa HO 355 to H-83.   This road will be 
constructed by developers In the future, and will Inpact the 
existing MO 355 roadway. 

MCDOT supports the provision of a Class I blkeway (separate bike path) for 
the length ef the project on the west side of MO 3SS. An eight foot hiker/biker trail will be provided on the west side of 

MD355. This is consistent with the Montgomery County Compre- 
hensive Plan and the portion of the roadway being improved by a 
developer. In addition, a five foot sidewalk will be built on the east 
side of the roadway. 
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i 

Other HCOO! concim b«s1c«11y c«nttr around our desire to reMln Involved 
In the review proceu of dettlled design pljns is they progress (or the NO 
355 project. This Includes oir Trefflc Engineering Division for striping, 
signing, and street lighting, our Trenslt Services Division for the 
location of bus stops and design consideration of bus stop pads (or 
passenger shelters If warranted), and the Planning and Project Oevelopaent 
Office for pedestrian and bicycling Issues. 

MCDOT/OPPP 
Oeceaber 1MZ 

KWS/JMC 
•f 31U 

3. There will be continued coordination between SHA and Mont- 
gomery County Department of Transportation. 

JON 
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SIERRA 
103 North AiMmi Slraat 

Rodmllt MD 20650 

1) CLUB 
Homgomfry County Group 

Jasds W. Clarka 
1916 Dundee Road 
Rockvill*. MD 20850 

October 19, 1992 

Hr. Paul Wettlauffer 
Corps of Engineers 
CENAB-OB-RX 
P.O. Box 1715 
Baltlaore, TO 21203-171S 

Dear Nr. Wettlauffer: 

This letter ia the Sierra club contents on the Maryland State 
Highway Adainistration's request for a wetlands permit under 
Section *04 of the Clean Mater Act and/or Section 10 of the River 
and Harbors Act 1899 to increase the capacity of Maryland 355 
between MD 27 (Ridge Road) to MD 124 (Montgoaery Village Avenue). 

He agree that the project should be constructed on the east side of 
the existing bridge over Seneca creek as the wetlands on the east 
side are of low quality. 

One of our wetlands concern is with the nigration proposal. We 
have not yet had an oppertunity to visit the proposed aitigation 
sites but are troubled by be the indications that wetlands will be 
•created* as part of the aigratlon process. The business of 
wetlands creation is far ahead of the science of wetlands creation 
and we would feel auch nore coafortable if the nigration sites 
proposed were degraded wetlands in the Seneca Creek watershed that 
could be restored. 

We are also concerned with a stateaent that appears on page IV-21 
in the Environmental Assessment/Section •(f) evaluation report that 
says "Construction nethods could include neaaures to control 
sediaent and other run-off as these swales carry stomwater to an 
energant wetland systaa reported to contain unique plants species 
approxiaately 700 feet to the west of the project boundary." We 
feel that the construction nethods aust Include aeasures to protect 
this aaergent wetlands eystsn and- look to the Corps to protect this 
wetland as part of its responsibility under section 404 of the 
clean water Act. 

Even though Seneca Creek is a class, one atreaa there are indication 
that the water quality has inproved and we would like to sea 

To explore, an/oy, and protect the nation's scenic resources.. 
P'lm«rf *ttli Sov-bned In* on toor. Rtcrcltd toot' '15% omt-conswl 

See written response in Community Comments on pages VI-19 and Vl-20. 

Joy 
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monitoring required before, during and after construction to 
Measure the Impact on water quality and in insure that the best 
aanaqaaent practices (BHFs) used are the ones that are best for 
this situation. He want to aake sure that after the conpletion of 
the project there is no decline in water quality and wa ask that 
the Corps do what it can to insure that there is no degradation of 
water quality in Seneca Creek. 

I request that I be kept informed of the pamit process for this 
wetlands permit at my address on Dundee Road as shown at the top of 
this letter. 

Thank, you for the oppertunity to present our views on this project. 

Sincerely, 

'-'Janes ». Clarke 
conservation Chair 
Hontqonery County Group 
Sierra club 

Senator Laurence Levitan 
Delegates Gene Counihan 

Richard LaVay 
Jean Roesser 
Mr. George Walton, SHA 
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STATE OF MARYLAND 
DEPARTMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENT 
2300 Broecun Hifhwij   BtUnoit, Mujrlud 21224 
(*idr63l-358J 

WBfcaDmildS 
Ooveraor 

MEMORANDUM 

Roben 
Sccrfltfy 

TO: SostaSootto 

THRU:       J. LHeam^VC 
Angelo Btaoer'yCS 
Chartotte Holland .x 

FROM:       RayAndecson ML f'l->*(.-*) 

SUBJECT:   WMA Eovironmental Review Cammentt 
State Clearinjhouse Project 
RE: State AppUcation Identifier MD 920917-0877 

DATE:       October 1,1992 

This menw presenti our commenti on the Environmental Aaeasment Maryland 
Route 355 from Route 27 to Route 124. 

When the site preparation, or the building-debris removal involves either 
construction (the placement of any outfall, pipe, riprap, or any other fill material) 
in an adjacent waterway or wetlands, a Section 404 Permit is required from the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and a 401 Water Quality Certification is needed 
from the Maryland Department of the Environment Section 404 of the Clean 
Water Act prohibits the discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of the 
US without a permit from the Corps of Engineers. 

Under Section 401 of the Clean Water Act, the State of Maryland is required to 
issue a Water Quality Certification for any federally permitted activity which may 
result In a discharge of dredged or fill material to State waters or wetlands. This 
Water Quality Certification coofinns that the activity will not cause a violation of 
the State water quality standards or limitations. 

Section 8-803 of the Natural Resources Article of the Annotated Code of 
Maryitnd requires that a person shall obtain a non-tidal waterway construction 
permit from the DNR for any construction in the 100 year floodplaln which alters 
the course, current or cross-section of a stream or body of water within the State. 

TODFOKTHEDCAr      <a<0>   631-1009 

All permits including Section 404, 401 Water Quality Certifica- 
tion will be applied for by SHA. 

A Section 8-803 permit for .07 acres of altered 100 year floodplain 
will be applied for by SHA. 
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ML Susan Scotto- Memonuukun 
Pago 2 Uendfler MDW0917-0877 

Please contact Mr. Kdtb Harris, CbhU Rivw Btiin Perario Section, Operation 
Diviskm, VS. Anny Corps at Engineers at (410) 962-3477 for more detafls 
concerning the Sectioa 404 permit Mr. Andrew Der, Qioiogbt, Standards, 
Regnbrnom and Policy Development Section, Standards and Certificadoa Division, 
Water Management Administntioa should be contacted at (410) 631-3609 (or 
more details conceniiig the Section 401 CeitificaJion. Please contact 
Mr. Oarle* Wheeler, Director, Resource Protection Program, DNR at 
(410) 974-3877 for more infomatkn cooceniing the permits issued by them. 

. One permit application must be filed with DNR to obtain all of these approvali. 

REAUp 
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STATE OF MARYLAND 
DEPARTMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENT 
23008roamgHiglmjr  BtWmore, Muytand 21224 
(301)631- 

Robot JllCMMpt 
SfloMuy OoMnur 

October 26,1992 

Mi. Maiy J. Abnum 
OM Muylmnd Sate aeaHnghause 
for Intergovtrmnenttl Assistance 
301 W. Preston Street 
BiJtiroortMD 21201-2365 

Dear Ms. Abrams: 

RR    State Application IdenuDer: MD920917-0877 
EnTtronmental Aiseiiraent/Stctlon 4(0 Evalaatton-MD. Rte. 355 bom 
MD. Rle. 27 to MD. Rte 124 
Montfonajr County 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide review of the above referenced Clearioghouse 
project Copies of the documents were circulated throughout the Maryland Department 
of the Environment (MDE) for review, and the attached commenu (pages 1-4) are 
offered for your consideration. 

If you have any questions or need additional informution. please call me or have a 
member of your staff contact, Mr. Nathaniel Brown, MDEs Clearinghouse Coordinator 
at (410) 631-3114. 

^Sincerely, 

Susan Scotto 
Director, Office of Strategic Planning and Policy 

SSinkb 

Attachments 

TOO KXLTHl DEAF OOllMl-WM 
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Mt. Mary J. Abnms 
Identified MD920917-08T7 

Addlttonl Cg—atr 

Construction and/or demolition of boUdlogs and roadways must be performed in 
confonnance with State regulations pertaining to "Partlculate Matter from Material! 
Handling and Omutruction" (COMAR 26.n.06.03D)..... referencing that during any 
eonstnxtion and/or demolition work, reasonable precaution must be taken to prevent 
partieulate matter, such as fugitive dust, from becoming airborne. 

I' Mitigation measures during construction will include minimizing 
furtive dust and particulates. 

^ 
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mm MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF THE! 
2300 Broening Highway   •   B»ltimore,MiryUnd'!l 
(410)631-3000 

lONMENT 

WiDumDooiUSchufa 
Oovemn 

TUT L      'J •.; TTW 
Robot Perduepe 

Secrcury 

June 16,   1993 

Mr. Bruce Grey, Aasistant Chief 
Project Planning Division 
State Highway Adalnlatration 
707 North Calvert St. 
Baltinore, Maryland 21203-0717 

kttn: Ma. Barbara Allora-Bohlan 

Dear Mr. Grey: 

Thia la in response to your lettar dated March 29, 1993 in reference to 
the property formerly occupied by Beahm's Auto Park along MD 355 
between MD 124 and MD 27 in Montgoaery Co.  Enclosed with your letter 
was a report on a Prelininary Site Investigation (PSI) undertaken to 
determine the limits of contanlnatlon by hazardous materials.  You 
requested our review of the report and comnents as to the level of 
regulatory action that nay be required. 

The PSI describea contamination of limited extent presenting no 
significant risk to the public health or the surrounding environment. 
The report concludes that no action may be the preferred course of 
action. It also recommends further evaluations of the fate of the 
contaminants, and investigation of the potential human and 
environmental receptors. The soil gas survey recommendad by your 
Office of Materials & Research may reveal other areas of contamination 
not detected by the monitoring well data included in the report. The 
results of these studies must be submitted before we can complete our 
assessment of the level of regulatory action required by the Hazardous 
Waste Program for this site. 

The monitoring of the ground water should continue on a quarterly basis 
using the established procedures for collecting representative samples. 
This information will be helpful in the selection of the preferred 
remediation alternative.  Copies of the results of the laboratory 
analyses of the groundwater samples should be transmitted to us for 
review as they become available. 

TCO POD THE DCAT(410) Ul']009 
Togelher We CM Clean Up" 

SHA will continue to monitor the wells according to MDE 
criteria. If remediation is required by MDE, SHA will make 
a determination during final design and/or make a permit 
request from MDE. 
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Mr. Bruc« Gray 
Page 2 

Other remediation alternatives should be evaluated by your consultant. 
For example, techniques such as sparging, soil vapor extraction and 
stean injection nay be more suitable for the conditions at the Mb355 
site than the punp and treat alternative discussed in the report.  It 
•ay prove desirable to combine several of these techniques in order to 
complete remediation within acceptable time and money constraints. 

You should also be aware that this Department may have additional 
comments on this project, at a later date, through the 401 Water 
Quality Certification review process in conjunction with the U.S. Corps 
of Engineers wetlands permit. For further information concerning this 
process, you should call Mr. Andy Der of the Water Management 
Administration. His telephone number is (410) 631-3551. 

Thank you for your efforts to address the environmental issues at this 
site. If you have any questions, please contact me at (410) 631-3343. 

Sincerely, 

John C. Lawther, Chief 
Groundwater Support 
Hazardous Haste Program 

JCL:dlf 

cct Mr. Richard Collins 
Mr. Andy Der 
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COASTAL 
RESOURCES 

INC 

RECEIVED  , 

AUG181993     ' 
PB - bALTIMORE 

MEMORANDUM 

Tot  8tev« Fltno, Parion Brlnckerhotf 
Troai  S«r»h HllllaiBon, Coastal Resourcai, Inc. 
Sub)»cti  Rt. 3S5, Canadian Burnet 
Datai  Ruguat IS, 1993 

Coastal Resourcai, Inc. perforncd field Invaatlgations In August of 
1991 to atteapt to varlfy the reported existence of Canadian Burnet 
(Sangulsorba canadensis) In the vicinity of the Rt. 355 corridor. 
Canadian Burnet ia a "threatened* plant specie In Maryland. 
Because the exact location of the wetland that the plant was 
reported to Inhabit was never deternlned. CRI conducted a survey of 
the area west of Rt. 355 and north of Rt. 118. Only one wetland 
was found close enough to the allgnaent to receive any (apart froa 
the proposed road widening. This wetland Is loomed south of 
Shakespeare Rd. approxlaately 780' to the west of the project 
boundary and is fed loteralttently by two Waters of tbe United 
States which carry runoff froa Rt. 355. This wetland was field 
Investigated for the presence of the Canadian Burnet. No plants 
war* found. 

2086 Genwals Hishway. Suite 305. AnnapollB. MD 21401  (410)849-8490 •8415039 
500 East Charles SI. P.O Box 2459, La PWa. MD (301) 934 2141 

Advisory 
Council On 
Historic 
Preservation 

Th. CM tat OBloi BulMhif 
1100 tauytvtait Aram. UH MO* 
V«thlii(ttn.DC200O« 

J.N        "   K>93 

Mr. A. P. Barrows 
Division Adainistratlon 
Federal Highway Adainistratlon 
The Rotunda, Suit* 220 
711 West 40th Street 
Baltiaore, MD 21211-2187 

REP:  Reconstruction of MD 355 froa MD 124 to MD 27 
Frederick County, Maryland 

Dear Mr. Barrows: 

On May 17, 1993, the Council received your determination, 
supported by the Maryland State Historic Preservation Officer 
(SHPO), that the referenced undertaking will have no adverse 
effect upon th* Nealsvlll* Presbyterian Church, a property 
eligible for inclusion in the National Regleter of Historic 
Places.  Pursuant to Section t00.S(d)(2) of the Council's 
regulations, "Protection of Historic Properties" (16 CFR Part 
Boo), we do not object to your detaralnatlon. Therefore, you are 
not required to take any further steps to conply with Section 106 
of the National Historic Preservation Act other than to iaplenant 
the undertaking as proposed and consistent with any conditions 
you have reached with the Maryland SHPO. 

Thank you for your cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

/*> 
)Don L. Klin 
Director 

V    Eastern Office of Review 

F.M  1 

v/:'Vi 
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Maryland Department of TranspcrtsitIon 
Slate Highway Administration 

O. Jamei UgMhltar 
StciMiy 

H«IKauofl 

Jun« 15, 1993 

RE: Contract NO. M 611-151-371 
KD 355: HD 124 to MD 27 
Montgomery County, Maryland 
PDMS No. 153397 

Mr- K.  Portar Barrows 
Division Administrator 
radar*1 Highway Administration 
Th« Rotunda - Suit* 220 
711 West 40th Straet 
Baltimore MD 21211 

Attn Mr. David Lawton 

Dear Mr. Barrows: 

In accordance with the combined environmantal/requlatory process, 
the State Highway Administration (SHA) requests your concurrence 
on the Selected Alternate, Alternate 3, for the MD 355 projact. 
Enclosed is a copy of the napping which shows the selected 

alternate. 

At the April 21, 1993 Interagency Meeting, SHA requested 
concurrence on the Selected Alternate for this project. The 
attending agencies agreed that it is not necessary to obtain 
formal written concurrence on Purpose and Need or the Alternates 
Selected for Detailed Study for this project.  It was their 
belief that the Environnental Assessnent Section 4(f) Evaluation 
approved August 27, 1992, contained sufficient information to 
address the need for the project and that a reasonable range of 
alternates was considered. 

Mr. A. Porter Barrows 
Page Two 

Please provide us with your concurrence with the Selected 
Alternate by July IS, 1993 and indicate such on the signature 
line below. Please return your response to Attn: Mr. Jeffrey H. 
Smith. Should you require additional Information, please contact 
Mr. Bruce Grey at 333-1186. 

Uf ittoptniw numbtr It . (410)   333-1110 

TihlipwiilUt tor knpelrad MMrtng or Spud! 
SU-TSSS Btltlmor* Mttn) - 5*8^451 O.C. Malm • 1.»00-«BS-5O«2 StalmMt Toll Frta 

707 North Cilvirt St., B«Mlmoi». MMyttrxl 2M0J0717 

Very truly yours, 

Hal Kassoff 
Administrator 

by,   ^P^W  
Neil J, Pedersen, Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

LHE:BMG:sjc 
Enclosure 

Ms. Jareene Barkdoll 
Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Mr. Bruce Grey 
Mr. Jeffrey Saith 
Ma. Cynthia D. Simpson 
Mr. George Walton 
Mr. James Hynn 

Concurrence: 

firj/a Federal Highway Administration 
7- P-'il 

Date 
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MaryiandDepartmentofltonsportallon 
State Highway Administration 

O. James Lighlhlter 

Hal Kassofl 
Mmlol«r(Kir 

July 13,.1993 

RE: Contract Mo. M 611-151-371 
HD 355: HD 124 to MD 27 
Montgomery County, Maryland 
PDMS Mo.  153397 

Mr. Robert Gift w 
Mid-Atlantic Regional office ^ 
National Park Service ~'  . 
U.S. Custons House, Room 502 - 
2IM1 t  chestnut Streets 
Philadelphia PA 19116 

Dear Mr. Gift: -- 

In accordance with the conbined environnental/regulatory prbctess, 
th« State Highway Adnlnietratlon (SHA) requests your concurrence 
on the Selected Alternate, Alternate 3, for the MD 355 project. 
According to the July 6th neooranduB, this project was discussed 
with you by Mr. Jeffrey Knoedler ae one of the exceptions that 
would be handled by your office. 

Enclosed is a copy of the napping which shows the selected 
alternate. 

At the April 21, 1993 mteragency Meeting, SHA requested 
concurrence on the Selected Alternate for this project. The 
attending agencies agreed that it is not necessary to obtain 
foraal written concurrence on Purpose and Heed or the Alternates 
selected for Detailed study for this project. It was their 
belief that the Environaental Assessnent section 4(f) Evaluation 
approved August 27, 1992, contained sufficient infornation to 
address the need for the project and that a rflaaonable range of 
alternates was considered. 

l»yW«p*on»nU!<»«rlt ._ — 

TtMypMitttr tor knilratf Hnrtng or SpMch 
1M-7555 Bal1lmo<» Mttto • SU-0451 D.C. M*tto - 1I00-4SJ-5(I5S tMttwtda ToK FIM 

707 Norm CMvwl SI., edllmora, Mitylwa jii0J0717 

Mr. Robert Gift 
Page Two 

Please provide us with your concurrence with the Selected 
Alternate by Septenber 10, 1993 or sooner and Indicate such on 
Si signatSe line below. Please return Vour response to^ttn: 
Mr. Jeffrey H. Seith. Should you require additional infornation, 
please contact Mr. Bruce crey at 333-1186. 

Very truly yours. 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Prelinlnary Engineering 

2J>jL 
IM. Grey 

AssH^ant Division Chief 
Project Planning Division 

LHE BUG: sjc 

Enclosure 

cc: MS. Jareene Barkdoll 
Mr. Louis H Ege, Jr. 
Mr. Jeffrey H. Smith 
Ms. Cynthia D. Slapaon 
Mr. George Walton 
Mr. Jaaes Wynn 

Concurrence: 

dA«Jfr 
National Park Serflce Datfe 

IX 

SfCTON 6ffl COMMtNTS - M0.35$: MD 124 TO MO 27 

As admowtedged in the drift, Seneca Creek Stite P»rk was provided financial assistance horn the 
land and Watet Conservation fund (UWCT) and thus Section 6(1) of the liWCf is applicable 
should the projea use land from the Pa*. Discussions between the Maryland Department of 
Natural Resources and the National Pa* Service regarding the replacement of park land to be used 
for highway purposes should be Initiated concerning replacement ol the property acceptable to all . 
concerned parties. The resulls of negotiations should be documented In the final sUtemenl. Please 
note that the National Park Service will consider a land replacement package under Section 6(0 only 
after a Section 4(0 approval by the Department of Transportation. 
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Maryland Defxrlment of Transportition 
State Highway Administration 

O. Jtmti Lighlhutr 

Hal Kuiolt 
AdmMMiMv 

June 16,  199) 

REs    contract No. M 611-151-371 
MD  355:   MO  124  to HD 27 
Hontgonery County, Maryland 
PDMS MO.   153397 

Mr. Roy DonnarX 
HBPA Coapllance Section 
Envlronnental Protection Agency 
Region III 
841 Chestnut Avenue 
Philadelphia PA 19107 

Dear Mr. Denmark I 

In accordance with the conbined environmental/regulatory process, 
the State Highway Administration (SHA) requests your concurrence 
on the Selected Alternate, Alternate 3, for the HD J5S project. 
Enclosed Is a copy of the napping which shows the selected 
alternate. 

At the April 21, 1993 Interagency Meeting, SHA requested 
concurrence on the Selected Alternate for this project. The 
attending agencies agreed that it is not necessary to obtain 
fonts1 written concurrence on Purpose and Meed or the Alternates 
Selected for Detailed Study for this project.  It was their 
belief that the Envlronnental Assessment Section 4(f) Evaluation 
approved August 27, 1992, contained sufficient inforaatlon to 
address the need for the project and that a reasonable range of 
alternates was considered. 

Ify Itliphon* numbtr It. 

MJ-755S Btillmor* Melra • itt 
T«Ulyp«wril«r tor Impilrad Hiving e> tpntto 
•elto • 5S8-04S1 D.d. Malre - l-Ao-4»l-SO«i StiltwkM 1 

Mr. Roy Dennark 
Page Two 

Please provide us with your concurrence with the Selected 
A ternate by July 30, 199) and indicate such on the signature 
line below. Please return your response to Attn: Mr. Jeffrey H 
Saith. Should you require idditional inforeatlon, please contact 
Mr. B^uce Grey at 333-1186. «-«I!.«M. 

Very truly yours, 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Prellninary Engineering 

by: _A 
Bruce M. £ 
Assistant Division Chief 
Project Planning Division 

LHE:BMG:8Jc 

Enclosure 

Ms. Jareene Barkdoll 
Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Mr. Jeffrey Snith 
Ms. Cynthia 0. Slapson 
Mr. George Walton 
Mr. Jaaes Wynn 

Concurrence: 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Date 

Sw *\ 
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UNriH) STATES ENVMONMENTAL PHOTCCTION AGENCY „,. v,- 
REGION • "••*.'. 

041 Chesmul BuMng 
PhaadelpNa Pamsytvaila 19107-4431 

UK 

JUl 28 «0i Mr. Louis Edge, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 
Statp Highway hdainistration 
707 North Calvert St. 
Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717 

Re: MD 35S Selected Alternate 
Attn. Jeffery H. Smith 

Dear Mr. Edge: 

In accordance with the coabincd NEPA/404 process EPA ha» 
reviewed the referenced docuaentation on the ealected alternate 
for KD 355 and offers the following coments and recoamendatione. 
Our comnents will address the selected alternate and the 
docuaentatlon supporting the selection. 

Froa the docunentatlon provided with this concurrence 
request and that contained in the BnYironl''ent''1 

ftssessnent/Section 4(f) Evaluation dated August 27, 1992, EPA 
conditionally approves with the selected alternate, alternate 3. 
Alternate 3 meets the previously agreed upon purpose and need for 
the project without causing significantly nore impacts to the 
natural enviroraoent when compared to the alternate 2.  Alternate 
2 does not meet the purpose and need. The selected alternate 
impacts 4.61 acres of parkland, 1.34 acres of wetlands and 1.90 
acres of floodplain as conpared to alternate 2 which has impacts 
of 4.11 acres, 1.21 acres and 1.52 acres respectively. 
Residential relocations are similar with five for alternate 3 and 
four for alternate 2. 

EPA is providing conditional concurrence because, as per the 
NEPA/404 process, final mitigation sites are to be identified 
along with the selected alternate for concurrence.  No sites have 
been identified in the concurrence request documentation.  EPA 
will be happy to provide final concurrence on the selected 
alternate when a wetland aitlgation slte(s) has been agreed upon. 

The concurrence on the selected alternate is the last 
concurrence point in the NEPA/404 process.  Because of the long 
time Interval for project developnent, EPA believes that each 
concurrence request should include summaries and conclusions from 
past concurrence points and coordination efforts. In this manner 
the documentation is a building block process with each 
concurrence building on the foundation laid by the previous 

concurrence point. 

For future projects (projects without existing environmental 
flbcunents) EPA requests the following information be sent with 
the selected alternate concurrence request. A summary of purpose 
and need and its adoption date, the suonary of Impacts tables and 
alternates mapping, mitigation site location, and site 
information including any existing agreements on site 
acceptability by the resource agencies. 

Thank you for this opportunity to comment. If you have any 
questions please do not hesitate to call Mr. Peter Stokely at 
215-597-9922. 

SlncMely, 

/h. 
John Forren, Acting CWlet 
Wetlands Protection Section 

^ 



AGENCY COMMENTS 

Marytand Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 

0. James ligMtinr 
SKiMwy 

Hal Kajjofl 
A4mM«r«o< 

RE: 

June 16,   1993 

Contract Ho.  H 611-151-371 
MO 3SS:  HO 124  to HO 27 
Montgonery County, Maryland 
POMS Ho.   1S3397 

Mr. Kaith Harris 
Special Projects Section 
U.S.  Amy Corps of Englnaars 
P.O. Box 1715 
Baltlnora HO    21201 

Attn: Mr.  Paul Mettlaufer 

D«ar Mr. Harris: 

In accordance with the combinad envlronaental/regulatqry procesi, 
the State Highway Adninistration (SHA) requests your concurrence 
on the Selected Alternate, Alternate 1, for the HD 355 project. 
Enclosed is a copy of the napping which shows the selected 
alternate. 

At the April 21, 1993 Interagency Meeting, SHA requested 
concurrence on the Selected Alternate for this project. The 
attending agencies agreed that it is not necessary to obtain 
fomal written concurrence on Purpose and Heed or the Alternatas 
Selected for Detailed study for this project. It was their 
belief that the Environnental Assessaant Section 4(f) Evaluation 
approved August 27, 1992, contained sufficient information to 
address the need for the project and that a reasonable range of 
alternates was considered. 

/ 

Mr. Keith Harris 
Page Two 

Please provide us with your concurrence with tha Selected 
Alternate by July 10, 1993 and Indicate such on the signature 
line below. Please return your response to Attn: Mr. Jeffrey H. 
Saith. Should you require additional infomation, please contact 
Mr. Bruce Grey at 333-1186. 

very truly yours. 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Offica of Planning and 
Prellainary Engineering 

My telephom number It . 

Tiblyptaritor tor hraalrtd Hwrtng gr Speech 
3tl-»55 Baftlmore Ualre • M3-04S1 DC Metro • 1-IN-4»1-S042 Bliliwlde Toll Free 

707 Noilh Ctlvtrt St.. Belllmoi*. Mtrvlnnrt »l?M.n7i» 

by: 

U<E:BHG:sjc 

Enclosure 

cc: Ms. Jareene Barkdoll 
Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Mr. Jeffrey H. Saith 
Ms. Cynthia D. Sinpson 
Mr. George Walton 
Mr. Janes Wynn 

Concurrence: 

/L 
Srey / 
Divialon ' 

Bruce M. Grey 
Assistant Division Chief 
Project Planning Division 

U.S. Ai-ny corps of Engineers Date 

^ 



AGENCY COMMENTS 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AHMV 
•MLTMOflE (XSnUCT. US. ARMY COHPS Of ENCIWEBS. 

P.O. BOX 1715 •a.- 
BALTIMORE, MO 1120J-iriS        u 5' V C .  ' 

KPLVTO 
ATTCNnOKW 

Operations Division M 1 7 ;OT 
•'93 

Subject:  CENAB-OP-RX(MD SHA/MD RT 355, FROM MD 27 TO MD 124 

Mr. George Walton 
Maryland State Highway Adtniniatration 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, MD 21203-0717 

Dear Mr. Walton: 

This is in reply to your June 16, 1993 request for our 
concurrence in Selected Alternate 3 with East Shift.  We concur 
with the following understandings: 

a. The Corps intends to issue a permit for this project 
based on the SHA's decision to construct a  320-foot bridge with 
13-foot underclearance.  If the dimensions of the bridge should 
be revised significantly during design, the Corps will likely 
require a full-blown public interest review (i.e., a protracted 
permit process) in Phase II. 

b. The Corps concurs in the need to reduce the storrawater 
velocity which is eroding the channel of wetland W-3, and is 
amenable to providing some amount of mitigation credit for the 
construction of an impoundment to slow the discharge, and 
plantings to provide quality management.  The amount of 
mitigation credit to be given will be decided at a later date 
in consultation with DNR Nontidal Wetlands and the Corps.  Corps 
approval to use the Hawkins mitigation site will be provided 
under separate cover, from our mitigation staff person. 

c. The riprap channel on the east side of MD 355 in Great 
Seneca Extension Valley Park carries stormwater which is 
discharged at the head of this channel from a culvert under Game 
Preserve Road.  When this outfall and channel are filled, the 
channel shall be relocated, rather than piped, so that there 
will be an opportunity to dissipate the velocity of the 
stormwater discharge before it reaches Great Seneca Creek. 

If you have any questions, please call Mr. Paul Wettlaufer 
of this office at (410)962-1844. 

Sincerely, 

•^7 

&dtf.£6ktAujLv 
Keith A. Harris 
Acting Chief, Special Projects 

Permit Section 



AGENCY COMMENTS 

MwylandDepartmentofTransportation 
State Highway Administration 

0. James Lighttiizet 
Secreiary 

Hal Kassoff 
Adminislralor 

*>* 

MBHOMWPQW 

TO: Jr. 

00 
oo 

Mr. Louis H. Ege, 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Prsliainary Engineering 

FROM:    George Walton 
Assistant Division Chief 
Project Planning Division 

DATE:    August 16, 1993 

SUBJECT:  Contract No. M 611-151-371 
MD 355: MD 124 to MD 27 
PDMS Mo. 153397 
Concurrence on Selected Alternate 

In accordance with the combined environmental/regulatory process, 
the State Highway Administration (SHA) requested U.S. Fish and 
wildlife Service's concurrence on the Selected Alternate, 
Alternate 3, for the MD 355 project. 

Mr. Hillian Schultz was contacted on August 11, 1993 to provide 
SHA with his concurrence with Alternate 3 East Shift Option and 
he indicated his verbal concurrence. 

by:. 
Llera-Bohlen Barbara All 

Environnental Manager 
Project Planning Division 

GW:BAB:dab 

Hr. William Schultz 
Mr. Jeffery Smith 
Mr. George Walton 

My letephon* numtwr Is  

Marytend Relay Setvlet fw Impaired Heating or Speech 
1-800-735-2258 Statewkte Toll Fiee 

Milling Addrata: P.O. Box 717 • Balllmora, MD 21203-0717 
SIIMI Addrtit: 707 North Celwl Slreal • Balllmora, Maryland 21202 

MarybndDeparimentofTransportatlM 
State Highway Administration 

0. James Ughthliet 
SecrMiy 

Hal Kauofl 
AdmWitralor 

HliBQRAHPUH 

TO:     Ms. Linda A. Kelbaugh, Chief 
Environnental Prograns Division 

FROM: Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
• Deputy Director 
, office of Planning and 

' Prelininary Engineering 

DATE:    August 24, 1993 

SUBJECT: contract No. M 611-151-371 
MD 355, from MD 124 to MD 27 
Montgonery County, Maryland 
PDMS No. 153397 

I an writing to clear up a misunderstanding about the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service's (USFWS) conaents on potential nitigation 
at wetland site w-3. I spoke with Mr. Bill Schultz of the USFWS 
about their comments on the wetland nitigation for this project. 

The USFWS does support the construction of a SWM pond or rip-rap 
of the entire channel to slow the velocity of water currently 
eroding wetland W-3. They do net support the restoration of 
wetland W-3 without efforts to slow the velocity of water 
entering it. 

If efforts to slow the velocity of water entering wetland W-3 are 
detemined to not be feasible during the design phase than the 
USFWS recommends that all aitlgation be done at the Hawkins 
wetland nitigation site. 

by: 4(kfcr~ 
Snith, Assistant 

to Dipilty Chief 
Project Planning Division 

LHE/JHS/as 

Ms. Barbara Allera-Bohlen 
Mr. Stephen F. Druna 
Mr. William Schultz 
Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson 
Mr. George Walton 

My tabplKna numbar la. 

ttarytand Relay Sanlc* for knpolrad Hearing or Spaach 
1-aot.739.2258 Statewide ToH Free 

707 North CalMrt Street, Balllmora, Maryland 21202 

^ 



AGENCY COMMENTS 

MatylandDepartmentofTmsportatlon 
State Highway Administration 

O. James Ughlhiztr 
Sacretify 

Hal Kassofl 
Adfl4ntttf«or 

June 16, 1993 

RE:  Contract No. M 611-151-371 
MD 355: HD 124 to MD 27 
Montgonery County, Maryland 
POMS Ho. 153397 

Mr. Janes Hoonan 
Haryland Office of Planning 
Office of the Director 
301 W. Preston Street 
Baltimore MD 21201 

Attn:  Ms. Christine Hells 

Dear Mr. Hoonan: 

In accordance with the combined environmental/regulatory process, 
the State Highway Adainistration (SKA) requests your written 
comments on the Selected Alternate, Alternate 3, for the MD 355 
project.  Enclosed is a copy of the napping which shows the 
selected alternate. 

At the April 21, 1993 Interagency Meeting, SHA requested 
concurrence on the Selected Alternate for this project.  The 
attending agencies agreed that it Is not necessary to obtain 
formal written concurrence on Purpose and Need or the Alternates 
Selected for Detailed Study for this project.  It was their 
belief that the Environnental Assessment Section 4(f) Evaluation 
approved August 27, 1992, contained sufficient information to 
address the need for the project and that a reasonable range of 
alternates was considered. 

My lelephon* number Is . 

Teletypewrller tof Imptlred Henrtng or Spwch 
3*3-7555 Biltlmort Metro - 5650451 DC. Metro • 1-aM-4«2-5062 Stitewlde Toll Fret 

707 North Celvert St., Beltlmore, Merylerwj }t203-0717 

,/ 
:/ 

Mr. Jaaes Hoonan 
Page Two 

Please provide us with your couents with the Selected Alternate 
by July 30, 1993 and indicate such on the signature line below. 
Please return your response to Attn: Mr. Jeffrey H. Snith. 
Should you require additional infomatlon, please contact Hr. 
Bruce, Grey at 333-1186. 

Very truly yours, 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

by: 

LHE:BHG:sjc 

Enclosure 

cc: Ms. Jareene Barkdoll 
Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Mr. Jeffrey H. Snith 
Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson 
Mr. George Walton 
Mr. Janes Wynn 

A 
rey / 
Divisior 

Bruce M. Grey 
Assistant Division Chief 
Project Planning Division 

.A 



AGENCY COMMENTS 

&)? 0E«.*" 

WitHam DoimtdSchcKjtr 
CMfnMT 

MAROANDOffleeqfPlanning  '•>'•' ,., 
toraUM.Knllia' 

DirKior 

Louis H. Eg«, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 

Praliainary Bnefineering 
State Highway Adainiitration 
707 North Calvart Street 
Baltinore, MD 21203-0717 

Attn: Mr. Jeffrey H. Smith 

Dear Hr. Ege: 

The Maryland Office of Planning has reviewed the document Selected 
Alternate, Alternate 3, for the MD 355 project. The selected 
alternate ie in keeping with our standards for xanaged growth and 
transportation. The infomation included to coapare it to the 
"Alternates Considered But Not Selected" was sufficient. These are 
our connents on the selected alternate. 

It is inportant to note that the selected alternate is consistent 
with local conprehensive plans. This project supports development 
within a designated growth area, the 1-270 Corridor. 

The higher and longer bridge included in the oelacted alternate has 
a clearance sufficient for a hiXer/biker trail and an equestrian 
path. This la inportant in the effort to acconmodate and encourage 
alternative transportation nodes in all types of projects. 

Ho are pleased to have this opportunity for conoent on the selected 
Alternate, Alternate 3, for the KD 355 project. Please contact us 
if you wish to discuss our coaaents in Bore detail. 

Sincerely, 

/[    James James T. Noonan 

JK\AKI\aal 

cc: Gary Schlerf, OP 

JOt nttPnuonSlml'BalUmm M«ryttnd2t20t-236S 
C<mln»«ult*nn*l«vaOI>i>MSa     KuttH-iUO     m IK-US} 

STATC OF MARYLAND 
DEPARTMENT OF THE ENVIRONMEtfT.: 
2500 Btoening Highway   Bjltimorc, M»ryUnd 11224 
(301)631- "•;. 

WBiun Donald Sdiufer ... "'_, Robot Potaseje 
Governor I•1•'', '" * Seoctuy 

August  6,   1993 

Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr., Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and Pfelioinary Engineering 
Maryland Department of Transportation 
State Highway Administration 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltinore, Maryland 21203-0717 

Attn.: Mr. Jeffery H. Saith 

Re: Contract No. M 611-151-371 
MD 355: MD 124 to Md 27 
Montgonery County, Maryland 
PDMS No 153397 

Dear Mr. Ege: 

The Adninistration has received and Reviewed the June 21, 1993 
transnittal for the above referenced project. The review, as 
requested, was limited to the Selected Alternate, Alternate 3, 
with the "east shift". The following comments are a result of 
that review: 

Based upon the information presented, the Adninistration 
concurs with the east alignment shift in order to avoid 
and/or mininize impacts to wetlands. It is stated that the 
east alignment shift will impact 1.34 acres of wetlands. 
What would be the extent of wetlands impact with the west 
alignment shift? 

The project will require stormwater nanagenent, quantity and 
quality, and erosion and sediment control. 

The Administration appreciates the opportunity to provide 
comments on this Selected Alternate.  If you have any questions 
regarding the above conments, please call. 

Sincerely, 

James K. Tracy, P/EJ 
v-water Resources Engineer 
Water Management Administration 

TDD KM THE DEAF |30l)«)l'3009 

^ 



AGENCY COMMENTS 

MarytindDepartmentofTmsportation 
State Highway Administration 

O. James Llghthizar 
SecrelBry 

HalKassoA 
Aaminiitr** 

June  16,   1993 

RE: 

< 

Contract No. M 611-151-371 
KD 355: MD 124 to MD 27 
Montgoaery County, Maryland 
PDMS No. 153397 

Mr. Elder Ghigiarelli 
Maryland Department of Natural Resources 
Water Resorces Administration 
Tawes State Office Building 
Annapolis MD 21401 

Dear Mr. Ghigiarelli: 

In accordance with the conbined environnental/regulatory process, 
the State Highway Administration (SHA) requests your concurrence 
on the Selected Alternate, Alternate 3, for the MD 355 project, 
enclosed is a copy of the napping which shows the selected 
alternate. 

At the April 21, 1993 Interagency Meeting, SHA requested 
concurrence on the Selected Alternate for this project. The 
attending agencies agreed that it is not necessary to obtain 
foraal written concurrence on Purpose and Need or the Alternates 
Selected for Detailed study for this project, it was their 
belief that the Environnental Assessment Section 4(f) Evaluation 
approved August 27, 1992, contained sufficient inforaation to 
address the need for the project and that a reasonable range of 
alternates was considered. 

My telephone number Is . 

Tiletypewrtttr tor Impaired Hewing or Speech 
381-7555 Bittlmort Metre • S€S445t D.C. Metro - 1-800-492.5062 Statewide Toll Free 

707 North Cllvtrt St., Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717 

J.'I'UtJIU.WV 

••/ 

Mr. Elder Ghigiarelli 
Page Two 

Please provide us with your concurrence with the Selected 
Alternate by July 30, 1993 and indicate such on the signature 
line below. Please return your response to Attn: Mr..Jeffrey H. 
Saith. Should you require additional information, please contact 
Mr. Btuce Grey at 333-1186. 

Very truly yours. 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Prelininary Engineering 

by: -^ *\.Jl 
Bruce H. Grey 
Assistant Division Chief 
Project Planning 

ion 

LHB:BMG:sjc 
Enclosure 

Ms. Jareene Barkdoll 
Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Mr. Bruce Grey 
Mr. Jeffrey Smith 
Ms. Cynthia D. Sinpson 
Mr. George Walton 
Mr. Janes Wynn 

Concurrence: 

&<,(?< 
Maryland Department of Natural Resources i^ 
K.U<L ^rti/m Jlo-tk, 

* 



AGENCY COMMENTS 

/ 
. of M 

WMIiim Dould Sclixfer 
Gowmcr 

Maryland Department of Natural Resources 
Water Resources Administration 

Tawcs Sute Office Building 
Annapolis, Maryland 2 MO I 

"A Commbmenl to Exctllence in Managing Marytomff V/atcr Rcsountt" 
August 12,   1993 

Torrey C. Brown. M.D. 

R(*ert 0. Miller 
DimMir 

Mr. Jeffrey S»ith 
state Highway Administration 
707 north calvert Street 
Baltinore, MD 21203-0717 

RE: HD 355:  MD 124 to MD 27, Montgomery County 
Concurrence on Selected Alternate 

Dear Mr. Smith: 

The Department of Natural Resources (DNR) has reviewed the 
State Highway Administration (SHA) information package and 
associated request for concurrence on the selected alternate for 
the above referenced project. SHA has selected Alternate 3 (six 
lane) witli an alignment shift to the east and a 320 foot bridge 
span at the Great Seneca Creek crossing. 

During our review of the Environmental Assessment for this 
project, we reconaended the adoption of Alternate 2 because it 
required the least impact to aquatic resources. This alternate 
was not selected because of its inability to meet the capacity 
demand in the design year (2015). The proposed six lane facility 
(Alt. 3) is to be a phased construction, with an initial 
construction of a four lane roadway and the provision of an 
expansion area in the median. Although the additional impacts 
(i.e., approximately 0.13 acre) associated with the construction 
of a six lane facility are not justified at this tine, we agree to 
accept the alternative if the future expansion is inevitable in the 
near tern. However, we note that most of the intersections along 
the study reach are estimated to have a lower level of service 
under Alternate 3 than Alternate 2. The ability of the 
reconstructed roadway to maintain adequate capacity under Alternate 
3 appears questionable considering the low levels of service at the 
intersections. This issue should be addressed. 

The proposed eastern shift in the alignment to minimize 
impacts to wetlands and parkland associated with Great Seneca Creek 
State Park is consistent with our previous recommendations. In 
addition, the 320 foot bridge over Great Seneca creek now proposed 

Telephone:       <4">» 9"-?'" 

DNR TTY for the Deaf: 30I-974-368J 

:/ 

Mr. Jeffrey Smith 
August 12, 1993 
Page 2 

was previously agreed to by DNR at the January 20, 1993 
interagency meeting. However, we maintain our concerns regarding 
the amount of area under the structure which will actually be 
usable for wildlife passage. We request that SHA provide 
infoifnation for DNR's review on the amount of area left for passage 
under the structure after factoring out the spill-through 
abutments, piers, and scour protection, to ensure agreement on this 

If you have any questions, please contact me. 

Sincerely, 

U, $ • Xfi-fAiAa ll\Jn_ • 
Elder A. Ghigijiy'elli, Jr. 
Chief,  Coastal^Zone Consistency Unit 

EAGJr:cma 

cc:  Sean Smith, TID 
Michele Huffman, WRA 
Paul Wettlaufer, USCOE 

e 



AGENCY COMMENTS 

|*  fJ7m< / 

t0ylandDep3rtiyent of Transportation 
'^fw/e Highway Administration 

O. James Lighthner 
8ecf«ary 

HalKassofl 
Monhltlnnr 

^ 

Kr. 'J. Rodney Little 
State Historic Preservation Officer 
Maryland Historical Trust 
100 Connunity Place 
Crovnsville MD 21032-2023 

Dear Hr. Little: 

June 16, 1993 

RB: Contract No. M 611-151-371 
MO 355: MO 124 to MD 27 
Montgonery County, Maryland 
PDMS Ho..-153397 

JUN IS 1933 

:'C5lfc 

In accordance with the combined environ«ental/requlatory process, 
the State Highway Miainistration (SHA) requests your written 
connents on the Selected Alternate, Alternate 3, for the MD 355 
project. Enclosed is a copy of the sapping which shows the 
selected alternate. 

At the April 21, 1993 Interagency Meeting, SHA requested 
concurrence on the Selected Alternate for this project. The 
attending agencies agreed that it is not necessary to obtain 
fornal written concurrence on Purpose and Need or the Alternates 
Selected for Detailed Study for this project. It was their 
belief that the Environmental Assessment Section 4(f) Evaluation 
approved August 27, 1992, contained sufficient information to 
address the need for the project and that a reasonable range of 
alternates was considered. 

Mr. J. Rodney Little 
Page Two 

Please provide us with your conments with the Selected Alternate 
by July 30, 1.993 and indicate such on the signature line below. 
Please return your response to Attn: Mr. Jeffrey H. Smith. 
Should you require additional information, please contact Mr. 
Bruce Grey at 333-1186. 

Very truly yours, 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Prellnlnary Engineering 

)rt>A 
lln fit?'"- 

iM 

>*+ + + 

ttf** l^- 
(//** 

i,l**/n 
My Itltphoiw nwnbtr la . 

/U' 

{<£       '   ' Tdetyp«flter lot Imfulred Hearing or SpMch 
3BJ-7SS5 Baltlmote Metro - 563-0451 O.C. Mttro • 1-80O-4M-&062 Slitewld* Toll Free 

707 North CiKrtrt St, Bflthnon, Miiylind 21203-0717 

by: 

LHE:BKG:sjc 

Enclosure 

cc:    Ms. Jareene Barkdoll 
Mr.  Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson 
Mr. Jeffrey Smith 
Mr. George Walton 
Mr. James Wynn 

No objection to the Selected Alternate 

A-^ 7M Jl 
Bruce M. Grey 
Assistant Division Chief 
Project Planning Division 

jiox 

*£ 
State Historic iKservatlon Office 

Date 



AGENCY COMMENTS 

MN 
THE|MARYLAND-NATIONAL CAPITAL PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION 

I       11       1 Deparumnt of Parks. MortgomeryOnjnty.MaiylBnd 

9930 Brunett Avenue • Sfoer Sprinfl, Maryland £0801 
April  20,   1993 n: 

Mark Duvall, Group Laadar 
Bnvironaontal Planning Division 
Stata Highway Administration 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltiaore, Maryland 21203-0717 

Re: Contract Mo. H 611-151-371 
MD 355 from HO 124 to MD 27 in 
Hontgonery county, Maryland 

Dear Dave: 

In response to your letter of April 7 regarding the above 
referenced natter, I an adviEiiig that the fee sinple acquisition of 
County owned parkland as right-of-way required for this project 
will be acceptable to this Conaission with the understanding that 
this taking will be kept to a •inimum. while this Conmiesion is 
not the fee siaple owner of this property, we do have nanagenent 
and naintenance responsibility for it. Tour direct inquiry to us 
in this regard is therefore very much appreciated. 

You indicated in your letter that the District 3 Right-of-Way 
Office will be in contact with us and perform the appropriate 
property appraisals and deed preparations. Any commnications in 
these regards should be Bade directly with George Mosburger in the 
Office of Property Acquisition for Montgomery County DOT. Mr. 
Mosburger will keep us inforaed along the way, solicit our connents 
on any issues that Bay arise and advise of all final determinations 
as they are made. The final conveyance of real property fron the 
County to the Stata will have to be coordinated through his office. 

Thank you for your working with us on this iaportant road 
iaproveaent project. If I can be of any further assistance, please 
do not hesitate giving na a call at (301) 650-2861. 

Sincerely, 

Willian E. Gries 
Land Acquisition Specialist 

WEC/bg 
cc: George Mosburger 

iP /z^ 

[ffyf MONTCOMm COUNTV PARKS 
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MEETING MINUTES MEETING MINUTES 

State Highway Administration 

[ORANDIM: 
RECEIVED 

0. James Lighthrzer 
Secretwy 

HalKassoff 
Adminifltntor 

DEC IB 1992 

ARSONS BRWCKERHOfE 
BALTIMORE OFFICe 

TO:     Mr. Nell J. Padersen, Director 
Office of Planning and 
Prelininary Engineering 

FROM:    Mr. Louis H. Eg«, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Offica of Planning and 
Preli>inary Engineering 

DATE:    DaceBbar 14, 1992 

SUBJECT: Pra-Recomnandation Meeting Minutes 
MD 355 M 611-151-371 H 
froa MD 27 to HD 124 
PDMS NO. 153397 

The Pre-Reconnendation Meeting for the subject project was held 
Wednesday, Deceaber 2, 1992 in room 506A of the 707 N. Calvert 
Street Building, Baltiaore, Maryland. Those in attendance were: 

Mr. Meil J. Pederaen 
Mr. Robert Olsan 
Mr. Creston Mills 
Mr. Charles Adaas 
Mr. John Contestabile 
Mr. Douglas Simons 
Mr. George Walton 
Ms. Caraen Harris 
Ms. Wanda Brocato 
Mr. Bruce Gray 
Ms. Barbara Allera-Boblen 
Mr. Earl schaafer 
Mr. Ed Schatz 
Mr. Dan Uebersax 
Ms. Karen Coffnan 
Ms. Susan Jacobs 
Mr. John Logan 
Mr. Andy Koslcki - 
Ms. Yalena Berenzoh 
Mr. Eric Tabacek 
Mr. Mike Jones 
Mr. Robert Merryaan 
Mr. Bob Slnpson 
Mr. Dan Walsh 

-Mr. Stephen Piano 
Mr. Romy Dela Cruz 
Mr. Williaa Hellnann 

My Urtphon* nun*m It. 

Director, OPPB 
Chief Engineer 
District Engineer, Distrldt 13 
Director, OED 
Chief, EAPD 
Assistant Division Chief, PPD 
Project Manager, PPD 
Project Engineer, PPD 
Project Engineer, PPD 
chief Enviroraoental Planning, PPD 
Envlronaental Manager, PPD ' 
senior Engineer, HDD 
Project Engineer, HDD 
Landscape Architect, OED. 
Landscape Architect, OED 
Highway Engineer, EDD 
Assistant Division Chief, BDD 
Assistant Division Chief, BDD 
Bridge Engineer, BDD 
Directors, staff, OTS 
Assistant Chief, District 13 R/W 
Hontgoaery county DOT 
Montgoaery county DOT . 
M-KCPPC 
Parsons Brinckerhoff 
Parsons Brinckerhoff 
Runnel, Klapper S Kahl 

ItMypawlter tor Irnpalrad HMrtng or SpMCh 
US-rSSS BUIImor* M*tR> • S«S-046f D.C. Mftre - M00-4M-5082 StatraM* Toll Fno 

. 707 North Cil¥«rt SL, Btltlmor*. M«rylin4 21205-0717 

The aeetlng began with Ms. Barbara Allera-Bohlen giving a brief 
overview of the envlronaental constraints associated with the study 
corridor. She briefly described the wetlands, parklands, historic 
sites and hazardous waste site. Following are the itens that were 
discussed in detail: 

4   Tree Shift 

Two alternatives ware developed to avoid a 53" DBH white oak 
tree just north of Chapel Gate Road. They consisted of 
shifting the alignaent either east or west of the tree. By 
doing this up to 10 residential displacenents would be 

v 'required. The consensus reached was to take the tree to 
avoid residential displacenents. 

4   Overlay between Watkins Mill Road and MD 124 

If this area is not affected by the staged construction, then 
it was recoaaended to provide a slurry seal overlay and 
provide new lane narkings. This may becoae a district 
project. 

4   Park shift Alignments 

Two alignaent options were developed to avoid and/or minimize 
inpacts. to wetlands, parklands and a potential hazardous waste 
site in the vicinity of the Great Seneca Creek crossing. . 
Parkland is located on both sides of MD 355 in the vicinity of 
Great Seneca Creek. County adninistered parkland is located 
on the east side and state adninistered parkland is on the 
west side of HD 355. Wetlands are also located on both sides 
MD 355. Those of higher quality are located on the west side. 
Through previous negotiations with environnental agencies and 
the county, the east shift is the preferred alignaent. 

A potential hazardous waste site, however, has been identified 
in the northeast quadrant of the MD 355/Graat Seneca Creek 
crossing. Further investigations are ongoing to determine 
whether or not contanlhation .is leeching into state owned park 
on the west side of MD 355. As part of this analysis, 
reaediation aeasures, including cost, will be determined. A 
final recommendation on the alignaent In the vicinity of Great 
Seneca Creek will be based on the results of these analyses. 

4   Typical Section 

Several typical sections were developed during the course of 
the study. They were: 

•^ 
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Altematlv* /2 

Altemativ* 13 

four-lana divided in residential areas 
and five-lana closed in co«»arcial areas* 

six-lane divided, including widening of 
developer's portion* 

• Note: Both build alternatives consist of 11' travel lanes 
tritb an additional 3' on the outside lane for 
bicycle conpatlbility. 

'Backing 

Option 11 

Option #2 

Option H 

6' planting ar-oa, 5' sidewalk 

9' planting area, 9' sidewalk 

9' planting area, 8' hiker/biker trail 

There were also three (1) stage construction options 
associated with Alternative #3 that were investigated. They 
included: 

Option #1 Inside Widening 

option #2 outside Hidening 

Option #3 Inside widening 

construct a 4-lane divided 
closed section roadway 
initially; for ultimate, renove 
inside curb and add 5th and 6th 
lanes in the median 

construct a 4-lane divided 
closed sedian and open outside 
shoulders initially; add 5th 
and 6th lanes to outside and 
construct curb and gutter 

construct a 4-lane divided open 
•edian and closed outside 
shoulders initially; add 5th 
and 6th lanes to median and 
construct curb and gutter 

The tea» reconaended Alternative #3, 6-lane divided facility, 
with Option #3 for stage construction. The limits of the 
Stage construction will be revised to be' between Hatkins Mill 
Hoad and Middlebrook I?oad. Bo reconnendation was nade 
concerning the backing options. Additional studies will be 
done to determine if a hiker/biker trail can be Included on 
the west side only for the section between Middlebrook Road 

MEETING MINUTES 

and MD 124. Also, sections will be developed in detail in 
areas of restricted right-of-way to detemina the anount of 
planting area that is feasible. 

Bridge Size 

Based on preliainary hydrological and hydraulic analyses, the 
size of the structure has been detemined to be 320' long with 
a 13.5' under clearance. This siae accowiodates the various 
agency coanents concerning under clearance -for an equestrian 
underpass and opening width for a wildlife corridor. 

Due to the location of the hazardous waste site, various 
^options on the bridge typical section will be investigated to 
reduce impacts to the site. ' One. option is to remove the 
sidewalk fron the eastside through the park area. Also, other 
bridge sizes will be explored to minimize impacts to the site. 
H-KCPPC Parks Dapartnent representatives will be included in 
developing the information. 

Retaining Nails 

Retaining walls ware developed in several locations to reduce 
the number of relocations. Following are the locations and 
associated costs for the walls.- The costs shown are for the 
walls only. The right-of-way cost to provide the sidewalk is 
not included. All walls are approximately 3 to 5 feet in 
visible height and are approximately 100 feet long. 

Address 

19110 
19118 
19221 
11401 
20516 
20524 
20540 

** Hots: No wall is necessary to reduce impacts here. The 
reduction can be obtained by using a sideslope 
ratio of 2:1. 

Retaining walls in the parks are not recommended by the 
environmental agencies due to the passive nature of the parks, 
the cost and the minor amount of land they would save. 

Minor Amenities 

During the course of the project planning study, the project 
team met with several of the community groups in the corridor. 
Some of the key points from these meetings are: 

Wall CWt 

$59,000 Frederick' Road $160,000 
Frederick Road SO $210,000 «* 
Frederick Road $30,000 $190,000 
Millport Circle $37,000 $190,000 
Frederick Road $35,000 $230,000 
Frederick Road $35,000 $170,000 
Frederick Road $53,000 $190,000 
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•   Raplac* neighborhood eignu it  inpacted 
Replace a wooden bus stop for the Middlebrook Hobile Hone 
Park on east side of MD 353 just north of Scenery Drive 
Provide southbound left turn lane into businaiies at 
professional Drive 

•   Additional Itens for follow-up 

Detentlne when four lanes on MD 353 would not provide 
sufficient capacity 
Review bridge sites with environaental agencies 
Review hazardous waste issues with envlronnehtal agencies 

" -j*'.   Coordinate with MCDOT concerning bus stop locations 
Discuss easeaents and associated costs with District #3 
Right-of-Way personnel 

. _  Coordinate with H-HCPPC concerning streetscape eleaents 
in the Middlebrook vicinity» eleaents to include special 
lighting, pavers, street furniture, etc. 

A follow up to this Pre-Reconaendation Heating will be scheduled to 
review information prior to the final reconnendation. The 
Recoimendation Kaeting with the Adainlstrator is being rescheduled 
for late January, 1993. You will be notified of the exact data as 
it becomes available. 

These are the DappMUng" as understood by the writer. If you have 
any additions or corrections, please contact ne at (410) 333-1139. 

..'. J   n/l->  rf , • 

George IK Halton  * 
Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 

LHE:Gfflr:as 
Attachnenta 
cot Attendees. 

Mr. Hillian Barkley. 
Ms.' Nona Dave 
Mr. John schultz 
Ms. Heidi VanLuven 
Mr. Glenn Vaughan 
Ms. Patricia Ifillard 
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MARYLAND STATE HIQHWAY ADMINISTRATION 

INTERAGENCY REVIEW MEETINQ 

January 20,1893 

9:30 A.M. 

SUt* Highway AdmlnlMiatlon 

211 E. Madlaon Strut 

Batttmora, Maryland 21202 

u 

Project Update: MD 355, Montgomety County 
Project Manager George Walton 
Environmental Manager Barbara Allera-Bohtefi 

Ma GEORSE WALTON. SHA-PPD: 

Stated that SHA Is here to update a couple issues associated with the 
Great Seneca Crossing and the bridge lengths on the MD 355 project Back at the 
time SHA had the Alternate Meeting which nas been about two years ago, we had 
proposed that an original bridge croe&ing of 1200 feet in length and to span the creek 
and al It's associated ftoodplars. In subsequent Interagency Meetings, we had 
general discussions about what would be more appropriate as proposed alternatives 
for the Great Scenic Creek Crossing; SHA came up with two bridge lengths, one was 
the 100 foot structure which matches what exists today and the other was an 
approximate 400 foot bridge. SHA is the discussions here and with what work had 
been done through our hydraulics departments, that 400 seem to be a reasonable 
answer. At the time, SHA wanted to go back and do more H&H work to determine 
the length of the bridge. What we're here to tak about what we dscovered as far as 
(he H&H analysis at the structure. 

M the time of the public hearing this past fall, SHA was stil carrying a 
400 foot bridge; SHA distributed our draft environmental assessment on the project 
stating the 400 foot bridge was the long "bridge length", and SHA received comments 
back from all the environmental agencies on mat The epecHic comments were 
focused on two major Issues. One Is bridge clearance as far as a vertical height there 
was dfecuSston about whether we. could provide equestrian/pedestrian trai underneath 
the bridge. The second major issue was the bridge vertical clearance, could we 
provide a wide enough under clearance for a wkfife passage. Now, one of the things 
associated with the wOdife passage, SHA was not completely sure what would have 
been an appropriate width. 

What's shown on the top of map is the bridge structure and the 
underlying ground profle with that On the top Is the 400 foot bridge, on the bottom 
Is the 320 foot bridge. Quickly, what we've done with our H & H work is we've come 
up and done the studies and the 320 foot bridge seems to be an adequate answer for 
the flow rates up underneath the bridge and what Is necessary to handle the 100 year 
storm. We were original^ talking 400 foot bridge width a plus or minus. SHA wanted 
to do the H & H work, we've done It, at least to this point and 320 foot bridge is the 
answer that we're coming up with. The two Issues were vertical clearance, whether or 
not we could provide a hiker/biker pedestrian/equestrian underpass. With the 320 
structure, there would be about 13 1/2 foot under clearance, wnteh is adequate. The 
dscussions previously, the heights were anywhere between 10 and 12 feet so meet 
that requirement 
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The other concern was the wfldlfe corridor. On one particular side this 
area Is approximately 140 to 150 feet between the abutment and the creek itself. On 
the ottwr side, you have somewhere in the order of maybe 50 feet. So ft seems there 
is adequate under clearance for both requirement that were somewhat mandated to 
us. Thafs the update. 

.   COMMENT/QUESTION: 

MR.BIL1.SCHULTZ.USFWS: 

Asked If SHA Is going to buld a 320 foot bridge. 

BE3EQUS& 
MR. QEORQE WALTON. SHA-JPfr 

The 320'Is probably the structure size. Where before we we're _ 
the 400 toot, we're going to just bring that down to 320 foot In 320 range. When tl 
finalize the H & H work, let me point this out, 320' may change. But to the level of 
detal that we're at now, 320 foot seems to be a reasonable answer. 

COMMENT/QUESTION: 

MR. PETER CLAetSETT.EP* 

Asked what area under the bridge Is within the hundred year floodplain. 

RESPONSE: 

MR JOHN SCHULTZ. SHA HYDRAUUCS: 

The hundred year flood has not actually been established. We have 
some various hydrology models. SHA is using MNCPPC's study hundred year flow 
which is for ultimate run-off. The hundred year floodplain is actually wider then your 
picture, so the entire width of the bridge wn be active (low in a hundred year flood. 
The difference here is the 400 foot bridge is about a foot a half lower then the 320 foot 
bridge, that's why we can get away with a narrower bridge. The water surface for this 
hundred year flood that we re using Is essentfaily at the bottom of the 320 foot bridge 
and it's submerging the bottom of the 400 foot bridge. 

COMMENT/QUESTION: 

MR. SEAN SMITH. DNR: 

Asked If that's because of the with the depth of the beams. 

-  RESPONSE: 

MR JOHN SCHULTZ SHA HYDRAUUCS; 

'      Responded yes. SHA started out with 12 foot under clearance design 
and thats what the 400 foot bridge represents, it |ust turns out that that's somevrfiat In 
the water. That's why we prefer the 320 foot bridge, It's a little higher, we get a ftde 
more then 12 foot under clearance, but we can make it smater. 

COMMENT/QUESTION: 

MR PAUL WETTUUFER. A.C.O.E.: 

Asked John if this resift in zero increase in back water up to a toot 

MR JOHN SCHULTZ SHA HYDRAUUCS: 

This results In about a tenth of a foot of increase right at the structure. 
SHA would call it a tenth of an increase In the energy line. SHA looks strictly at the 
water surface at that location, the water surface actually goes down a ittle bit because 
you re constncfing flow on a mild slope. Upstream a little ways, there is a water 
surface mcrease. If s less then a tenth of a foot, and that was what we're designing 
for, There's parkland upstream, SHA wanted to keep the water surface increase down 
so the water surface upstream is less then a tenth of a foot, it's about .07. 

COMMENT/QUESTTON- 

MRPAULWETTtAllFEH.ACQE- 

Said the fact that the land use upstream Is undeveloped, do you think 
there s going to be a push or an effort to reduce cost Asked if tnere is going to be a 
push to go for the one foot waiver in back water increase. 
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RESPONSE: 

MR.JOHNBCHULTZ: 

Said no, he didnt think so. The other concern SHA has in our hydraulic 
design Is there's a tributary stream that enters about 500 feet upstream. It's Wetstone 
Run, whicn drains through Gaithersburg. ft has a FEMA floodvray associated with it 
andwedont want to Impact that and get Into al those difficulties. We are trying to 
keep that water surface increase less then a tenth of a foot SHA understends that a 
large water surface increase would travel very far upstream. We'd have dffictlfty 
mitigating that SHA is pretty well fixed on our alowable water surface Increase and 
that s less then a tenth. 

COMMENT/QUESTION: 

MR SEAN SMITH. DNR: 

Asked I the 12 foot clearance is the maximum under the center of the 
water. 

BE3E2N2L 
MR GEORGE WALTON. SHA-PPD; 

Basicaly It all through this area. It remains about to 12 foot just because 
the ground profile basicaly paralels with the bottom of the structure. 

COMMENT/QUESTION: 

MR SEAN SMITH. DNR: 

Asked f one side is about six foot 

BESEQNSt 

MR GEORGE WALTON. SHA-PPD: 

Said yes. 

COMMENT/QUESTION: 

MR SEAN SMITH. DNR: 

Asked on the 320 foot bridge, what's the distance of that pier though to 
the stream bank. 

RESPONSE; '  •      . 

MR. GEORGE WALTON. SHA-PPD: 

Said it's about 16 feet. 

•   COMMEfff/QUESTIDN: 

MR.PETEHSTOKELY.EPA- 

Asked 9 both of these options completely span the wetland area 

fiESEQUSE: 

MR.J0HNSCHULT7; 

_     .     .Said they span the wetland areas associated with the a stream channel, 
mere Is a side ditch type wetland associated wflh the existing roadway and we're 
ffnpactfog that because presently we're conskterfng an alfenment which is upstream 
troirithe existhg roadway. So the new bridge fil will be Impacting that side dftch and 
the difference between the 400 foot bridge and a 320 foot bridge s about .02 acres 
the 320 impact b a little bft more. But it's a side dtch wetland, the hpact. 

COMMENT/QUESTION- 

MR PETER STOKELV.FPA- 

Asked if the side ditch is where the Increase of wetland impacts are. 

RESPONSE: 

MR JOHN SCHULT7: 

Responded yes, that's correct 

RESPONSE: 

MR. GEORGE WALTpq, st^ajpn- 

Said there is one thing he did want to elaborate on regarding John's 
points B that the side ditch that is being caled a wetland today It's a stone rip rap 
ditch. 
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COMMENT/QUESTION: 

MR. PETER STOKELY. EPA; 

Asked vnhat is the other wetland Impact and besides that increase on 
these two and is there approach fills in wetland. 

RESPONSE; 

MS. BARBARA AOERA-BOHLEN. SHA-PPD: 

Said yes. 

RESPONSE: 

MR. PAUL WETTLAUFER. A.CO.E; 

Said with either alternative the wetland impact is epproxlmatsly the same. 

COMMENT/QUESTION- 

MR PETER STQKELY EPA; 

Asked if the approach fli, is what has been shaded In. 

RESPONSE; 
MR GEORGE WALTON. SHA-PPD: 

Said yes. 

COMMENT/QUESTION: 

MR PETER STOKELV.EPA.- 

Asked if the actual wetland is wider. 

flESPPNSg; 

MR GEORGE WALTON, SHA-PPD; 

Said, yes. The way the wetlands are established Is that the wetland is 
the channel itself. The wetlands here would basically be moved. So the way the 
wetlands come Into the creek is they would buid basicaly tucked down into It 
because of the nature of the topography In the area 

0 

COMMENT/QUESTION: 

MR.PAULWETTlAUFER.AC.0.^ 

Stated the Corps would propose then under this new process for 
merolng NEPA/404 to issue a permit that spells out this bridge length with recognizing 
the.possibllty that ft could fluctuate a ittfe bit Asked the other agencies II that is 
agreeable with eveiyone. We wont get Into having to revisit the bridge length during 
final design. 

RESPONSE: 

MRQREY.SHA.PPD; 

Asked if that Is agreeable to the other environmental agencies. 

COMMENT/QUESTION: 

MRBILLSCH1U.TZ.USFWS: 

A 320 foot bridge is sufficient for a wikife corridor. Wehaveno 
complaints with that That's more then we even requested. USFWS is vety happy 
with that and a 13 foot dearance is sufficient too. 

COMMENT/QUESTION: 

MR. GREY. SHA-PPD: 

Asked If Sean Smith was agreeable. 

MR SEAN SMITH. DNR: 

Said yes. 

BESEQN3& 

MR GREY. SHA-PPD: 

Asked if Michelle was agreeable. 

COMMENT/QUESTION: 

MS. MICHELLE HUFFMAN. MHT: 

SaW yes, as long as it'll carry the floods. 
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RESPONSE: 

MR.QREr.SHA.PPD- 

Asked if Pets was agreeable. 

.   COMMENT/QUPSnOKI- 

MR. PETER STOKER, FP/I- 

^^ fc^- H,8^]^ ft appears from whal you presented that 320 feet would be 
okay from the wetlands standpoint. 
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State Highway Administration     RECEIVED 

FEB 221993 

O. James Ligtrthizer 
StctMry 
HalKassotf 

IORANDUM: 

TO:     Mr. Nail J. Pedersan, Director pQ. BALTIMORE 
Office of Planning and 
prelininary Enginaaring 

FROM:   Hr. Louis H. Ega. *• 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 

. y,  Preliainary Engineering 

DATE:   rebruary 16, 1993 

SUBJECT:- M 611-131-371 (N) 
MD 355 froa HD 27 to MD 124 
PDHS No. 153397 

A follow-up Pre-Recomendation Heating for the subject project 
Has held February 4, 1993. The purpose of the •eeting was to 
provide additional infornation on certain portions of the 
project. The following were in attendance: 

Hr. Neil J. 
Page Two 

Pedersen 

Irene Hendoia Greenhorns t O'Hara 

Neil Pedersen 
Louis Ege 
Cynthia Sinpson 
joe Finkle 
Bob Hbust 
Douglas Simons 
George Halton 
Wanda Brocato 
Caraen Harris 
Barbara Allera-Bohlen 
Tate Jackson 
Robert Douglass 
Steve Drum 
Ed Scbatz 
John conteatabile 
Greg cooke 
Charles Mans 
Dan Uebersax 
Hendy wolcott 
Glenn Vaughan 
Dilip Patel 
Richard Ravenscroft 
Robert Herrynan 
Robert siapson 
Dan Kalsh 
\Milliaa Barkley 
Steve Piano 
Jin Zito 
Ernie Anderson 

PPD 

Director, OPPE 
Deputy Director, OPPB 
Deputy Division Chief, PPD 
Assistant Division Chief, PPD 
Assistant Division Chief, PPD 
Assistant Division Chief, PPD 
Project Manager, PPD 
Project Engineer, PPD 
Project Engineer, PPD 
Znvironnental Manager, 
Regional Plannat, RIPD 
Deputy Chief Engineer, Hwy Dev 
Chief Highway Design, HDD 
Project Engineer, HDD 
Chief, Access Pernito 
Engineer, Access Pemits 
Chief, OED 
Landscape Architect, OED 
Landscape Architect, OED 
Project Engineer, BDD 
Traffic Engineer, DOTS 
District Chief, Dist #3 R/H 
Deputy Director, HCDOT 
Planner, HCDOT 
Planner, M-NCPPC 
Parsons Brinckerhoff 
Parsons Brinckerhoff 
Ruamel, Klepper & Kahl 
Greenborne & O'Hara 

NytftaphomnumlMrit. 

mntt UWmon M«tro^S6J.0«J1 0.<rMrtro - 1-8(XMM-S062 StJtMrkl. Toll Fr* 
707 North Ctlvert 5t, Bolflmore, Mifylind 21203-0717 

The aeeting began with a brief overview of the previous Pre- 
Racosnendation Meeting. Discussions then focused on the 
following topics: 

An alignsent was developed that displays the location of the 
8 foot hiker/biker trail on the west side of MD 355 and the 
5 foot sidewalk on the east side. The iapacts associated 
with the alignment were discussed, particularly the 

. .inclusion of retaining walls, consideration needs to be 
'given to the final aligment of the trail/sidewalk. The 
sharp angles displayed need to be reduced. 

Cost attinates were prepared that show the difference 
between initial stage construction and the ultinate 
construction. 

The prelininary hazardous waste infornation was reported. 
It was detaralned that the hazardous waste site was located 
on the east side cnly and that the source of contanination, 
an underground storage tank, was reaoved approxinately 20 
years ago. The early results deaonstrate a low level of 
contaalnatlon; however, clean up efforts could still be 
required. This could consist of a pump systea in which 
ground water would be filtered through charcoal in order to 
clean it. It could take about three years, or longer, 
before the site is considered clean. At this tine, the 
approxinate cost for clean up, which includes initial cost 
and a yearly operating cost, is $l aillion. 

Based on the level of infornation prepared, it is feasible 
to move forward with the east shift through the Great Seneca 
Creek vicinity. 

The next step in this investigation will be to finish data 
collection and analysis. Lab results froa well eaaples are 
expected in the next week as well as the coapletion of the 
aquifer analysis. This is to be coapleted prior to the 
February 25th nesting with the Adninistrator. 

These are the ainutes as understood by the writer. If there are 
any additions or corrections, please contact ma. I can be 
reached in Baltinore at (410) 333-1139. 

LHE:GHW:as 
cc: Attendees 

Hr. Creston Mills 
Hr. Hillian Helloann 

mL. 
ke H. Halton 

Project Manager 
Project Planning Division 
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MARYLAND STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 

INTERAGENCY REVIEW MEETING 

April 21,1993 

9:30 A.M. 

State Highway Admlnlstratloa 

211 E Madison Street 

Baltimore, Mainland 21202 

NAME 

INTERAGENCY REVIEW MEETING 
APRIL 21,1993 

AQIM5Y 

Barbara Altera-Bohlen SHA-PPD 
Dennis Atkins SHA-PPD 
Jerry Barkdoll FHWA 
Cart Bialectd SHA-PPD 
Keith Bleeder SHA-PPD 
David Boedner SHA-EPD 
Bil Branch SHAiPO 
AmCaWn FHWA 
Bob Cooper DNR 
Art Coppola A.C.O.E 
PrakashDave SHA-Bridge Hydraulics 
Wayne Drury SHA-PPD 
MarkDuval SHA-PPD 
AmeElrays SHA-PPD 
"Riomaa Folw SHA-PPD 
Mchela Gomez A.C.O.E. 
Bruce Gray SHA-PPD 
Dan Guy SHA-EPD 
BethHannoW MHT 
JohnHayter Greiner Engineers 
Jack Hett SHA-EPD 
Scott Hoteomb SHA-PPD 
Michele Huffman DNR-Tldewater 
Prasad (nrmia SHA-Bridge 
Victor Janata SHA-PPD 
Howard Johnson SHA-PPD 
UndaKelbaugh SHA-EPD 
Vaghan Lewis SHA-PPD 
Ralph Manna SHA-Bridge 
Chris MWck SHA-Bridge Design 
JohnNlchois NMFS 
JknNoonan MOP 
LeorwdPodel SHA-Bridge 
Suenette Pope SHA-EPD 
Monte Rahman SHA-PPD 
SueRajan SHA-PPD 
BIISchuRz USFish&Wldife 
JohnSchuta SHA-Bridge Hydraulics 

PHONE# 

333-6745 
333-6748 
962-4440 
333-1138 
333-1109 
333-4169 
3334063 
962-4440 
974-3841 
962-1843 
333-1164 
333-1139 
333-1175 
33M747 
333-1109 
962-1843 
333-1186 
3334429 
514-7636 
561-0100 
3334079 
333-1190 
974-3841 
333-1163 
333-1106 
333-1179 
3334078 
333-1138 
333-2833 
333-1156 
226-5771 
225-4562 
3334030 
3334717 
3334437 
333-1138 
269-5448 
3334029 
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MAME AGENCY PHONE # 

DouQtss Slfnfnons SHA-PPD 333-1189 
Cynthia Simpson SHAPPD 333-1177 
JefTSmlth SHA-PPD 33MS13 

ONR-Tldawatar 974-2788 
AlmSoutar SHA-EPO 3334413 
Alan Strain SHA^VD 333-1190 
Pettr Stokely EPAWedwids (215) 597-9922 
KartTeitt SHA-PPD 33*8437 
Jana^Wagnaf SHA-EPD 333-4148 
Gaorga Walton SHA-PPD 333-1139 
PaU Wattlaufar A.C.O.E. 962-1843 
rvcnsra Woo SHA-Brldg* 333-3008 

a 
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Maryland Route 353 
Presentation Focus:   Update A. NEPA/404 
Project Manager:  George Walton, xll39 
Environmental Manager:   Barbara Allera-Bohlen, x6745 

MS. BARBARA ALLERA-BOHLEN. SHA-PPD; 

Stated that SHA wanted to update the agencies on the 
hazardous waste study for the site on the east side of Maryland 35J at 
Maryland National Capital Park and Planning Property. 

The preliminary site investigation, that's the Phase 2 
investigation of the hazardous waste study it completed and SHA has sent 
that to the Maryland Department of Environment and for their review. 
In the meantime SHA's Soils and Foundation people are looking at the 
report and recommended a gas survey, the results of which should be sent 
to MDE when it's available. 

MR. GEORGE WALTON. SHA-PPD: 

The alternate selection meeting with the Administrator was 
held. The Administrator selected what was called Alternative 3 which was 
the six-lane facility which ran all the way from Maryland 27 down to 
Maryland 124. However, due to financial constraints it would be a staged 
constructed facility where SHA would build the first four lanei of the six. 
SHA would build it in such a way that we would have a wide median and 
then at some future time provide the fifth and sixth lanes, there would be 
inside widening. 

The other issues basically presented at the last Interacency 
Meeting were the bridge lengths and everyone concurred on the 320 foot 
bridge length, likewise the Administrator agreed to that and that was 
selected. The other issues associated with are the east and west park 
shifts. Excluding any discussion about the hazardous waste it's preferred 
to go with an east park shift but that's going to be dependent on what 
comes out of this final hazardous waste study and the final coordination 
with MDE. 

COMMENT/QUESTION: 

MR. BILL SCHUI.TZ. PS FWS. 

Asked If the hazardous site Is up or down stream. 
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RESPONSE: 

MR. GEORGE WALTON. SHA-PPD: 

Replied upstream, in the county park. The other issue was we 
had identified during the course of the study a 53 inch diameter tree and 
SHA went through coordination on this and developed alternatives to 
avoid the tree. Either the east or west shift to avoid the tree the road 
would impact approximately 7 to 10 resident* and through coordination 
SHA decided to not take the residences but to go ahead and impact the 
53 inch tree. 

MS. BARBARA AIXERA.ROHT.EN. SHA-PPD, 

Stated that Maryland 355 is one of these pipeline projects as 
far as the NEPA/404 process. SHA wants to know if it is acceptable to 
proceed on just getting concurrence on the selected alternate and bypass 
purpose ana need and alternates for detailed study concurrence. 

CPMMENT/QUESTIQNi 

MR. BILL SCBVLTZ, PS FWg: 

Replied that US Fish and Wildlife Service thinks it should 
proceed. 

COMMRNT/OUBSTION: 

MS. CYNTHIA SIMPSON. SHA-PPD: 

Asked if Mr. Coppola wants SHA to go back and re-visit 
purpose and need. 

RESPONSE: 

MR. ART COPPOLA. A.C.O.E.: 

Replied no, that's fine. Stated that he's not handling ibis 
project. 

MS. BARBARA ALLERA-BOHLEN. SHA-FPPt 

SHA would like to drop the east side as a mitigation site and 
So with the Hawkins property which is an off-site mitigation, it's already 

een cleared environmentally. Depending on what happens with this 
hazardous waste study, there might be additional monitoring while it s 
going in on the east side and if there is disturbance SHA doem t think 
that would be a good place for mitigation. 
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CPMMENT/OUESTinN: 

MR. BILL SCHULTZ. US FWS: 

Stated that US Fish and Wildlife Service wants some 
restoration on that Wetland 3, of that eroded wetland system, it's on the 
down stream side, up towards the developed area. 

RESPONSE; 

MS. BARBARA ALLERA-BOHLEN. SHA-PPD; 

Replied that she doesn't think that's been ruled out yet but 
mitigation has not ben developed for that yet. 

RESPONSE: 

MR. BILL SCHULTZ. US FWS. 

Stated that SHA will have to check with Non-tidal wetlands to 
find out if you should proceed. Maybe they have to be brought up to 
speed In terms of where SHA is in the review process. 



C.    Wetlands Mitigation 

Coordination and Correspondence 
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U.S. Dtptftmenl 
of Tramportttton 

F«d*ral Hlgtmiy 
AdmlnlttTatlon July 29,  1992 
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^ FyT 
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nt MM OKI SUM 

aMPUieKiiTO: 

—•'" •?«<.:•» •r,  lit. 'W,»<n/^ sfC't'tb 

Mr. Hal Kansoff        ^f*'^ 
State; Highway Adninistrator 
Stata Kighiray Adnlnlstration 
107 North Calvert Street 
Baltinore, Maryland 21202 

Dear Mr. Kassoff: 

I-27O/I-370 Hawkins Property 
Wetland Mitigation Site 
Hontqomery County  
(Env.  Fil fflMiXHM :  

irv Com 

Mr. tiiiotji Atoin. j-,(, 
Clr. O^ieaot'hm. iff 

fi_£.'".,.'"% 1- fs',~ S^atB- TUT. or-)>-> 
Sir, C 
SptC. A;ct 

. Ln-nc» 
. Cm. 

Dutrlct Laer. - Dlst. 
fMualAM Stctlon 
uaiiiii'Lians   ' We have reviewed your July 7, 1992 letter 

'J??1 i?
evla•' Reevaluation for the subject proposed wetland 

nitlgation project. Thia project, 1-370 froa west of 1-270 to 
Shady Grove Road, received FHWA approval August 4, 1982, with 
Location Approval granted Septeaber 23, 1982. It is one of the 
backlog wetland aitigation projects. 

This particular project required the replaceaent of twenty acres 
of palustrine forested wetlands. All but nine acres were 
replaced on site. This proposed project will provide •itigatlon 
for those renaining nine acres and will consist of clearing, 
grubbing, topsoll salvaging, erosion and sedisent control, 
planting of scrub-shrub and emergent wetland plants, upland 
afforestation, stream bank planting and general clean up to 
property that is currently grassed mowed fields. Appropriate 
erosion and sedimentation controls will be Included in the 
proposed project. There are no known or foreseeable negative 
environmental inp&cts associated with the proposal. 

Based on the information subaitted and our knowledge of the 
proposed project, we concur that the proposed wetland aitigation 
project Is consistent with the approved Final Environnental 
Impact Stateaent for I-270/I-37O and does not result in any new 
or different significant environnental iapacts. Therefore, no 
further environaental documentation is required. 

2! 
JZ. 

2. 

Wa Mould appreciate receiving a copy of the State Historic 
Preservation Officer's (SHPO) February 26 and April 29, 1992 
letters regarding the historic and archeological resources for 
our files. Should you have any questions, please contact this 
office. 

Sincerely yours. 

/• 
A. P. Barrows 
Divlilon Adnlnlctrator 

The Hawkins site is a wetlands mitigation bank property which is 
being used to mitigate a number of projects, including MD 355. 
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Wgak Stat 
MaryiandDepartnwtofTransportation 
State Highway Administration 

0. Jamas Ughthizsr 
Sacrnvy 

HalKassoft 

[iA-~ 
TO:     Barbara Allera-Bohlen 

Bnvironaental Planning 

FROM:   Susan Jacobs, Teas Leader 
Environmental Prograa Di^isloi 

DATE:    May 12, 1993 

SUBJECTi Contract Ho. M 611-101-371 
RD 355 Wetland Hltiqatlon Write-up for BIS Dbcuaent 

Mitigation for th« MD 355 wetland inpactB (approxluately 2.02 
acres mxiaua anticipated inpacte) will be acconplisited on the 
Hawkins Property. This site is located in north central Kontgo»ery 
County, approxiMtely two alias west of the Town of Laytonsville 
(see location aap). MD 355 and the Hawkins site are both in the 
same watershed — the Seneca Creek Drainage segaent of the 
Washington aetropolitan Area sub-basin. 

The Hawkins site altigatlon design is final and ready for 
construction. The design Includes unassigned mitigation acreage 
that will acooaaodate nltigatlon for several road projects within 
this watershed sub-basin. 

ndsting Site Features 

The Hawkins property includes 30t acres of agricultural grassland 
within the 100-year tloodplain of Goshen Branch which is a Class I 
streaa. The contributing watershed of Goshen Branch at the 
Mitigation site is approxinately 2,460 acres and is agricultural 
and single faaily dwelling land use. 

Two unnaaed tributaries of Goshen Branch enter the aitigation site 
froa the north. Tributary 1, located just northeast of Huntaaster 
Road, appears to have been channelized for agricultural drainage. 
It is incised approxiaately four to six feet and is eight to ten 
feet wide at the top of the bank. Tributary 1 has an upstreaa 
drainage area of approxiaately 108 acres. Tributary 2 is located 
in the far northeastern end of the site and is generally incised 
two to four feet and is three to four feet wide. The upstreaa 
drainage area for Tributary 2 is approxiaately 207 acres. 

Soils on the aitigation site are napped in the Soil Survey of 
Montgoaery county (1990 update) as Hatboro silt loaa (Typio 
Fluvaquent) and Baile silt loan (Typio Ochraquult). Both soils are 

MytHcptlMNiiumbirb. 

TiMffimVMkiitnaatttnmrttiqaiSpntk „... 
3M-7555 Baltlmon Mitre • 515-0411 O.C. Mttro • 1-800-4W-M« StattwMe Tell Fm 

707 Nortli Calvtrt St, Baltbnora, Nuyland 212054717 

poorly drained and are classified as hydrlci however, on-slte soil 
investigations reveal that the floodplain is generally 
characterized by aoderately well-drained soils. A typical soil 
profile in the aitigation area is dark yellowish brown (lore 4/4) 
silt loaa to a depth of eight inches, underlain by yellowish brown 
(10YR 5/4) silt loaa to twenty inches. . The upper part of the 
subsoil froa 20 to 32 Inches is brown (loyR 5/3) silt loaa, with 
coaaon, fine, distinct yellowish red (SYR 5/6) Bottles. The lower 
part of the subsoil to a depth of 42 inches is yellowish brown 
<10YR 5/6) gravelly clay loaa, with few, aediua, distinct brownish 
yellow (10YR 6/8) aottles. In general, soils on the mitigation 
site Bore closely reseable codorous silt loaa, a aoderately well- 
drained floodplain soil aapped in Kontgonery County in similar 
fluViil landscape positions. 

Hater table Investigations revealed a fluctuating water table froa 
two to four feet below the ground surface. These water table 
observations support the findings of aoderately well-drained soils 
on nost of the site. 

Mitigation Design 

The design for the Hawkins Property wetland aitigation includes 
aitigation for I-270/I-370 with additional unassigned aitigation 
banking acreages. Table 1 shows the breakdown of wetland 
aitigation created at the Hawkins site. The total acreage of the 
created wetlands is 21.08 acres. Of this acreage, 10.5 acres are 
aitigation for I-270/I-37O inpacts. The reaaining acreage, 10.SB 
acres, will be designated for MD 355 and other road project 
aitigation in the future. 

The aitigation plan and sections are shown in figure 1 and 2. 
Hydrology will be provided by Intercepting groundwater dischSarge 
at the toe of slope and by capturing overflow froa Tributaries 1 
and 2. Additionally, a nuaber of depressional areas will be 
excavated throughout the aitigation area. The aitigation plan in 
Figure 1 also lists the plants to be installed upon completion of 
excavation. 

-*£> 
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WOHun Donald Scfcathr 

JaequdlM H. ftogn 
Stattlry.DHCD 

TRUST 
Office of ItaiuitfttlonSesvlcfli 

February 26, 1992 

Ms.-cynthia D. Siapson 
Deputy Division Chief 
Project Planning Division 
State Highway Adainietration 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltinore, Maryland 21203-0717 

Re: Hawkins Hetland Mitigation Site 
Contract Mo. M 248-503-370 
I-270/I-370 
Montgomery County 

Dear Ms. Sinpsom 

Thank you for your letter of January 22, 1992, received 
January 28, 1992. Me will be unable to concur with State Highway 
Administration's deteraination of no effect for this project 
without additional inforaation. 

your January 22 letter did not provide sufficient inforaation 
to assess the affect of the project on standing structures. Our 
inventory indicates that Green Hills Fara (M-14-42), a circa 1880s 
dairy fara is in the inaediate vicinity of the proposed Hawkins 
Hetland Mitigation Site. Hhile it does not appear that any 
buildings are located within the boundaries of the wetland 
mitigation area, the setting of the farastead could be 
significantly altered by the project. Please confine whether the 
wetland mitigation site is located on Green Hills Fara. Please 
explain what the creation of this wetland aitigation site will 
entail (ie. grading, flooding, planting). How will the appearance 
of the property be changed? Please provide photographs showing the 
farastead, the proposed aitigation area and the relationship 
between the two areas. Is the proposed aitigation area currently 
used for faming purposes? 

nff Hittafcal/MdCMfetflltrMnnt 
DepMK* of Hcoahi mi Ommnity Dtidopmol 

100 Commiiilr Pbce, ClcnnHge. Hiqiknd 31<m-xn3   (410)514-780 

Ms. Cynthia D. Sinpeon 
February 26, 1992 
Page 2 

th. in^ii^  PPy V ?0,,?let8 the revlew O"" «• have received the inforaation requested above. Should you have any Questions 
please contact Ms. Eliiabeth Hannold at (410) 514-7636.       ' 

Sincerely, 

Elizabeth Hannold 
Preservation Officer 
Project Review and Conpliance 

EAH/EJC 
9200181 
cc: Ms Rita Suffness 

Dr. Ira Beckeraan 
Dr. Thoaas F. King 
Mr. Mike Seebold 
Mr. Jared B. Cooper 

-Kb 
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State Highway AdmlM 
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V 

O. Jams* Llghthlzer 
SKTMI) 

Hal Kassofl 
Mminislratof 

April  29,   1992 

Re: Contract Ko. M 248-503-370 
Hawkins Wetland Mitigation site 
Montgonery County, Maryland 

Hr. J. Rodney Little 
State. Historic Preservation Officer 
Maryland Historical Trust 
100 Connunity Place 
Crownsville HO    21032-2023 

Dear Mr. Little: 

KECEIYTD 

CIV;sl 

MAY 4 892 

HOP 

In response to your February 26, 1992 letter, we^Sr^bWVkBSi^' • 
the infornatlon concerning the Green Hills Para (M14-42). The 
Green Hills Fan property Is currently in the subdivision 
process, and the property is being subdivided Into eight (8) 
residential lots of two (2) acres or nore. It is anticipated 
that the subdivision process will be finalized in Septenber, 
1992. 

Attached are photographs and the proposed subdivision plat 
showing the farnhouse and its relationship to the proposed 
wetland' area. 

The aitigation site Is located on the 100 year floodplain of 
Goshen Branch, which also overlaps the property of the Green 
Hills Farm. The project will consist of clearing and grubbing, 
topsoll salvaging, erosion and sediaent control, planting of 
scrub-shrub and emergent wetland plants, streanbank planting and 
general clean-up. The property where this would occur is 
presently a sowed grass field adjacent to Goshen Branch, and is 
not used for faming. After the wetland creation It will be a 
forested, scrub-shrub and esergent wetland with expansion of the 
existing vegetation along the stress. 

We seek your signature on the concurrence line below docunenting 
your agreement with our detemination that this wetland project 
will not affect significant cultural resources. Please return 

Mr. J. Rodney Little 
Page Two 

this signed correspondence by May 29, 1992 and call Ms. Suffness 
on 333-1183 should you have any questions. 

Very truly yours, 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 

. ,. office of Planning and 
Preliainary Engineering 

by: 
Cynthia D. Simpsoh 
Deputy Division/chief 
Project Planning Division 

Concurrence: 

ftLJl Zsux^e— 

^n*' HrWiplwnniumlmli. 
333-1177 

tfuukvi. /A- eu. 51/1/f 2.      WetflHwrtWr to kiyHred Keaifctg or Speech 
181.7555 Balllmore Metro • HM451 D.C. Metro - M00-4t2-50$2 Slitewtde Ton Free 
 707 North Cilvert St.. Beltlmore. Mirvltnd 21203-11717  

State Historic Preservation Office 

LHE:RMS:ih 

Attachnents (2) 

cc: Dr. Ira Beckeraan 
Mr. William Branch 
Mr. Howard Johnson 

Date 
•S/tzhz. 
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Table 1. Hmkina Wotland Mitigation 

Description Size 

Wetlandsi 

PalustriiM Forested 15.5 acres 

Palustrine Energent 2.47 acres 

Successlonal Wetlands 3.11 acres 

Total Wetland Mitigation Acreage 21.08 acres 

Upland Meadow 0.57 acres 

Goshen Branch and Buffer Areas 8.35 acres 

Total ifon-vetland Acreage 

Total Site Acreage 30.00 acres 

Mnyland State Highway 
Administration 

707 N. Olwrt Street 
feltimora, M0 21203 

HAWKINS MITIGATION SITE 
Montgomeiy County, Maiytand 

DRAINAGE AREA MAP 

m- 
SCALE: r • 2ms 
DATE    6/92 

SHEET: 1 ol 3 

SOURCE: USGS Osilhgraburg Quaii 

^> 
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MdiylandDepartnmtotTmnsportatiw 
State Highway Administration 

O. James Lighthizer 
SactMary 

HalKassoH 
Administrator 

HSHORAWDyH 

TO: 

Attn: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

SUBJECT: 

Ms. Cynthia Siapson, Chief 
Bnvironmntal Hanagaaent Division 

Ms. Barbara Allera-Bohlen 

Linda A. Kelbaugh, Chi 
Environnental Prograas Oivisfon 

August 23, 1993 

Hawkins Wetland Mitigation Site 

As requested by your office this letter serves as a discussion on 
the above sits. 

Asauaing that Buntaaster Road runs in a north/south direction the 
surrounding land use is as follows: 

To the north of the site there are two subdivisions. The 
one closest to Huntnaster Road is zoned residential and 
houses are being built. The back one is zoned agricultural 
and is to be changed to residential. 

To the east of the site is open space. 

To the south of the site there is a subdivision with 
existing houses, zoned residential. 

To the west of the site, across Buntaaster Road, is Coshen 
Branch Park. 

A copy of the deed and plat for the Hawkins site are attached. 

If you have any questions or need additional assistance please 
contact Chris Jednorski oh extension 4169. 

IAK/CJ 

My tobphona nuntar ij  

Marylmd (Way Service lor Impaired Httrtig or Sprcch 
1-600-735-2238 Statewide Tol Free 

MMIng AddrefK P.O. Bra 717 • Baltimore, MO 21203-0717 
Straat Adtfms: 707 North CUvtrt Strtot • BHIImora, Miiytanf 21202 

swans yi/u 
Mhg MdmK 
flic«*indR«»iKH8«tlofl 
wont 60S 
mNoACnuitetiMt 
BtKmowMNyM 2BC2 

DEED PA0E1 

10 
ncswEonwmAw 

TOMUBECf 
MClWEmMYMUIBIMrai 

0F1KI 
KNmeflffMMfomnai 

ngN<i(Wiyl«nN«. 

82854 
BHAConUdNo, 

M 248-333-372 

This Deed, madelhb    fo/(    teukOo/mV .in the year 
it 

& 
From HARI RIGGS SriNSON, HILLMM fl. STINSOM, JOICB RIGG3 HAWKINfrr'" 
STANLEY B. STILES and BARBARA RIGGS STILES, his wife, and 
DANIBL LIG0H and HAZEL R. LIG0S, Trustees of the Hazel R. and 
Daniel Ligon Grandchildren's Truste, Grantors, to the State of^S 
Maryland to the use of the State Highway Adninistration of the'-"'i;: 
Department of Transportation, Grantee 'J 

(A) WEfflEAS, Ihi Slate Highway Administration of the Department of Transportation, acting for 
ind on behal of (hi State of Marytand. finds It necessary to acquire the land, easements, rights 
ind/or controls, shown and/or indicated on Sue Highway Admiiislration's Plats numbered 

53339 
which are dJy recorded, or intended to be.reoorded, among the land Records of 

W0NTG0MERY o««Nhi.8MrtB 
order to lay out, open, establish, construct, rotend, widen, slraigtHerv grade and InvrovJi 
of the State Roads System of Maryland, a highway aixYorbiidge, together with the a 
theiao belonging, infer Us Contract Number n 248-S(H-37n and known as ^ 

Ketland Mitigation MM 
   MOT 
and to thereafter use, maintain and/or farther improve said highway aid/or bridge, as atffitWtlw 
Maryfand Stale Roads System. BBC I 

mm 
IB) NOW. THEREFORE. THIS DSD AND ms^ wnrMPfian* y^at (or aid In coBLpf 
the above premises, One Dolar ($1,00) and other good and valuable conslderailons, npnitt/wr 
whereof Is hereby admowledged, we do hereby grant and convey unto the STATE OF MAfiYJAND.' 
TO TH; USE OF THE STATE HIGHWAY ADMHISTRATlON OF THE OEPARTHpffpF      m\ 
TfWiyORTATlOH is successors and assigns, FOREVER N FEE SlMPtf. al our wjMfflWA 
Interest, free and clear of aliens and encumbrances, in and to Wfl     H 

wm mi 
|q AI^TH^ANO, together wlh the appurtenances thereto belongkig, or in aiywise appeaa'nina 
lyhg between the outermost lines designated "Right of Way Line.' as shown mfrr Indicaied on the 
herelnbifore mentioned ptais, al of which plats are made a pat hereof, so fat as our property 
attfor our rights may be affected by the said proposed highway and/or bridge, aid the 
appurtenancfls thereto belonging, or In anywise appertainrg. 

,1 

»,( 

*•! 

JJ.i 
** i 

mm m 

m it 
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'33 
August 4, 1993 

TO: 

n027.su 

Linda Kelbaugh, Chief 
Environmental Prograns Division 

FROM:        Karen Coffnan* 

COPIES TO :   See Distribution 

SUBJECT: Contract Ho. M-611-101-371 
HD aSS (Wetland #3) from HD 124 to HD 27 

A field nesting was held on July 22, 1993 to address the 
suggestion by DS FWS that SHA investigate the possibility of 
upgrading wetland |3 as on-site mitigation for wetland iapacts 
Incurred in the realignnent and widening of MD 355. Those 
attending the meeting were: 

Paul Wetlaufer, US COE 
Jill Reichert, MD DNR 
Sean Smith, MD DNR 
Karen Coffnan, SHA. 

Karen Coffnan explained that SHA will not propose a nitigation 
concept at this tine. The wetland degradation is due to both 
untreated storn water runoff entering the wetland fro» a shopping 
center across MD 355 and highly erodible soils around the wetland 
(see attached soils nap and soils descriptions). SHA will 
continue investigating the feasibility of controlling the 
shopping center runoff and incorporating this control into the  -iJL? 
design of the roadway stomwater sanagenent. These ^w~' 
investigations will continue through the design phase, of the road 
project and the decision as to whether this mitigation is 
feasible will be Bade at that tine. 

It was suggested by Paul Wetlaufer that SHA build a stomwater 
nanagenent facility on the PEPCO easenent that runs south of the 
wetland (see sketch). Sean Smith stated that SHA should plan to 
control the first 1/2 inch of runoff in that area or manage the 2 
year frequency (or nore frequent) storn.  Paul Wetlaufer also 
suggested that the use of weirs to slow the velocity of the storn 
runoff instead of a stomwater nanagenent pond would also be - 
considered. 

Paul wetlaufer also expressed concern fq» ^jOe. existing, rip- 

MyMaphMM number b —  

Mwytad Rgfey Soviet for Impalm) Heertog or Speech 
1-800-735-2258 Slatmld* Tot FtM 

Mailing kMt—r. P.O. Bex 717 • BilUmor.. MD a«M-l>717 
Street Mdrtu: 707 North Cahert Strut • Biltlmoro. Marylmd 2t2M 
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STATE OF MARYLAND 
DEPARTMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENT 
2500 Broening Hfehwiy   Bdtimote, Muyhnd 21224 ; 
(410)631- 3609 

WDiim DoMld Schtefa 
GOTOBOC 

i Daytjj k.C.  Carroll 
SecRtny 

Saptmatfr  6, 1993 

Hr. UMts B. Iga. Jr., Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and Frellnlnary (nglneerlng 
Maryland Departnent of Transportation 
state Highway Mainiatratlon 
707 north calvart Street 
BaltUiore, Maryland 21203-0717 

Attn.: Kr. Jeffary H. snlth 

Ret Contract Ho. M 611-151-371 
MD 355: MD 124 to Md 27 
Montgomery County, Maryland 
PDKS No IS3397 

Dear Kr. Smithi 

The Adninlatratlon haa racalTad and Reviewed the Kuguat 11, 1993 trananlttal 
for the above referenced project. The review, ae requested, was for the 
Proposed Wetland Mitigation Site/Strategy for the MD 3SS project. The 
following cosnente are a result of that revlewt 

Based upon the Information presented, the Administration concurs with 
the strategy to investigate the possibility of designing • stonwater 
facility that would result In the restoration of 'Wetland 3" through the 
elimination and correction of danage caused by untreated runoff entering 
•Wetland 3* and it* tributary from a developed area. 

All MD 355 Upsets to be mitigated on the proposed Hawkins property 
mitigation site must be accceipllshed in Zone* 1 and/or 2 as shown on 
figure 19. 

The AdHlnlstratlon appraclatee the opportunity to provide coswents on this 
element of the project.  If you have any questions regarding the above 
eomnents, please call. 

Sincerely, 

u 
Tracy,  P.K^ 

Resources Sngineerf 
Kanagenent Kd^njAtration 

ISO Km TW MAT (Ml) CUOM 



AGENCY COMMENTS 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
MLTIMOMK pifntter. court or KNOiNnit* 

P.O. cat i7ii 
MinMOM.   M«RYl»ND  ll<0»l>IS 

•cnr TO tntwriAN tn Obf   * •   IW 
Operations Division 

* -.' 
Subject: CBNAB-OP-RX{MD SHA/MD RT 355, FROM MD 27 TO HD 124-j'- 
iM611-X01-371)92-00631 

Mr. George Walton 
Maryland State Highway Administration 
707 Worth Calvert Street 
Baltimore, MD 21203-0717 w 

Dear Mr. Walton: 

This is in reply to your August 5, 1993 request for the 
Corps' concurrence in the use of the Hawkins Mitigation Site to 
accomplish off-site mitigation for the subject project. This 
letter supplements our August 17, 1993 letter which previously 
approved your proposal to accomplish some portion of the 
mitigation on-site at wetland H-3. 

In consideration of the fact that on-site mitigation 
opportunities are not available at Great Seneca Creek, and that 
(he Hawkins Mitigation Site is in the same subwatershed, we 
concur in the proposal to accomplish the remainder of the 
mitigation off-site at Hawkins. Because this site is also to be 
used for the mitigation of other specific projects (I-270/I-370 
and Baltimbre County's Natkins Mill Road) as well as 
undesignated future projects, we request that you delineate on 
the enclosed map of the site the portion of the site which is to 
be earmarked for the MD Route 355 project, and the portion of 
the site which has been earmarked for I-270/I-370 and Batkins 
Mill Road. In this manner, we will be able to maintain an 
accounting of the acreage which has been allocated and the 
acreage which remains to be used. 

If you have any questions, please contact Mr. Paul 
Hettlaufer (962-1844) or Ms. Julie Metz (962-6086) of this 
office. 

Sincerely, 

Keith A. Harris 
Acting Chief, Special Projects 

End 
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WifliKn Dooiid Jducftr Msu-yUnd Depirtmeat or Natural Resoorcej 
Water Resources Administration 

T*WM Sun Office Buildin| 
Aniupolis, MairltiKl 21401 

•U Cimmitmtxt It EmlltiKt III MaiMtfaf Uarylani'l VfUr Rinmrcn" 

September 21,   1993 

Totrey C. Bnira, M.D. 

Robert 0. xlllcr 
DfrtfM' 

Mr. Jeffray H. Saith 
Stata Highway AdMinlstration 
707 North dalv«rt 3tr«et 
Baltinore, HO 21202 

KSl HD 355! MD 124 to MD 27; 
Proposed Wetland Mitigation Strategy 
Montgonery county 

Dear Mr. SBlth: 

The Departaent of Natural Resourcea has reviewed the propoaad 
wetland nitlgation strategy Cor the MD 353 project. At tha field 
wetiSg Mid on July 22. 1893, the reaource a*enclea r«=o-«onded 
"It the potential for a atornwter quantity nanageaent retrofit 
be inveatWed to addresa the uncontrolled runoff currently 
Sischarging to the wetland. The reaource agencies agreed that_the 
Spacta to Wetland 3 aftec the raguired ninUun of 1:1 in-kind 
«place»ant was co»pleted. K»-i^ngly encourage the continued 
investigation of the retrofit& 

S^TsiwrsSrj'gaaa -& masssus 
SsSSAaTr i-a«asrjr-s.—- 

If you have any questions, pleaee contact ne. 

Sincerely/ 

Elder A. Ghigi 
Chiaf, Coaatal 

EAGJr:c«a 
cc! Sean smith, TID 

Kevin Bui th, Hi»/wni 

TtMutnt!. 
(4|0) 474.21S6 
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m State Highway Administration 

O. Jame* LigMhizer 
S<craury 

HalKassofl 
MmlnMrtlor 

August 5, 1993 

RE:    Contract No. M 611-151-371 
MD 355: MD 124 to MD 27 
Montgomery County, Maryland 
PDMS No. 163397 

Mr. Roy Danmark 
NEPA Compliance Section 
Environmental Protection Agency ' 
Region Ul 
841 Chestnut Avenue 
Philadelphia PA 19107 

Dear Mr. Denmark: 

In accordance with the combined environmental/regulatory process, the State 
Highway Administration (SHA) requests your concurrence on the Proposed 
Wetland Mitigation Site/Strategy for the MD 355 project 

The MD 355 project will impact approximately 1.34 acres of non-tidal palustrlne 
forested wetlands. The anticipated mitigation ratio for these impacts is 2:1 which 
brings our mitigation requirement to 2.68 acres. 

At the April 21,1993 Interagency Meeting, it was suggested by the environmental 
agencies that SHA send out the letters for ccncurrence on the Selected Alternate 
without the proposed mitigation sites h that letter. Addfo'onally at that meeting, it 
was requested by the U.S. Fish and Y/idlife Sen/ice that SHA consider restoration 
to Wetland 3 as part of the mitigation for this project and to inform the Maryland 
Department of Natural Resources Non-tidal Wetland Division of where SHA is, in 
ternis of the review process. 

Mnytand Hetty Swvlc* tor kapilrtd HMifng o» Sp«*eh 
1-MW-7U-2298 Statnrtd* Ton Frai 

707 North Cttnrt Stict*, BUHmort. Marytind 21202 

Mr. Denmark 
Page Two 

Since that time, a field meeting was held on July 22,1993 in which the restoration of 
Wetland 3 was discussed with the agencies. It was agreed that SHA will investigate 
the pbssib9ity of designing the stormwater runoff facilities for the section near 
Wetland 3 to incorporate additional runoff currently entering the site from east of MD 
355 through a culvert. The intention, is to eliminate and .correct damage to Wetland 
3 and its tributary caused by untreated runoff entering the site from a developed 
area. This investigation will include the possibility of locating a storm water 
management facility in the vicinity of the site to correct for past erosion and 
sedimentation. The placement of the mitigation credit win be worked out between 
this site and the Hawkins property as SHA gains more information during the design 
phase about the actual characteristics of the runoff. Agency input and direction wfll 
play a role h this process. 

The remainder of the Impacts not mitigated at Wetland 3 will be mitigated on the 
Hawkins property, a wetland bank site. The mitigation design for the Hawkins 
property is final and ready for construction, and the design includes unasslgned 
mitigation acreage that will accomadate mitigation for several road projects within 
this sub-basin. 

The Hawkins property is an off site mitigation area for the MD 355 project. It Is 
located in north central Montgomery County, approximately two miles west of the 
town of LaytonsviDe (see location map). The MD 355 property and the Hawkins site 
are both In the same watershed which Is the Seneca Creek Drainage segment of 
the Washington Metropolitan Area sub-basin. 

The design for the Hawkins property wetland mitigation includes mitigation for the I- 
270/1-370 project with additional unassigned mitigation banking acreages. The 
Hawkins property received approval as a mitigation site from the Federal Highway 
Administration on July 29.1992. Enclosed is a copy of the approved mitigation plan 
for the Hawkins property. The total acreage of the created wetlands is 21.08 acres. 
Of this acreage, 10.5 acres are mitigation for the 1-270/1-370 impacts. The 
remaining acreage, 10.58 acres, will be designated for MD 355 and other future 
road projects. 
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Mr. Denmark 
Page Three 

Please provide your concurrence with the wetland mitigation site/strategy by August 
30,1993 and indicate such on the signature line below. Please return your 
response to Attn: Mr. Jeffrey H. SmHh. Should you require additional information 
please contact Mr. George W. WaHon at 3334439. 

Very truly yours, 

Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering 

vo 
by: 

'Geofye W. Walton 
Assistant Division Chief 
Project Planning Division 

LHEBArB:sjc 
Enclosure 
cc:     Ms. Jareene BarkdoD 

Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr. 
Ms. Linda Kelbaugh 
Mr. Ear) Schaefer 
Mr. Ed Schatz 
Mr. Jeffrey H. Smith 
Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson 
Mr. James Wynn 

Concurrence: 

?-/*-* ^ 
Date 

•S 
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MARYLAND ROUTE 355 IMPROVEMENTS 
FROM MD 27 TO MD 124 

CONTRACT NO. M611-151.371 

FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

VII. APPENDIX 
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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 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/or 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 displaced by public projects or available replacement housing is beyond their financial means, 

Replacement Housing of Last Resort will be utilized. Detailed studies must be completed by the State 

Highway Administration before Relocation Housing of 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. 
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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 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 tax returns, or 

certified financial statements, for the tax years in question. 
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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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