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The FHWA has determined that the Build Alternative, the widening of MD Route 355 from MD 27 (Ridge
Road) to MD 124 (Montgomery Village Avenue), a six-lane staged construction for the length of the
project (approximately four miles) with a bridge crossing of Great Seneca Creek, will have no significant
impact on the human environment. This FONSI is based on the Environmental Assessment and the
attached documentation which summarizes the assessment and documents the selection of the
selected altemnate. This FONSI has been independently evaluated by the FHWA and determined to
adequately and accurately discuss the need, environmental issues, and impacts of the proposed project
and appropriate mitigation measures. It provides sufficient evidence and analysis for determining that
an EIS is not required. The FHWA takes full responsibility for the accuracy, scope, and contents of the
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0. James Lighthizer

Maryland Department of Transportation o
State Highway Administration Administrator

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

FROM: Louis H. Ege, dr.%¢ @ O
Deputy Director , \
Office of Planning 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

My telephone number is

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, 0OOTS
Traffic Engineer, OOTS
Traffic Engineer, Dist. #3
Materials Engineer, OMR

333-1130

Teletypewriter for Impaired Hearing or Speech
383-7555 Baltimore Metro - 565-0451 D.C. Metro - 1-800-492-5062 Statewide Toll Free
707 North Calvert St., Baitimore, 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 Plano 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 agencies' 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.



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 51gns and a school bus stop. The
relocation of these features is belng prov1ded 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.

Nl § Pedowns viuls
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

. e 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 Seiected Buiid Aiternative

e 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.

e 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.

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

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

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

e 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.

e At atime 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.

-2



SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES

Cost
(Millions)

Right-of-way Required

Number of
Properties Affected

Number of
Displacements
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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 |-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 Faciiity

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:

e Poor geometrics 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.

e 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:

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

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

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

-1



-;.Q

( Frederick

[ [ 12 MILES

0 10 20 KILOMETERS

S 2
N

\

BALTIMORE

N

Maryland Route 355

MD 27 to MD 124

MARYLAND STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION

Location Map

Figure 1




Warpes
204D
2

Study Area Limit

HENDERS
frewes g ER

NS

NNV "3.\ -
MEADOWBROOK
ESTATES /

s

Siks T M

%,, r\\\e ECHQ
. TITL A | OALE

)

l“~(

%

& wernor Study Area Limit

GAITHERSBURG) 1}4’ j};

NEROve o2 47\

Maryland Route 355
MD 27 to MD 124

MARYLAND STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION

. F_igurez
Project Study Area
0 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)
(FY 1993-1998); 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);

MD 118;

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);

MD 118;

Middlebrook Road;

Watkins Mill Road; and

Travers Avenue.

2. Alternate 2 (Four/Flve 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.
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The proposed alignment for the four/five-lane alternative generally followed the existing alignrhent 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:
e 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 !
e 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.

e 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.

Shouider 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 Buiid Aiternative

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.

o 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.

e 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. Trafflc

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
Dally Volumes Peak Hour Traffic
Segment (ADT) 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.
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TABLE 2
2015 TRAFFIC VOLUMES ALTERNATE 3

Dally Volumes

Segment (ADT)

Between MD 124 and Watkins Mill Road 55,900
Between Watkins Mill Road and Middlebrook Road 51,450
Between Middlebrook Road and MD 118 42,200

Between MD 118 and MD 27 4 44,600

Trucks currently compose 4 percent of the average daily traffic (ADT) and 2 percent of the design hour

Peak Hour Trafflc
A.M. P.M.
3010 2735
2700 2735
2445 2500
2470 2685

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:

e LOSA:
e LOSB:

e LOSC:

e LOSD:

e LOSE:

e LOSF:

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

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.

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.
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TABLE 3
MD 355 INTERSECTION LOS EXISTING TRAFFIC VOLUMES

LOS
intersecting Road W/MD 355 A.M. P.M.
MD 124 (Montgomery Village Avenue) F F
Christopher Avenue F D
Watkins Mill Road F F
Game Preserve Road F F
Middlebrook Road B D
MD 118 D B
MD 27 (Ridge Road) F E
TABLE 4
MD 355 INTERSECTION LOS 2015 TRAFFIC VOLUMES
No-Buiid Alternate 3
Intersecting Road W/MD 355 A.M. P.M. A.M. P.M.
MD 124 (Montgomery Village Avenue) F F F F
Christopher Avenue F F E Cc
Watkins Mill Road F F E E
Middlebrook Road F F E D
MD 118 F F F E
MD 27 (Ridge Road) F 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
A.M.LOS P.M.LOS
Location “NB SB NB SB
South of MD 124 B E C D
Between Christopher & Watkins Mill Road B D E Cc
Between Game Preserve Road & Middlebrook Road F F F F
Between MD 118 & MD 27 B D D B
TABLE 6
LINK ANALYSIS LOS (ALTERNATE 3) 2015 TRAFFIC VOLUMES
A.M.LOS P.M. LOS
Location NB SB NB SB
South of MD 124 B C C C
Between Christopher & Watkins Mill Road B D C B
Between Game Preserve Road & Middlebrook Road B C C B
Between MD 118 & MD 27 B C 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
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.

n-7
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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
Total Accldent State-wide
Collision Type Number _ ‘Rate Average
Angle 94 57.1 54.5
Rear End 175 106.3* 84.9
Fixed Object 51 31.0 40.6
Opposite Direction 24 14.6 13.0
Sideswipe 30 18.2 22.2
Left Turn : 107 65.0* 36.9
Pedestrian . - 14 8.5 . 8.6
Parked 1 0.6 8.6
Other 51 31.0 38.0

*Significantly higher than state-wide average

TABLE 9
ACCIDENT CONDITIONS
1988 to % of Total
Oct. 1991 Accldents State-wide %
Nighttime Accidents 170 31.1 33.3
Wet Surface Accidents 185 33.8* 22.6
Alcohol Related Accidents 54 9.9 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 geometrics, 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,

-8
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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.

-9
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a. Relocatlon

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 Ill.

n-10
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c. Historic and Archaeoiogicai 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 | 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 VI-45).

d. Pedestrian/Bicycie Facliities

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 Solis

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. Fioodpiains

.

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. Wetiands

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 reduired 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

-11
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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.

TABLE 10
AFFECTED WETLANDS

Geographlcal East East West
Alternative Locatlon w1 w2 W3 Total
6 Lane, East Park shifts east into Great Seneca 0.33 036 0.65 1.34
Cut/Fill Slopes Extension Stream Valley Park

WETLAND W1

Wetland 1 (W1), a palustrine forested wetland (PF01A), 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.

ln-12
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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:

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

o 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

n-13
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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 {anes; 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
(PFO1A) 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/ffill 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

i-14
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environmental agencies and the FHWA (see Wetland Mitigation Comments and Coordination section, on
pages VI-107 to VI-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 | 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 Soil 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 Specles

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 Hablitat

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 Qualiity

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 aiternative 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 1V.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 handiing. The SHA has addressed
this possibility by establishing Standard Specifications for Construction and Materials. These procedures
will be followed during construction.

j. 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 propenty 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.

»_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.

@'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.

s _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.

‘e 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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@ F!ecéptor..NQQ“i represents the 12 townhouses in the three buildings on the east side of the
proposed roadway between Towncenter and Oxbridge Drives. A 500-foot-long 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-11: 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
cost effective with the cost of the barrier being $48,000.

Receptor N-13 represents 18 townhouses in the six buildings adjacent to MD 355 in the
Brandermill Community between Appledowre Way and Hudgel Lane. An 800-foot-long, 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.

@ﬁeceptor 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.

7A 7

) -Receptor"N-‘fﬁepresents the three houses north of High Point Drive and Receptor@
represen{c. 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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/ 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.

/o/ Receptor N-20 lies on the right-of-way to the undeveioped iand south of Professional Drive,

Mitigation is not warranted for this land use.

itigation not required.

Barrier not acoustically effective.

C) Barrier not recommended.

D) Barrier not cost effective for residence.

E) Barrier not acoustically effective due
to local streets.

TABLE 11
SUMMARY OF NOISE MITIGATION ANALYSIS

Receptor Ambient | 2015 | Barrler | Barrier [Mitigated| Total Number of| Cost of
(Mitigation)| Land Use Leveis |Buiid|Length| Height'! Noise | Costof Properties| Barrier/

Leq (dBA); (feet) (feet) | Leveis | Barrier |Protected | Residence
N-1 (A Undeveloped 62 66 ‘ 1
N-2 (A Undeveloped 69 72
N-3 Residential 59 67 1400 10 56 $224,000 8 $28,400
N-4 (A Undeveloped 69 74
N-5 (A Church 61 64
N-6 58 Residential 68 72
N-7 (C 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 69
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 SB) Residential 69 71
N-18A Residential 68 450 12 58 $86,400 5 $17,280
N-19 Park 64 70 22004 8 56  [$224,000° 186 $12,444
N-20 A; Undeveloped 64 70 ) '
N-21 (E Residential 60 66
Mitigation 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

Length represents barrier on both side of roadway

5Cost reflects a 4-foot barrier on the 400-foot bridge and 8-foot

SEvery 125 feet of linear impact to a park equals 1 barrier
elsewhere impacted property

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, piacement of construction staging areas, and impiementation 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 Materlals

Soil and water contamination from a former commercial site occur along a portion of the préposed right-
of-way under Alternate 3. The 6.19 acre parcel, formerly part of Beahm's Auto Park from the 1950's to
1980'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 Il 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 hydrogeologié 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 aiternative. 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
preférred 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,

i-20
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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



A. iINTRODUCTION

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
waterfow! 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 invoives 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 centerling 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) parkiands.
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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 Extenslon 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 walking\distance 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-Bulid)

The No-Build Alternate will not require right-df-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 parkiand impacts.

‘Effects on Parkland Right-of-Way 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 cutffill 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/ffill 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 wiil 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 gperations, 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 wili 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.

Aiternate 3: Six Lanes Staged Construction (Seiected Aiternative)

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 Buiid Aiternative on page Il-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 C_réek 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.

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 Right-of-Way 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 cutfill 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 Flll In
Park (Ac) wetiands (Ac) Floodplaln
Alternate 2
4 Lanes, 100’ Bridge
Cutf/fill slopes 2.30 0.71 2.74
Retaining walls 1.23 .50 2.19
4 Lanes, 400’ Bridge
Cutffill slopes 2.31 0.63 2.08
Retaining walls 1.13 0.46 1.44
Alternate 3 west shift
6 Lanes, 320’ Bridge :
Cut/fill slopes - 4.38 2.02 2.56
Retaining walls n/a 1.80 2.20
Aiternate 3 staged construction
east shift
6 Lanes, 320’ Bridge
Cut/fill slopes 4.66 0.76 2.00
Notes: '

A. Effects are based on alignments and cutffill 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 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 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 (Q
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 Parkiand 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.
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TABLE 13
EFFECTS OF ALIGNMENT SHIFT OPTIONS ON SECTION 4(F)
PARKLANDS AT GREAT SENECA CREEK CROSSING

Area of Flll
Encroachment into Encroachment into In
Parks (Ac) Wetiands (Ac) Floodplaln

Aiternate East! West? Total East West Total (Ac)

*4 Lanes, east shift (400’ Long 411 - -.411} 068 053 | 1.21 1.52
High Bridge)

Sta 64+90 - 68+90

With Cut/Fill Slopes

*4 Lanes, west shlft (400’ Long - {4.04 4,04 -- 166 | 1.66 2.22
High Bridge)

Sta 64+90 - 68+90

With Cut/Fill Slopes

6 Lanes, east shift (320’ Long 4.66 - 4.66 0.76 0.65] 1.34 2.00
High Bridge)

Sta 64+90 - 68490

With Cut/Fill Slopes

6 Lanes, west shift (400’ Long - 14.38 4.38 0.04 1.98 | 202 2.56
High Bridge)

Sta 64+90 - 68+90

With Cut/Fill Slopes

1Parkland 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 cutffill 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. Low bridge 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:

o 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;

v-8

3



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;

1

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 undentaken 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 ribrap 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 has 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.

e The east shift is the preferred alignment.

IV-10

70



¢ A potential hazardous waste site was identified in the east alignment. The site is undergoing 7(
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 Service (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

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

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

o 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.

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

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

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

o 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. Resullts 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.

o 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.

e 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.

o 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.

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

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

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

e 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.

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

e 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.

e 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,
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. Aisg, 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 wouid 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.

L CONCLUDING STATEMENT

Based upon the above considerations, it is determined that there is no feasibie and prudent alternative
to the use of land from Great Seneca Extension Stream Valiey Park and that the proposed action
inciudes ali 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 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.

A. COMBINED LOCATION/DESIGN PUBLIC HEARING

B. PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS

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

¢ Ten people testified that they wanted to see MD 355 widened.
¢ Eight people testified in favor of Alternate 3.

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

e Four people are against improving MD 355
¢ Three people testified that they hoped to see the 53-inch (diameter) oak tree spared.

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

1. Deiegate 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. | 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, Counciiman

V-1



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 Il.

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 | 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/I-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 1-270 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 [-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 orga'nization.also supports major improvements at
Montgomery Village Avenue and MD 355 and 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 Wiider, 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.



The use of Best Management Practices (BMPs) in conjunction with the stream crossir_lg,' 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 |l 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 Il, 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 A
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 takeé, 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 and
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 s
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 1-270 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 1-270, MD 118 and other area roadways, there is still a need to
increase capacity on MD 355. Therefore, SHA is proceeding with this project.



A noise barrier was investigated at this location (see Section Il, 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 2to 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 Il 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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MARYLAND ROUTE 355 IMPROVEMENTS
FROM MD 27 TO MD 124
CONTRACT NO. M611-101-371

FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

Vi. CORRESPONDENCE



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 Pubiic Hearing

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.

e 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.

e 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.

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

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

e 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.

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

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

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

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

e Two people wrote in favor of minimizing impact to the Cider Barrel historic site.



B. AGENCY COORDINATION

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 B
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.

cl
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

Meeting Minutes

Date Agencies
12/14/92 Maryland SHA
Pre-recommendation Montgomery County DOT
Meeting Parsons Brinckerhoff
RK&K
1/20/93 Maryiand SHA
Interagency Maryland DNR
Meeting US ACOE
US EPA
US FWS
MHT
2/16/93 Maryland SHA
Follow-up Montgomery County DOT
Pre-recommendation M-NCPPC
Meeting Parsons Brinckerhoff
RK&K
Greenhorne & O'Mara
4/21/93 Maryland SHA
Interagency Maryland DNR
Meeting Maryland Office of Planing
NMFS
FHWA
US FWS
US EPA
US ACOE

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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A. Community Association and Citizen Letters



'COMMENTS

RESPONSES

11809 Collins Drive
Germantown, MD 20876

October 15, 1992

Governor William D. Schaefer
Stete House
Annapolis, MD 21401 *

Dear Governor Schaefer:

For two evenings I have listened to your representatives from
the Stete Highwey Administretion (SHA) describe your project
to widen Route 355 from Germantown to Gaithersburg. Their
talks were very general end provided no detalls. They used
meps with roads located incorrectly and propertles that were
mislabeled. They used graphics filled with misspelled words.
One elementary school teecher wes heard to remerk that she
would fail eny fifth grader who did such sloppy homework.
Having worked In englneering for more than thirty years and
teught greduate echooi engineering courses for many of these
years, I have found that professionals with this degree of
carelessness in their presentetions ere consistently even
less cereful in their detailed engineering and cost
calculations. This has left me confused.

Il em even more confused efter listening to your series of
presentations concerning the several fiscal crises in the
State of Maryland. 1If the fiscal crises is real, I do not
understand how you can permit this massive expenditure. It
will mean disruption to a large number of citizens. It will
cavse the loss of homes, jobs, and park land, and it will
provide ro traffic relief. Prior to one of the briefincs I
was told by your staff that the “leve! of service" fz- <he
roacway after your proposed massive experditure of tax
dollars would be exactly the same -- level-of-service F -- as
the no-build option. Why waete tex dollars?

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

Mr, Edgar H. Neal .
11809 Coilins Drive .
Germantown MD 20876

Dear Mr. Neal:

Thank you for your recent loier reginding the propesed wideniag of MD 355, betwesn
Ger and Gaithersburg. | am soery Ghat you fosl that

e SR — ? mesting W address specific
Administration (SHA) staff t@ eoninet you 0 0t 4p 8 yowr
questions and to discuss any Sors you fasl wese contained in thelr presentation information.

%
f

Prepared by George Walton, SHA, 393-1139
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Mr. Gacrge Walton, Project Managar
Project Planning Division

P.0O. Box 717

Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717

Re: Graater Gaithersburg Chamber of Commarca
At

Dear Mr. Walton:

I am the Chairman of the Greater Gaitheraburg Chamber of
Commerce’e Traneportation Committee. Ae you must be aware, the
Graater Gaithersburg Chambar of Commarce hae a tremendous interest
in the expansion of Routa 355 from Route 124 to Routa 27. I would
greatly sppreciate your plecing me on the project mailing liet eo
that wa may raceive any futura notices or other information in
regarda to thie project. .

Vary truly youra,

= TA

Glenn C. Etélson

GCE/ng

cc: Timothy Dugan, Esquire
Mr. Gerry Groves
Me. Maggie [aMonda
Mr. Jamee Dauech

©O. James Lighthizer

Maryland Department of tion o ot
State Highway Administration Acmieewstor

October 19, 19912

Mr. Glenn C. EKtelson

Lew Officae

Conroy, 8ellmen & Dameron

Six Montgomery Villege Avenue
Suite 402

Geithereburg MD 20879

Dear Mr. Etelson:

Thank you for your comments regerding our MD 355 projact
plenning study. Your input in tha plenning process is both
epprecietad and encouregad.

Ae you requaated, I heva pleced your neme on our project
meiling liet. Wa will keep you informad es the project
progreeses.

If you heve eny further queetione or commente, pleese fesl
to contect tha writer in Beltimore et (410) 333-1139 or toll
in Marylend only, at 1-800-3548-3026.

Very truly youre,

Louis H. Ege, Jr.
Deputy Director

office of Plenning end
Preliminery Engineering

by: _/Zoals )-CL/Z’é’é;W
ecfga W. Walton
Project Menegar

Project Plenning Divieion

LHE:OWW: e

Ny [[]

for or Speech
3037588 Baitimore Metro - 585-0451 D.C. Matro - 1-600-492-5082 Btatewide Toll Free
707 North Calvert St., Baltimore, Marylend 21203-0717
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Certiflad Mall P 377 260 373

willisam B. Momt PRCJECT
"5305 Wehewken Roed DEVELOPME T
Bethesde, Maryiend 20816-3137 DIVISION

October 12, 1992 ﬁc |5 3 fﬂ'sz
1] 43
Stata Highwey Adminietretion

Offica of Planning end
Preliminary Bnggneoring

Box 717

Baltimora, MD 21203

Subject: Questions snd Commsnts on Contract No. M 611-151-371,
Location/Dasign Public Hearing, MD 3535, MD 27 to MD 124
Heid Octobar 8, 1992 at Mertin Luther King, Jr. School

Deer Ledias end Gentlemen;

Thank you for the opportunity to commant on your subjact
hearing.- Per your request, I am submltting thess questlons
end/or comments before October 22, 1992.

31

I own the property on tha northwast cornar of the lntersac-
tion of MD 355 and Piummar Drive et the antrance to Fox Chapel,
the eddrass tbere is 19216 Plummer Drive. I have tha following
comments:

1. Noiee Impects

After studying the Moise INpagts section of your
beginning on page 1IvV-23
and liated on Table 1IV~12, 1 conclude that you have considered
tha noise levela affecting the ten propertias to the north of
mine and heve chosen to m ti?oto them wlth e barrier 800 ft by 14
ft. TYour discussion and tablea show no coneideretion for tbe

nolae lavals on my property. In fact, the proposed bsrriers stop
at my property lina.

8inca you will be removing tha trees and arbor vitee that
currently stand batwaen my property end MD 355 and ba movlng tha
roed cloaer to my housa (an in fect teking soma of my property)
as well as widaning my exposure to nciaa from the southasst vie
tha widar roedway, I think it is obvious thet noiae levels at
house will far exceed thosa reaching the tan housaa to the north
of me whan thay ere protected by your proposed sound barriar.

I think it is elso very obvioua thet tbas incraesad noisa
ievale will aevaraly impact on my ability to sell or rant my
property to prospective occupante. This will result in a
substantiel financiai herdship to ma for whlch I will have to be
compensatad.

Rssed on the laok of discussion ot m{ property with respect
to noisa levela, 1 believe you heve not givan this problem
edaguate consideretlon. I urge you to do sn end to consider
elther providing the edditionel acund berrlars necesaery to
protect my property or give conslderation to purcheaing ths
entire property and using it es e buffer zone as you are doing
with tha housa directly ecross the street from mine.

O. James Lighthizer

Maryland Department of Transportation Ty ot

BRI\ State Highway Administration Romervsearr

o

November 10, 1992

Mr. William B. Montsno
5309 Wehswksn Rosd
Bathesde MD 20816-3137

Dear Mr. Montano:

Thank you for your comments rsgsrding our Mp 355 project plsnning
study. ¥Your lnput in the planning proceaa ia both apprecieted
and encouraged.

Aa part of our project plannlng study. a noise analysls wea
complated end praperad for the Environmentel Aasassnent/Section
4(f) Evaluatloen. part of the snalysia is to locate ersas wherse
ths Fsdersl Highwsy Adminlstrstion Noise Abstsmsnt Critsrls of 67
dBA l1a approached or sxcsadsd in ths deslgn yesr of the projsct.
Ths design yssr for MD 3%%5 ls 201%5. Thass srsas wvers idsntlfiad
in the envlironmsntal document. Rscaptor N-17 rsprsasnts ths ten
houses whlch were identified for posslble mitlgatlon along ths WD
355 rosdwsy between Chapsl Gets Roed and Plummer Drive and your
house wss 1lncluded. Thers were two houaes further back on
Millport Clrcle that wers not lncludsd.

The noise lavela for both Build Alternetes exceed ths Fedesresl
Highway Administretlon's 67 dBPA crlteria by 1 d8A. A bsrrier
would reduce the noise levele by 10 ABA betwesn Chapel Gata end
Millport Circie at the ten housss snd leave enough roonm for slght
dlstanca st the interaections. Berriara st thia location will be
evsluatsd further in the final design pheaa of the project.

Your commenta concarning accass to Mlddlabrook Road will ba
lnvestlgstad. If 1t turns out-to be feasible. it mey be included
es pert of ths recommendatlon for ths project.

Your comments will be conaldered ss our deciaion making proceas
continues and will be entsred aa part of our officisl racorda.

My 11 - —

for g or Sp
383-7555 Baltimore Matro - 585-0461 D.C. Matro - 1-800-492-5062 Statewids Tall Free
707 North Caivert 31, Baltimors, Maryland 21203-0717
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Stete Highway Adminietration
Office of Planning and Preliminery Enginaering
October 12, 1992, pege two

1 _request your earliest possible response toc my comments on
the noise level problem.

2.0 “S54 inch Oak Tree Between Chepel Gate Roed and Scenery Dr.

1 lova traas! I hava alweys been opposed to residential
davelopers who remove trees from araas thay ara developing to
easa in their construction efforts. Howavex, 1 muset say that
during the more then ten yeers that I livad at my Plummer Drive
property and frequently drova north on MD 355, I nevar gava
significent notica to tha subject 54° oak tree. While I admire
your efforts in trying to preserva some of tha significant ereas
naer MD 355 and your afforte to mitigete impects on tha watlanda
around Sanaca Craek to the south of my property, I considar
afforts to save this particular trae by altaring the path of the
proposed hlqhwe{ and tha subsequant displecament of (destruction
of) severel residences to seve ona old cek trse of little signif-
icance to be en outragecus weste of the publioc funds! You hava
my verbal, morel and voting support in removing the tree.

3.0 Access to Middlebrook Road from Fox Chapel (Nortb).

I egree with the (not so aloquently stated) eanior citizan‘s
comments et the October 8th meating vis a’ vis tha eccess to
Middlebrook Road from Pox Chapel. You have already muddled up a
significant evenue of egress from Fox Chapel by altering tha peth
of Gunnar’s Branch Road. I recommend raturning Gunnere Brench
eccess to Middlebrook road vie the existing treffic light inter-—
section at Obsarvation Drive. (About where it used to bel)

This should significently elleviete the hardship many commuting
rasidents of Fox Chapel will heve in trying to get to Middlebrook
Road and 1-270 by first having to fight their way onto a nawly
widsned, eix lene, MD 353, surrounded by shopping centers end
other retell activitias.

Thenks egein for the opportunity to comment on thase mattars.
Sinceraly,

William 8. Montano

Mr. William B. Montano
Page Two

If you hava any further questions or comments, pleasa feel free
to contact the writer in Baltimore at {410) 333-1139 or toll
free, in Maryland only, at 1-800-548-5C26.

Very truly yours,

” Louis H. Bge, Jr.
Deputy Director

office of Planning and
Preliminary Engineering

LHE:GWN: aw

cc: Ms. Barbara Allera-Bohlen

)b
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CONTRACY 1D. I 611-131-371
LOCATION/DESIGN PURLIC SRARING
%3

D 7 0 DIN
TOURSDAY, OCTOBER 8, 1992 ¢ 7:30 P.0.

PLEASE aovmess_ L@ A S WOsSTAeD Do

cnvnownﬁmsmsm__une_h\ﬂ____zw cooe.%.ll7__

t/Wa wish to commant or Inquirs edout the following sepacts of this project:
A

-

mlo.o. sdd my/our nsmele) to ths Msfling List.®

] Pissss deists my/our nams(s) from ths Msling LI.T.-E,,,_~ AI“‘:{M

*Parsone who hsvs rsosived s oopy of this brochurs tmougﬁ ths msll,
on ths projsot Masliing List.

) O. James Lightthzer
Maryland Department of Transportation Secrvary
State Highway Administration

Hel Kessof?
Administrann:

Novembsr 4. 1992

Mr. Stephen G. Potersen
16628 S. Weetland Drive
Geithoreburg Mb 20877

Deer Mr. Petersen:

Thenk you for your commsnts regerding our MD 355 project plenning

etudy. Your input in the plenning procese is both sppracieted end
encoureged.

Your eupport for Alternetive 3 (6-lene divided roedwey) will be
conaideread ea our decision meking process continuea end will be
entered es part of tha official recorde. Ae you requested, your
nane will ba edded to the project mailing list and we will kesp you
informed ea thas project progreasases.

If you heve eny further quastione or comments, pleaese feel free to
contect the writer in Beltimore et (410) 333-1139 or toll free, in
Maryland only, et 1-800-548-3026.

Very truly yours,

Louis H. Ege, Jr.

Deputy Director

Office of Planning end

end Preliminery Engineering

Projéck Menegar
Project Plenning Divieion

LHE:GWW:ea

My -

for g o &
383-7555 Bsitimore Me1ro - 565-0451 O.C. Matro - 1-800-982-5082 Ststewids Tok Free
707 North s, 8 yland 21203.0717
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS

CONTRICY 1O. R 611-151-371
LOCATICN/DESICE PUALIC SRARIIG
D 5
D27 ODIN
TEURSIAY, OCTOBER 8, 1992 € 7330 P.N.
TAXITE LOTEER KINC, JR. [NUDIAYS SCROOL

MRS 10, 153391
vame EoxChapel Comm. Asin. % Chuck Smith pavesofrof22

PLEASE \pnoress (70 Pluswmer Drive

citvsrown Germantown  aratebAd  21p cooe2082¢
1/Ws wish to comment or inquire sboul the lollowing espsots of this projeot:
I At a8l Roppory oo 1he, o hide 2k grTDavcs amalle on
Luvemin. Draes 7 2iesghirord ovel &dﬂgf% pur Bl cuffon i fflx ;E_g
tMeuled:_covmplition of W1-83 naocluet Braffi on. IS5 emoup

MWMA.‘&,? Senes. The. 270 p P 4

- e Woaa
Popasy A ol re :

,
AN A0 (terd g 2Ny et

A -, v e " .‘a“—" (‘ -l
LA an nd on wra, ob ook T .
. p—

2o g ool of aeguinivg g mpnaue pronetive ddd na LacaXing
anasv peonle  Jleat prepte olidyit.o Bnour st Gioe e 00z 7
) o f scn 4-. A.r a _I.v AR 0000 &7V .Aa At 7. 4%, *84%
82854 umng gnie /‘ :; AL O A Covoled oK 20000 2

- = . iz > v = —a ::
Aove ARein Hp1g ol olialend¥ein 0 (He a4
e sdd my/our nsmsle) to (he Meting List.® 4

® delete my/our nsmele) lrom ths Msiling Llet.

sone who heve rsoeived s oopy of thts broochure thro
i1he projeot Melling Llet. rOUBh Ihe mad are sirasdy

Jf:.nm*_&qk alvuld BN RV TSN o té e 5] .
canne g anllf  Fhans M#L’%Mmdﬁw-édy-l @

[
o
L]

Clieecd St - ::?: A

Mr. Chuck Smith

President

Pfox Chepel Community Associetion
19101 Plummer Drive

Germentown MD 20876

Desr Mr. Smith:

epprecietsd end encoureged.

et the entrence of Plummer Dri
portion of the property. Ple
will be msde to either replece the
the tsking. An ectuel teke of the

time
Es

of this project is scheduled

Highweye Your Rights And Benefits”.

the issue of whether botb roedweys

sreee, both M-83 snd s six-lene MD

during our project plsnning study.

phese.

My is

Department of Transportation
State Highway Administration A pator

O. Jemes Lighthizer
Secretary

Hel Kassoft

October 30, 1992

Thsnk you for your comments snd for requesting informetion
regerding tbe MD 355 project snd how the proposed widening will
effect the community. Your input in the plsnning process is both

You expreseed concern with the widening sffecting the brick wells

The widening will effect thet

e be essured thet every effort

walls or to meke e peyment for
property will not be

determined until the finsl design phese is underwey. At thet
e Right-of-Wey Agent from our District #3 Office of Reel
e will notify the sffected property owners. The design

to-begin in the Spring ot

ph
1993, To essist you in understending the lend scquisition
procees, I em 3snding you e booklet entitled, "Your Lend And Your

In reference to your question on M-83 vs. MD 3335 widening, I heve
for your informetion, e Compsretive Study Report
¥. 1991) preperad by our otffice This report expleins

ere neesded. Besed onh current

projectsd retes of development in the Germentown snd Clerksburg

355 will be needed by 2010.

Treffic signsls heve been lcocked intc et verious intersections

Further investigstions end

treffic signel enelyses will be done during the finel design

Your comments will be considered es ocur decision meking proceese
continues end will be entered ss psrt of our officisl records.
We will keep You informed es the project progresses.

Yelotypawriter for red Hea or
383-7688 Batttmore Metro - 568-0481¢ R‘M."o - m-ﬁrmz S1etewide Toll Free
707 North Csivert Bt., Baltimore, Meryisnd 31203-0717

.
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Mr. Chuck Smith
Pege Two

If you heve eny furthar quaetione or euggestions pleeees feel free

to contect the writer in Baltimore et (410) 333-1139 or toll
free. in Merylend only., et 1-800-548-5026.

Very truly youre,
Louie R. Ege, Jr.
Deputy Director

office of Planning and
Preliminery EBnginearing

by: /"/A’z"ﬁ"‘? "—?’MM

George W. Welton 4
Project Meneger
Project Plenning Divieion

LHE:GWW:es
Encloeurae (2)

cc:- Mr. Richard Revenecroft (w/incoming)
Mre. Wendy Wolcott

2z
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R =2t

CONTRACT WO. N 611-131-378
LOCAYION/DESIGE JURLIC RARTEG
m 358
-'1“’.1:% 7130 2.0
TUORSDAY, OCTOBMR §, 199 130 #.0.
Hﬂnlﬂhﬂﬂ‘.ﬂ.“ﬂﬂn‘ﬂ,ﬂ
PIRS WO. 133397

NAME Fred c. Smith DATE_10/19/1992

;lﬁf:'“ ADDRESS__ 19114 N. Frederick Road
Gntthatpburg sTATE Marylend

CITYITOWN
1/We wish 1o comment or Inquire sbout the following sspects of thie projeot:

As atated ip may canversation with Mr. Walton an 10/15/92.

—— I an concornad regarding tha Right_of Way in trant of my home
3t the addresg noted above on North Fradarick Road. Acgording
to the drawing exhjibjted at the hearing op 10/68/1992, the twg

£ me a ist . d.

2P cope__29879

ho on h eidee

rom the reloca

—— _6ince all three housss compliad with the raguirad asat hack
sccording to Montgomery County Building Code at the tjime of
construction.

——eDuring the 32 yveara I have lived here, tha bighway has
been bleck-topped three or fo time
in a he w £ o as

——drivevay, causing me guite a lot of water damage. .

I_have eeen quite a number of deethe in front of my

can'’t underetand why my house ie elimina

us n
e }0 maje the curve and epiit tho jarge elsctric pole in half

and wvee hoepitslized. I em eeger to eee the fins)l pix lanaa

-Belieye me, this is at laast 20 vears tog late,

in proaxeans

C3 Pisese ¢edd my/our nemeis) to the Melliing Liel.®

€ Plesse delete my/our nemels) from the Melling Liet.

*Persons who heve recelved e copy of thie broohurs through the mell ere eireedy
on the project Melling List.

’

0. Jsmes Lighthizer
Maryiand Department of Transportation Seorviary
State Highway Administration

Hel Kessolt
Agrrintelr sior

November %, 1992

Mr. Pred C. Saith
19114 N. Frederick Roed
Geithersburg MD 20879

Deer Mr. Smith:

Thenk you for your letter concerning our MD 355 project plenning
study. Your commente ere epprecieted end will be considered
during the remeinder of the etudy.

In the next pheee of the etudy, e detailed enelysie will be
completed thet will outline specificelly whet propertiee ere
impected end whet is the extent of the impect. At the time of
the public heering, estimetes were mede besed on the informetion
svsileble. At that time, we presented your two neighboring
housee es full tekes. Ae we move into more deteil, these mey not
be full tekee; likewiee, your property mey become a full teke.
This informetion will be developed end inciluded in the finel
environmentel doucument which is scheduled to be completed by the
Spring of 1993. We will keep you informed of the decieions.

If you heve eny further questione or <ommente, feel free to
contact me in Beltimore et (410) 333-1139 or toll free, in
Merylend only, et 1-800-8548-5026.

Very truly youre,

Louie H. EBge, Jr.
Daputy Director

Office of Plenning end
Preliminery Engineering

by ///, '/’ a /:’l"r‘ s

George ¥. Welton
Project Menager
Project Plenning Division

LHR:1GUW 1 00

wmy »

for g or Spesch
383-7833 Beitimore Metro - 586-0481 D.C. Melro - 1-800-492-5082 Stetewide Toit Free
707 North Csivert 81, Beltimore, Merytand 21209-0717
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+* .
:. f* MONTGOMERY VILLAGE FOUNDATION, INC.
» PP o 10120 APPLE MDOE ROAD

P.O. BOX 2130
MONTGOMERY VILAGE, MARYLAND 20806-2030

1301} $48-0110  FAX (301) 990707}

Octobex 8, 1992

Mr. Neil J. Pederaen, Director

Office of Pianning and Preliiminary Engineering
State Highway Adminiatration

Box 717

Baltimore, MD 21203

Dear Mxr. Paderaen:

The Montgomery Villege Foundation, the homeowners®
asaociation repreasnting the more than 32,000 residents of
Hontgomery Village, once again weicomes the opportunity to
comment on the Maryland Route 355 project. Thie ia a project
which the Foundation has encouraged and supported for many yeers.

Following the firat Public Hesring in the spring of 1991,
the Foundation studied the considered alternatives and developed
a position in support of the six-lane, 40 mph aiternative. NWe
continue to support this elternative since ve feel it is the
cholice which will meet the traffic needs of the Gaithersburg/
Nontgomery Viliege/Germantown corridor ae defined by area Master
Plans and the original °"Wedges and Corridoxs® planning atudy of
the early 1960°'s.

The Foundation is aware that all design alternatives impact
wetlands end parklands along the alignment. We ask that careful
consideration be given to the environmental impact of the project
and that state-of-the art mitigation measures be applied.

¥e anxiousiy await this needed highway improvement. Not
only will safety be improved along thia highly traveled route, we
feel certein thet an improved six-lane Route 355 will relileve
traffic congestion and deley ox negate the need for M-83.

® <
Sincexely, E 253
b s52
Dot A Brown_ > B3
=2 HEQ
Waiter A. Braun 2 "rn-';
Praesident 5 >
~—

25 YEARS OF SERVICE TO THE COMMUNITY

Q. James Lighthizer
Maryland Department of Transportation —
State Highway Administration ol

November 2, 1992

Mr. Walter A. Braun

President

Montgomery Vilage Foundation, inc.
10120 Appie Ridge Road

P.O. Box 2130

Montgomery Vilage MD 20686-2130

Dear Mr: Braun:

Thank you for your recent letter commenting on our MD 355 project planning study.
Your Input In the planning process is both appreciated and encouraged.

Your support for Akemnative 3 will be considered during our decision-making process
Woe will keep you Informed as the project progresses.

if you have any further or comments, please feel free to contact me or the
project manager, Mr. George Walton. George can be reached in Baltimore at (410)
333-1139 or toll free in Maryland at 1-800-548-5028.

Very truly yours,

MNud v Ledoun

Neil J. Pedersen, Director

cc: Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr.

Mr. George Waiton

"y e __(410) 333-1110

T P for or Speach
383-7556 Baitimore Metro - 565-0461 D.C. Metro - 1-600-492-8062 Statewide Toll Free
707 North Celvert $t., Baltimare, Maryland 21203-0717
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WRITTEN COMMENTS

Dear Sir:

T have some nts to make regarding the MD SHA Projoct to widen MD Route 355:

I support Alwernative 3 (6-lane highway).
* I have no opinion on the hridsge option over Oreat Seneca Creek, but I do have a suggestinn
as 1o the bridge's deck layout. Specifically, I suggest that at least on one slde (if not both), the
1 basrier dase il be moved 5 to 8 foct from the edge. This would
P bicycle and pedcstrian path(s) from the main traffic flow. The attached diagram depicts
how this was done on both sidcs of tbe Wyoming Avenue Bridge over Tacony Creek
(Philadciphia, PA). That bridgc has ¢ 4.5° handrail mounted alnng the edge for safety, but it Is
not high enough for bicyele riders. I suggest osing the same style of fencing used throoghout
Maryland, le. fencing that is curved at the top (makc sure it is 8° tall below the eurve -
bicyclists could stand while on their bikes).
* The design speed of both proposed Al ives ( the on-build) is 40 M.P.H. That
speed is unrealistie. Besld ducing the roadway speed from the eurrent 45 MPH (no-build),
most drivers move et safe specds regarless of posted limits. The prevailing speed on 355 is
now 40, but with the planned improvements, the safe spced on 355 will increase 1o SO or 55
MPH. 1 strongly suggest that, since drivers will bc moving at these speeds rcrudleu of the
(newly reduced) Ioslcd limit of 40, this project should be desi;ned for real-wnrld spoeds.
 If roadway width Is a problem in eonstralned areas, cunsl liminatiog a sidcwalk path
along one sido of the highway In those areas. Currently there are no sidewalks, and having ono
instead uf none is a lot better than can suffice.
* If a desigo alternative is used 1o save the 54" tree, consider placing the tree in the new median
of the highway. This would minimize impacts to neighbonng h as well as providing a
nice drive under the ree (which would nverspread the new road). This option would allow one
roadway of the two 0 use the existing right-of-way, thus minimizing impact on the tree roots.
* No break in the medlan Is provided for traffic moving straight-ahead from existing MD 118 10
Neclsvllle Church, nor for left turns. The Church needs to kecp the traffic signal at that
i lon. Many eolleagues of minc whn work at TTC must drive to MD 27 when going
home frorm work. y would be inconvenienced by not being able to go out from the TTC lot
on existing 118 and making e keft torn at 355, Since no entracnces or exits to new 188 have
been provided, thcse people would have to go through 2 additional signal olled
intersections (the long way around). That would make traffic congestion worse on new 118
inlly at 5§ PM, right when rush hour traffic in G . Besides TTC, this also
ofteets residents of existing 118, Fox Run Apartments, and exit access from the Germantown
Medica) building at Obscrvation Drive and 118.
* I bave heard that many hicyelists prefer riding In regular traffie lanes rather than using
Erovided bike paths. The main reason for this preference is simple: the bike paths are 100
umpyl If thcy were graded the same way as the main road, and advertised as belng just as
smooth, bikers will be glad to get nut of traffic lanes where they risk life and limb. Oo this
project, with 355 being the major North-South artery in this reginn, we have the best ehance to
get bikers off the road where they are in danéet. 1'm also suggesting a change in bridge layout
n ;'!_Iow bikes 10 gct across Orcat Seneca Creck without having to ride next to high-speed
traffic,

Sincerely,

’H,A Maryland Department of Transportation
) w/ I\ State Highway Administration

Mat Kassoff
Admireety S0

October 30, 1992

Mr. Jemes H. Olsen
P.O. Box 132138
Germantown HMD 20874

Deer Mr. Olsen:

Thenk you for your letter concerning our MD 355 project plenning
study. Your commente ere epprecieted end will be considered
during the remeinder of the study.

I beve forwerded e copy of your bridge leyocut to our Bridge
Design Divieion. They will review it end coneider it es en
elternetive.

The design speed for the project ie 40 MPH. The enticipeted
posted speed for the roedwey is 35 MPH. Thie is e "reel-world"
speed for e fecility of this type. With the cherecter thet not
only exiets but is plenned for the corridor, the design is
complimentery to those feeturees.

The idee of providing e eidewelk on only one side of MD 355 in
order to reduce property impacts will be coneidered es part of
the finel recommendetion.

The widening of the medien to seve the 54" White Oek tree wee
coneidered. It ie not preferred for two reesons. First, the
tree needs epproximetely e 100’ redius of cleer epece eround it
to survive. Surrounding the tree with roedwey does not provide
edequete ereees for the root system to function properly. Second,
for obvious eefety reesons, it is not desireble to heve such e
lerge fixed cbject in the medien of e roedwey.

The treffic eignel et the existing intersection of MD 355 end ¥D
118 will be moved es pert of tbe MD 118 Relocetion construction.
The entrence to the church et this locetion ie elsoc plenned to be
removed ee pert of developer conetruction scheduled for next
yeeor. Agreenents heve been reeched between tbe church., the
developere, the county end the stete to provide e new church
entrence off Heelsville Church Roced in the reer of the church
site. Purther, with construction of Shekespeere Bouleverd,
Observetion Drive end other roedweys, exieting MD 118 will only

serve ee ¢ collector roed end not e through roed. It will be
cul-de-seced just west of whera future Observetion Drive connecte
to i¢.

The comments concerning cycliets end bikepeths will be further
inveetigeted es the study continues.

My number ls

for ng or Speech
383-7555 Baltimora Metro - 555-0481 D.C. Metro - 1.600.492-5062 Stetewide Toil Fres
707 North Celvert 8L, Bettimare, Marylend 21203.0717

O. Jamea L.ghthizer
Secretary
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Proposed MD Route 355 Bridge Over Greate Seneca Creek

/ Protected Bicycle/
PadeetrianPath
‘ -~ Feonce
R )-‘ g Bridge
. N Deck
Concrets
Divider

Diagram of Wyoming Avenue Bridge
Ovet Tacony Crask, Philadeiphle PA

Crested by:
James H. Olson

10623 Crywtal Rock Drive 413
Qemantown, MD 20874
{301) 640-2810

Mr. Jsmss H. Olaan
Page Two

Once agsin, thsnk you for your commants. If you hsva any further
qusstiona, faal fraa to contact ma in Bsltimora at (410) or 333-
1139 or toll free, in Maryland only. 1-800-548-5026.

Vsry truly youra,

Louis H. Egs, Jr.
Daputy Director

Offics of Planning snd
Prelinminary Enginssring

Project Planning Diviaion

LHE/GWW/®8®
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SIERRA

103 North Adams Street
Rockvilis, MD 20850

CLUB

Montgomery County Group
Phone (301) 294-0488

Plaaaa reply to:

Jsmes W. Clarke
1916 Dundee Road
Rockville, MD 20850

October 19, 1992

Mr. Georga Walton, Project Manager
Project Planning Division

P.0. Box 717

Baltiwmore, MD 21203-0717

Ref: Contract No M 611-151-371, PDNS 1531397
Dear Mr. Walton:

Please enter this letter as part of the record of the
Location/Design Mesring held on October 8, 1992, for increasing the
ospsoity of ND 355 between MD 27 (Ridge Road) and MD 124
(Montgomery Village Avenue).

We sre very amuch concerned thst no mass tranait options were
included in any of the docudents we saw relating to this projeot.
Wsre any type of dedioeted bus lsnes considsred? 1f not why not?
WNe see thst Center turn lsnes were oonsidered. Were bus pull offs
alao considared in the projsct design? If not why not?

How ara pedaatrians going to cross ahy of the deaign options
proposed? We feel very atrongly that when you design improvemant
to msjor highways like MD 355 tranait optiona must be considsred
and that you must give consideration as to how pedestrians will
croes eny of thsee options, eepecially dividsd highwaye.

Under the recently passed federal transportation act (ISTEA) money
ia evailable for mass transit optiona. If Hontgomery County is ever
going to meet the goals of the fedaral Claan Air Aot the
feassbility of pass transit muat ba a major consideration in all
projeots of this typa.

our specific comment on the projeot follov. Sinca psrk land that
was acquired by Program Open Spaca and the Land and Water
Conservation Fund will be teksn for this projsct, federal and state
1sws and ragulstions require thst eny lend taksn must be replsced
with comparable 1and, on ¢ one for one bases, ws would 1ike to know
the specifio parcels of land thst will ba purchased for
replacenent.

We fsel very strongly thst thsre must be a one for one replacement

... To explore, enjoy, and protect the nation’s scenlc resources...

Priated with Soy-basad i~k on 100°A Recyciec Pape: (15% post-consumen

Maryland Department of Transportation oM
State Highway Administration Adminewstor

Octobar 30. 1992

Mr. Jsmss W. Clerks
Sierrs Club

1916 Dundss Rosd
Rockvills MD 20850

Dear Mr. Clsrks:

Thsnk you for your rscsnt letter concsrning our MD 355 project
plsaning study. Your commants srs spprecisted snd will bs
coneidarsd during tha remsinder of the study. As you rsquested,
your latter will bs includsd es pert of the officisl record from
the Octobsr 8., 1992 Locstion/Dssign Public Hesring.

Though msss transit options wsrs not epscificelly eddrssssd es
psrt of this project plenning study, they were included in sn
ssrlisr study for the srss. Ths 1990 Msrylsnd Ststswide Commutsr
Assistsncs Study lnvastigated trsnsit slternstivss for the I-270
corridor bstwssn Frsdarick snd Wsshington, D.C. Includsd in ths
study corridor wss MD 35S. I hsvs sncloesed the chspter of the
Commuter Assistsnce Study for tha I-270 corridor. It discussas
ths sltsrnstivss testsd end ths subssqusnt r dstione.

The center turn lsnas thst were considared ss pert of Altsrnstive
2 sra intended to hsndls left turn movemants. By hsving this
turn 1sns., we sre sble to provids continuous sccess to
properties. Bus pull outs wers not considsred in this study. Vs
hsve found thst bus drivsrs do not 1iks them. Thsy tsnd not to
pull in sincs thay hsvs s difficult time in pulling out end
merging into traffic.

Protectsd padsstrisn movsments will be providsd st sll signslizsd
intersections. At thie point of the study procsss, ws hsve not
Astsrminsd specificslly which intsrsections will ba signslizsd.
Thie is psrt of the finel design process.

The replecamsnt of wetlsnde is bssed on thsir type. In ths cess
of MD 355, tha wetlsnde thet would ba impscted sre foreetsd.

This typa of watland raquiras s two for ons replscemsnt rstio.

In rsgerds to ths locstion of rsplscsmsnt sites, svsry sffort is
msds to locste within the ssme wstsrshsd ss the originsl wetlsnd.
At this time, ws srs in ths procsss of loceting the sitss for
replscemsnt wetlsnde. Finsl determinstions will bs msde prior to
submittsl for eny permits from the snvironmsntel rsgulstion
sgencies.

My tolophone number lo . __ e

L for or
383.7553 Baftimora Metro - 565-0451 D.C. Matro - 1-600-462-8082 Statewlde Toll Free
707 North Calvert 8t., Beltimors, Merylend 21203-0717

O. Jemaes Lighthizer
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of all perk lend teken. It ie not eufticient to atete that one for
one replacament will be coneiderad ee ie steated in Bection P
"Meaaures to Mitigate Herm®" on pege V-9.

Even though Seneca Creek ia ¢ olese one streem there are indication
thet the watar quelity hae improved end we would like to see
monitoring required before, during and efter conetruction to
meaeure tha impacte on watar quality and in insure thet the beet
management practicee (BMPa) ueed are the onea thet are beet for
thie eituation. We want to make sure thet efter the completion of
thia project there ie no decline in weter quality in the creek.

We agree that ae much ae poeeible the project ehould be oonetruoted
on the eaet side of the exieting bridge over Seneca Creak ae the
wetlends on the eest side are of low quality.

For the wetlends to be taken, our concern jie with the migration
propoeal . We have not yet hed en oppertunity to visit the proposed
mitigetion sitee but are troubled by be tha indiocationa thet
wetlands will be “craated" ea part of the migration proce The
businees of wetlande orestion ia far ahsad of the aciance of
wetlands oreetion and we would feel such more comforteble if the
wmigration eitee propoeed were degraded wetlende in the Seneca Creak
waterahed thet could be restored.

¥hare will tha reforestetion atforta that are now required under
atate law take gloco? We would like to aee aits identified end for
the reforeetation to take plece ee ruction pr d thue
giving eny reforestation effort an eerly etart.

Encloeed is e copy of our letter to the Corps of Engineere on the
wetlends ieaue.

Thenk you for the oppertunity to prasent our viewe on thia project.

Sincerely, 4’ ; :

Jemen W. Clarke
Conearvetion Cheir
Montgomery County Group
Sierre Club

cc: Senator Laurence Laviten
Delegatee Gene Counihan
Richard LaVay

Jeen Roseeer

.Ae with wetlend replecement, woodlend replecement is desired in

Mr. Jemes W. Clerke
Pege Two

As pert of the permitting process., we ere required to coordinete
with the Marylend Depertment of Environment (DOB). As pert of

this proceas, weter quelity end potentiel impecte ere discuseed.
DOE will review our proposels end determine if they ere edequete.

DOE will elso be present on the construction site to enforce the
permit egreements.

the vicinity of the impect. Once egein, we ere in the pr
loceting euiteble sites for replecement. process of

If you heve any further queetions or comments concerning the
study, feel free to contect me in Beltimore et (410) 333-1139 or
toll free, in NMerylend only, et 1-800-548-5026.

Very truly yours,

Louie H. Bge, Jr.
Deputy Director

Ooffice of Plenning end
Preliminery Engineering

Project Plsnning Divieion

LHE/GWW/es
Attechmant

cc: Me. Perdbere Allere~Bohlen
Ms. Linde Kelbeugh (w/ incoming)




1T-1IA

COMMENTS ' -

RESPONSES

CLUB

Montgomery County Group

o DA R84 ¥% o

Janea W. Clerke
. 1916 Dundee Road
Rockville, MD 20830

SIERRA

103 North Adams Street
Rockville. MD 20850

October 19, 1992

Mr. Paul Wettiauffer
Corpe of Engineers
CENAB-OB-RX

£.0. Box 1713
Bajtimore, MD 21203-1713

Dear Mr. Wettlauffer:

Thie fetter is the Sierra Club commenta on the Maryiand State
Highway Adninistration’s request for a wetianda pernit undex
Section 404 of the Ciaan Weter Act end/or Section 10 of the River
and Harbore Act 1899 to lncrease the capaoity of Maryland 3358
between MD 27 (Ridge Road) to MD 124 (Montgomery Viiisge Avenue).

We agree that the project shouid be oonatructed on the eaet eide of
the existing bridge over Seneca Creek ea the wetiands on the eaet
side ere of low quality.

One of our wetlands concern is with the aigration propcaal. We
heve not yet had en oppertunity to visit the propoaed eitigetion
sltea but are troubied by be the indicatione that wetlande wiii be
"creeted” as part of the eigretion process. The bueiness of
wetiands creetion ie fsr aheed of the science of wetiends creetion
and we would feei such more ocomforteble if the sigretion sitee
proposed ware degreded wetlends in the Seneca Creek watershed that
could be reetored.

We are also cone-rnod with s etetemant thet eppeers on page IV-21
in the Envir t/Section 4(f) eveluetion report thet
seys "conutructlon sethode couid include eeasuree to control
sedisent end other run-off ae theee sweies oarry stornwetsr to en
emergent watiand syetem reported to contein unique pients opocho
epproxisateiy 700 feet to the west of the project boundery." We
feai that the construction sethode muet include messuree to protect
this energent wetlands system and look to the Corps to protect this
vatlend es part of its responsibiiity under Sectlon 404 of the
Clean Weter Aot.

Even though Seneca Creek ie @ ciass one strean there are indicetion
that the water quaiity has isproved and we would like to see

... Yo explore, onléy, and protect the natlon’s scenic resources...

Brrteg Mm% SQwrases r1 or 100 Pes o e Oapar 5% ocsr camsumen

See previous response

p@ﬂ
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monitoring required before, during end efter construction to
mesaure the impact on water quality end in ineure that the best
manegement practicee (BMPs) ueed ere the ones thet are beet for
this eituation. We want to make aure thet efter the completion of
tha project there is no decline in water quslity end we aak that
the Corps do whet it can to insure that there ia no degradation of
water quality in Senece Creek.

I requeat that I be kept informed of the permit proceea for this
wetlenda permit at sy address on Dundaa Road aa shown at the top of
this letter.

Thenk you for the oppertunity to preaent our viawa on thia project.

Sincerely,

‘=" Jemes W. Clerke

Conservation Chair
Montgomary County Group
Sierra Club

cc: Senator  Laurence Levitan
Delegates Gena Counihan .
Richerd Lavay
Jean Roesear
Mr. Georga Walton, SHA
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS

CONTRACY 0. N €13-181-371
LOCATION/DRSIGH PUBLIC BRARTIG
™ 358

TR LR
YEURSDAY, OCYOBER €, 1392 € 7:30 P.E.

WARTTS LOTEER KING, J2. IWEEDIATE SCEOOL
NS W. 153397

NAME Gsb_@mw%gﬂﬂl‘—-onsi{iébl_
e avoness 120/ Ateatsville Chech Rol.

crrvivown Qermantown _stare MDD z2ip cooe BOPZH

1/We wish to comment or Inquire sbout the following sspeots of thlieproleot:

e 10lz :; (e of < congly 4 cesaet prajes] £
ummgu__ﬂm_ang_mnwmx—m_ﬁzh—
meé_&mmg_&m r«r) AICE .-;

. : d/ Zhonk vou.

) Pieene add mylour nsmete) te the Msliing Liet.®

) Plee s delats my/aur nemels) from the Malling Liat.

*Parsans whe heve received s cepy af this brechure threugh the mell are sireedy
an the projeot Melling Liet.

0. Jamas Lighinizer

Ma tof Transportation o
State Highway Administration Admmberator

October 27. 1992

Mr. Gale Quiet

Ceregiver

Deyspring Church

11301 Neelsville Church Rosd
Germsntown MD 20876

Deer Mr. Quist:

Thenk you for yeur comments regerding our MD 355 project plenning
study. Your input in the plenning process is both epprecieted
end sncoureged.

You expressed concsrns ebout the treffic et the Neelsville Church
Road/MD 355 intersection. The developer's proposed 4/5 lene
construction end ocur Alternsts 3 proposel (6 lene divided) will
provide for all turning movesmsnts et thet interesction. Thise
incliudes e medien breek for treffic crossing over MD 355 end turn
lenss for northbound end southbound treffic et Neelsville Church
Roed.

Your comments will be considered es ocur decision neking process
continuee end will be entered es psrt of our officiel records.
We will keep you informed es the project progresses.

If you heve eny further questions or comments, pleese fsel free
to contect the writer in Beltimore st (410) 333-1139 or toll
free, in Merylend only. st 1-800-548-5026.

Very truly yours.

Louis H. Ege, Jr.
Deputy Director

Ooftice of Plenning snd
Preliminery Engineering

o Lo ) Tt

George W/ Welton
Project Meneger
Project Plenning Divieion

LHB:GWW: e

c¢: Mr. Williem Hellmenn
My L]

or Speech
383-7888 !-Illmon M-m: us 04 D C. Matro - 1- .00 462-5062 Statewide Toil Free
7 North Caivert SI Beitimors, Marytand 21203-6717
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINTSTRATION
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS

QMY 10. N 611-151-311
10CATTOR/DESTCH PORLIC ERARDNG
L2

. BDONDIN
TORSIAY, 0CYBRR ), 1392 § B30 DI
ALY LOTERR KIVG, JR. DNRDLITE SCBO0L

. A . I

JOHN Vv, BORDEN 10-5-92

NAME

:IF.“E"ATSE ADDRESS 3815 Chane.'.l Rd

DATE

CITY/TOWN 414 conﬂ__

1/We wioh to comment or Inquire about the following sepscte of this project:

Anndale STATE va.

1 own.2 plue acres fronting on 355 above Seneca Park and
adjacent the Widdlebrook Inn, (see plat). I would appreciate

information regarding the "take” by the Highway Adm. and the
anticipated compensation.

C et e o R T

gperty: from the -~

Your prompt replay would be appreciated,

Sincerely,

NLAD
A Lbedey

Jqﬂn V., Borden, owner

{3 Pleass sdd my/our nameis) to the Malling List.*

3 Pleasa delata my/our nsmels) from Ths Msliing List,

sParsons who havs racelvsd a copy of this brochurs through ths mali ars sirsady
on ths project Mailing List.

0. James Lighthizer

Department of Transportation o
State Highway Administration Aarvneater

Mr. John V. Borden
3815 Chanel Road
Anndale Va 22003

Desr Mr. Borden:

Thenk you for your recsnt letter requesting informetion regarding
. the MD 355 projsct snd how the propossd widening will affect your
proparty. I hsve enclosed copiss of ths mapping thet wae on
displsy at the Octobar 8th Public Hesring for Alternste 2
{4 lans divided) and Alternete 3 {6 lsne divided). Your property
is bighlighted in yellow. The eree betwaen ths sxisting and
propoaed right-of-wsy linss is what ie propoeed as needed for
widaning MD 355. Accsss to your property will not be affected by
these inprovenents.

An sctual tsks of your propsrty will not bs detsrninsd until the
tina) design phese is undsrwsy. At that time, s Right-of-Way Agent
from our District #3 Office of Reel Hstate will notify you. The
deaign phass of this project is echedulad to begin in tha Spring of
1993, To sssist you in understending the land acquisition procass,
I snm ssnding you a booklat sntitlsd, “"Your Land And Your Highwsys
Your Rights And Benafits”.

If you hava sny further questione or comnents, pleass feel free to
contact ths writer in Baltimora at (€10) 333-1139 or toll frss, in
Msryland only, at 1-800-548-5026.

Very truly youre,

Louia H. Bgs, Jr.
Deputy Diractor

Office of Planning snd
Prelinminary Enginesring

WANER

George W. Walton
Project Mensgsr
Project Plsnning Division

LHB:GWW:s3
Bnclosures

ce:  Mr. Richard Ravsnscroft {w/incoming)

umber is

Toletypewritar for impaired Hearing or Speech
383-7553 Beitimore Matro - 565-0451 0.C, Metro - ‘-?00—492-500! Statewide Toll Free
_707 North Calvert St., Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717

My tolep
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STATE HiaHwAY AomiNisTRARABIES v
QUESTIONS AND/OR COM N

fer S VAL

COMICY I, ¥ §1-151-371)
0CATIOR/DRSTSN FeBLLC EDLLIKG

o

TRINY, OCTOBR 9, 1992 4 1: %0 PR
KARTH LOTSRR KOG, JR. TIOEDEATE SCWO0E
TS 0. 183397

NAME «annie/M. Ma.XSory‘ j? DATE q- 29-92 '
ADDRESS Po_Box a2
CITY/TOWN 'R°°K‘Ii“" STATE MD 21p 0005207‘/’/‘2:

t/We wish to cdmmant or tnqulre sbout the tollowing aepeots of this projeot:

PLEASE
PRINT

4

- ’ i
- _lists _Jor  fmrie ¢r7yl v Frederick. &«m/‘/

?/0““}.-“ EYEE gt S e e e TN
T |

2/ Z A7)

@ o(9) to the Meliing List.*
) Please delete my/our nemalst from the Melling List.

. . sPareons who heve recalvad e copy of this brochure through the mall are eiready
on the projsot Mailing Llst.

o' ”m g:mms Lightnzer

State Highway Administration e aar

Admwnisvator

October 19, 1993

Mr. Romnie M. Maxsom, Jr.
P.0. Box 1622
gor_:ngine MD 20849-1622

" Dasr Mr. Maxson:

Thank.you for your recsnt requaat to ba placed on all projact
meiling liete for Montgomery and Frederick Counties projects.
Unfortunstely, due to our procedures end primarily cost
constrainte, we do not plece names on a county-wida project
lieting. In order to bs placad on meiling liete, it muat be dona
for asch apecific project for which you may have sn intersst.
Therefors, I heve placed your name on our MD 355 nailing liat.

If you have eny further questiona or comments, please feel free
to contact the writer in Beltimore at (¢10) 333-1139 or tell
fraes, in Meryland only, et 1-800-548-5026.

Very truly yours,

Louis H. Ege, Jr.
Deputy Dirsctor

office of Planning emd
pralininary Engineering

e

Gaorge W. Walton ~ °
Project Manager
Project Planning Division

LHE:GWW:aa

My telep numbder is

Telatypewriter for bnpelred o
383-7856 Baitimore Metro - 583-048t D.C. hlm-lm! Statewids Toli Free
707 North Calvert $t., Baitimore, Marytand 21203-8717

=
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SENECA WHETSTONE . 0. James Lighthizer
T3\ . o Secretary
" HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIAT{BRdver of Transportafion ol
Post Office Box 3715 » Gaithersburg, MD. 20§88/ "7+ State Highway Administration Adrartsy e
President - . '
PETER SMITH Gor 1 M8
(301) 926-8242
Mr. George Walton 28 Septembsr 1992
Vice Pretident Projsct Meneger 92
B.J. MORRSEN Project Planning Division October 19, 19
(301) 330-5032 P.0. Box 717 - Mr. paui E. Jacobson
Baltimore, Meryland 21203-0717 s'"'u‘héhPESEOP'°Sident
Secrecary . Seneca Whetstone
AMY FIKE Re: Md. Rt. 355 Study Homeowners Association, Inc.
o 2339776 On behalf of Senece Whetstone Homeowners Association Pogt Office Box 1713
. : ; ; ! ‘tha ND 20885
Treisurer which is located off of the intersection of Rt. 355 and Gaithersburg
EILEEN LEFFLER Game Preserve Road, we, sa ¢ essooistion have encouraged R
(301)3304193 . and aupported the widening of Md. Rt. 355, duse to the Dear Mr. Jacobson: .
fect of trasffic congestion and unsafe roeds and - ; sect planni
oncrol ’ ou for your comments regarding our MD 1333 project planning
Bagtéinuck fntersections. 32:3;.y Your iiput in the planning process ia both appreciated
(018698318 Over the past decads we heve seen msny sccidents which and encouraged.
havs occurred resulting in both personel injury end loss ed as our decision making proceas
JOEMcCALLION | of personal property. We hava petitioned every other year 22“§1§3::°:§3 :iii g: 2::::g;ras part of our official records.
(301) 990-1455 the Md. Stste Highwsy Adminstrstion for e treffic signsl- 0 111 k U inforned as the projeci progresses.
ing device; however, its hae alwey been denied. We w eep yo
ELLIE DARBY onme: feel free
(301)963-9160 The ksy issuee whioh our homeownara associstion will be If you have any further questions or ¢ nts, please fee

concerned about are as follows:

1. A traffic signsling device to provide a safe meens
of entry and egress through thia intersection.

2. A mesns of wslking peth (aidewalk) south of Geme
Preaerve Rosd to Watkins Mil]l Road and north to
Middlebrook Road.

3. Adequate guerd rsils between Md. Rt. 355 and
eldewelk.

4. The alignment of Md, Rt. 355 to have fewer turns
-and more evenly distributed inclines. (Bx.-
the eteep incline end turne et Rt. 333 from Geme
Preserve Roed north to Plummer Drive, end from '
Game Preaerve Road south to Travis Road.

Seneca Whetstone Homeowners Association would like this
information entered es a written stetement in lieu of an
oral presentetion, et thia time, until we have had the

opportunity to view the proposed findings trom the Md.

Dept. of Transportetion and the 8tate Highway Admin. at
Qotober 8, 1992 meeting.

8incersly,

Paul E. J‘ééf?i:T<‘;.“——~

8. W.H.A, Past President

to contact the writer in Baltimore at (410) 333-1139 or toli
free, in Maryland oniy, at 1-800-548-%026.

Very truiy yours,
Louis H. Ege, Jr.
Deputy Director

office of Planning and
preiininery Engineering

p
e (8o hZe
Y ‘George 7 Walton” ’

Project Manager .
project Plenning Division

LHB:GWW:ds

410-333-1139
My telaphons aumber is

Telstypewriter for Hewring or Spesch
383-7555 Baftimore Metro - 665-0451 D.C. Metro - 1-800-492-6062 Statewide Toll Fres
707 North Calvert 81, Baitimore, Maryland 21243-0717
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KORNER ASSOCIATES

Jules G. Kdmer, RPA
Prevident S

Saptember 12, 1992

Mr. Neil Pederson, Director '
otfice of Planning and Praliminary Enginesring
Maryland Departmant of Transportation -—
Stata Highway Administration

707, North Calvert Strest, . Room #401
Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717

RE: Changas to Routd 335 from Routs 124 to Middlebrook Roed

Dear Mr. Pederson:

As & homesownar in the Fox Chapal devalopment, which iz elong the
above-rafaranced section of highway, | would lika to register my
opposition to the proposad widening of this arterial. ) am fully
aware that tha State has the easaments and that this project may have
baen in some aarlisr mastar plan, Howevar, just bacauss thia widaning
may hava bean. part of eoms plan does not mean that it s a fait
accompl§. This asction of road aarvicas several communities that hava
baen sstabliehad for twenty ysers or longer. In addition, thera are
homea that pradats thasa developmente that have their soles egrass
directly onto Route 335. Therefore, | strongly urga you and your

etaff to consider the interrelated economic and safety impacte of the -

proposad road _uidoning on this araa.

Economic Impacts. - Widaning Routa 355 will devalua. adjacent
reeidential proparty, in an alraady depressed raal estata markat,
becsuss fof tha difficulty of agress from their communities and
incresaad noiea lavels. The widening will stimulate an increase 1in
the number and aiza of vehicles, which in turn will increese the
noise from this road. As the uas of private vehicles increaase, the
use of public trsnsportation dacreaeas, which increesse the public
subeidy that this servica requires or causee the sarvice to be
aliminated entiraly. Decraasing the evailability of public
transportation adverssly affects tha economic walfare of those who
rely on public transportation.

Safety Impacts. At the currant level of traffic it is extremely
difficult and dangsrous for padastrians to cross any portion of route

355 thst does not have a treffic control devisa in order to reach a-

bus stop. Widening the road will ancourage drivers to traval at
higher ratas of speed, which will make travarsing thia road avan mora

19217 Plummer Drive 4 Germantown, MD 20876 & (301)972-2247

Qe Maryland Department of Transportation '
t SEA\A State Highway Administration i

5

.o

Mr. Jules Komer

Kmlu mm.

19217 Plummer Drive
Germantown MD 20876

Dear Mt. Xorner:

Thank you for your recent letter conoerning our MD 355 project planning stdy. Citizen
participation in our process is both encouraged and appreciated. Please be assured that your
comments will be considered during the remainder of our study.

Wehxvepranedmﬂwhmmt;lAWSwﬁm‘(OBnhnﬁmdommm,Mis
on display a Jocal libraries. This document detaily the findings of the study to date and
elaborates on severl of the topica that concem you.

One of your concemns is that the project will devalue property since the access o
communities will be more difficult. Although the project proposes medisns along MD 355,
there will be median breaks to allow access 10 all communities and almost aJt state, couaty
and local roadwaysthat intersect MD 355. Further, we do not plan to deny any access 1o
the future roadway. All driveways and entrances should remain as they exist today.
However, with a median, some residences and business entrxnces will only be accessible via
U-tums at the median breaks.

The project noise levels under the build will equal of exceed the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) Noise Abatement Criseria (67dBA) or increase by 1 to 6.5 dBA
over ambient noiss levels at 16 of the 21 aoise sensitive arcas. Under the No-Build
Alternate, noise level increases of up to 11 dBA are predicted at four, and up to 12 dBA o
one, of the 21 noise seasitive areas. This is considered & significant increase according to
FHWA criteria,

) (410) 333-1110
My lelep! ber ie

Teletypawriter for impaired Hearing or Spesch
383-7555 Baltimore Matro - 585-0451 D.C. Metro - 1.600-492-5062 Statewide Tolt Free
707 North Calvert 8., Baltimors, Maryland 21203-0717
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Pedarson, SHA
Sept. 12, 1992

hazardous. As mentioned before, widening will also likely increase

the number of vehicles on this road, which will further increese the

danger of croseing.

" . As o resident of Fox Chepel for ths past ten years, | heve observed .

thet the lavel of - treffic on this section of route 355 hes
substantially decreassd since the recent opening of the interchengs
with fnterstete 270 on Middlebrook Road. Therefore, the traffic
studies thet were conducted prior to 1992 cen no longer be velid,
becavas they did not have any herd deta es to the impect of this new
interchanys.

In eddition, it would seem that with hundreds of millions of dollars
baing cut from the State budgat, particulerly from education, the
tens of millions of dollere this widening will cost could be put to
bettar use. Even if the money for this roed project is coming from
future budgets, the impect of the current budget reductions will have
repercussions for those effected sreas for yeers to come. '

In summary, it eppesrs to me thet this widening project is one whose

time hae not come.

's1ncer;oly,

v 1
1y

2

M. Jules Komer
Page Two

The noise impacts of this project are based on the relationship of the projected noise levels to
the FHWA noise abatement criteria are approached or exceeded or when the predicied noise
levels are substantive or exceed the existing noise levels. SHA uses a 10 dBA increase to
define a substantive noise increase. Noise abajement measures or mitigation will be .
cvaluated in a fatter postion of the study. I have enclosed the page from the environmental
w@forﬂﬁs!ndythﬂﬂhamunoismmmmll).

Youdecomcthnyingmndnpmpondlmpmenmwinmmm;hm,
traffic volumes will increase regardless of construction. 1 have provided you with the
ﬁmﬂwnvkmmﬂmmlmmwhmmdmﬁcwhmyerDM?‘u
(Amchmem.ﬂ). !wouldalsolihhpointoﬁ!hﬂhmwilllotbeuiuiﬁmmh
!mchontlmﬁdhty. Currently, trocks comprise about 4% of the traffic. This percentage
is expected to remain constant under the projected conditions.

Almgﬁt{ﬂnpmpoudnndmywidmh;.mmpmpoﬁum:l&mﬁveumuhoﬁ
fqrpedemmmdbicyclim. The first is & five-foot sidewalk for pedestrians only.
mqqgmmm“mmyummm. The second alteraative is to
mﬁezigm-fomhﬂw/bﬁum The goal is to have continuous sidewalks from MD

. mﬁdiﬁmdddmlbwwdoamaﬂeaMMﬁMmmmﬁmd. It

tgmmmmmummdmmm.m
signals are not provided, pedestrians will still want to make the crossing movement, The
bm.eﬂtofhavinglqunywith:mdhnisthﬂapedemiumlyhumoomﬂwith
vduclaappmdmgfmmmdim The pedestrian can also use the median as a refuge
or waiting area before completing the crossing movement. :

1 havs also enclosed for your information the Iatest traffic counts at Middlebrook Road
(Atiachments #3 and £4). These nambers were develaped after the opening of the
middlebrook Road interchange with I-270. Tbere is not a significant difference in the 1938
and the 1992 traffic volumes along MD 335; however, the 1992 pumbers are 12-bour
yolumel. In order to make the numbers comparable, a 1.35 factor must be applied to
increase the 12-hour count to a 24-hour volume, The number in red oo the 1992 count
shows the 24-hour number 30 you can compare these nambers to the 1988 aumbers.

AO(
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KORNER ASSOCIATES : ' | ' Mr. Jules Kamer

Page Three
Jules G. Krner, RPA
President
September 25, 1992 . ' If you bhave any further questions or commeats, please feel free to contact me or the project
: manager, Mr. George Walton. Geocpe can be reached in Baltimore at (410) 333-1139 or toll
Mr. Qeorge Welton, Project Maneger in Maryland o 1.800-548-5026.
Project Plenning Division . free, oely,
Maryland Depsrtment of Trensportation :
Stete Highway Administretion Very truly yours,
P.0. Box T17 . ’ . ]
Baltimsre, Meryland 21203-0717 vwh P edoizey
RE: Changes to Route 335 from Route 124 to Middlebrook Roed Neil J. Pedersea, Director
" T Office of Planaing and
Deer Mr. Walton: . ° .
: Preliminary Bagineering
As e homeowner in the Fox Chepe! development, which s elong the s
sbove referenced section of highway, | would like to registsr my
opposition to the proposed widening of this erterial. | am fully Attachments
ewsre that the State hee the essements and that this project may have
been in some eeri{sr master plan. However, just because this widening . i I
may heve besn part of eome plan does not mean that it s a Ffait cc:  Mr. Louis H. Bge, Jr.
accompli. Thie eection of roed is service to severe! communitiss thst . Mr. George Waltoa

have been soteblished for twanty yeere or longer. in eddition, there
are homes thet predste thess develogmsntas which heve there sole
egreee dirsctly on to Route 355. Therefore, | strongly urge you end
your steff to consider the interrelated economic end esfety impects
that the propoeed road widening will have in this aree.

Economic impacts. Widening Route 335 will devalue adjacent
residential property, in an already depreesed rsalestats market, due
to the difficulty of egrese from individus! homes end businesses. The
widening will also atimulate en increase in the number end size of
vehicles, which in turn will increase the noise from this road. As
the wuse of private vehicles increases the uee of public
transportation decreasee, which. increeses the public aubsidy thet
thie service requires or the service ie eliminated, which edverssly
offocte the economic welfars of those who rely on public
treneportetion.

Safety Impects. At the current level of traffic it fie extremely
difficult end dangsroue for pedestriane to croes any portion of route
355 that does not heve e treffic control deviee in order to reech a
bus stop. Widening the roed will encouregs drivers to travel et
higher ratee of epeed, which will meke traversing this road even more
hezerdous. As mentioned before, widening will elso 1ikely increese
the number of vehicles on this road, which will further increase the
danger of croseing.

19217 Plummer Drive € Germantown, MD 20876 ¢ (301) 972-2247

al)
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George Walton
Sept. 25, 1992
Page 2

As e resident of Fox Chapel for the past ten years, | have obeerved
that the lavel of traffic on- this sectfon of route 355 hes
substant {elly decressed, since ths resent opening of the intarchange
with interetete 270 on Middlebrook Road. Therefore, the treffic
studie® that were conducted prior to 1992 can no longer be valid,
batause they did not hava any herd deta as to the impact on the
traffic pattern that this new interchenge would have.

In addition, ft would seem thst with hundreds of mill{ons of dollars
being cut from the States budget, perticularly from Education, that
the tens df miliions of dollere this widening will cost could be put
to better use. Even {f the money for this road project is coming from
future budgets the impect of the current budgst reductions will have
repercussions for those effected budget eraas for years to comes,
Thsrefore, 1t would seem to me that this future project budget could
be better epsnt in other sreas Iike Educstion or {l1legal drug
{nterdiction,

In summary, 1t appears to me that this widening project is one whb'o.

time hae not come.

51nceroly;

W/ vy

1l
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URSA MAJOR Investment Partnership 0. James Lighthizer
P.O. Box 2885 ! Secrewmry
Gaithersburg, Maryland 20886-2885 Sf:‘, W MMMMIOITMWMM Hal Kassoft N
(301)921.2570 vy State H/ghwayAdm/n/srrar/on Adminiwrlor
FAX' (301) 846:5965 4&@ October 21, 1992
' UT Investmeri, Inc. ’ Mr. Arie Mardiroaeian
; . anaging General Partner URSA MAJOR Investment Putnorl!up
P.0. Box 2885
October 8, 1992 CANIS MAIOR Limited Partnership Gaithsrsburg MD 20886-2885
Mr. George W. Walton, Projeot Manager g 2 Dear Mr. Mardiroseian:
Project Planning Divieion o oﬁ’,‘; .
;‘2735_"‘: ’i“g?‘t'“gt"d“:m’t““°" Zro Thank you for your comments regarding our MD 355 project plananing
faltin a v:a 2 r:ezono - P9m . 8tddy. Your input in the plsnning process is both apprecisted
ore, Marylan 0 "5_—;«3 and sncouragad.
: -g ¥00
Re: ??c:s: Re?gﬁ%f‘;gﬁggl _ = " In your lettsr you expressed concern with tha turning movements
on ::on Doc;:l Public Heari ';.3 . at ths MD 355/Profeseional Drivs intsrsection ae shown in the
Loca / gn earing Environmental Docunent (Pigure III-12). Although our mapping did
Dear Mr. Walton: : not show e left turn for southbound MD 355 turning laft
* ' {eestbound) inte the shopping center, we can provide that turning
movensnt. Ws will revise our mapping to add this turning
propozggnvf:::ie:;ng! tut; 352“:2"::’;?111011::3“::;5 t:;:n:::pof,:; ?{,‘; movenent snd includa this as psrt of our recommendatione for
, .
lane section (Alternative 3) will advereely affect the operations Alternate 3 (six lans divided alternative).
an;?ix,um‘;hc?g‘ a;::::gdsg:p !&::l ::::’:1:2‘1 ogh;.;dg;? n:p;::i:: You were slec concernad with the mapping (Figura III-17) for
Professional Drive. At preaent, there is a traffic signal at this Altsrnate 3 (six lane section) where it shows s continuous median
intersaction pem&tting all 'tuminq movements from and to along MD 355 through the subject area st Professionsl Drive.
Profeseional Drive as well as the ahopping center. Under the Medisn hreaks will hs provided at vsrious locstions for Alternste
propoced widening echemea the interesction will be affected ae 3 (six 1sns divided slternative) ss shown in Figure III-7 through
follows: Figure III-14.
Alternate 2 ' If you have sny further questions or comments, pleese feel free
to contact ths writer in Baltimora st (410) 333-1139 or toll
No adverse impact is apparent on the aubject properties. free, in Maryland only, at 1-800-348~5026.
All turning movement will be pernitted as at present.
: Very truly yours,
Alterpate 3
Louie H. Bgs, Jr.
It appeara, from Figure III-12, that vhe ecuthbound left Deputy Diractor
turn lane has been inadvertently omitted which would prevent the Office of Planning and
eouthbound vehicles from turning left (eastbound) to the ehopping Preliminary Engineering
center. With an opposing left turn lane and a traffic eignal at
that location we eee no reason why the acuthbound left turn should
not be provided. We requast that it be included in this Alternate. Mﬂ O n_uﬂ,
With the inclueion of the southbound left turn lane, we would . by diust 4/‘/
aupport the construction of Alternate 3 as ehown on III-12. George W//Walton
Project Manager
Alternate 3 Project Plsnning Division
In Figure III-17 there ie a continuous median shown along LHE:GWW:ss :
MD 355 through the aubject area. It is not clear whether it ie .
intendad that no median breaks be included undar thie alternate or cc: Mr. William J. Richsrdson
My ,‘ b
red Hearing or Spesch
383-7855 Bammmlldm sts-omo . Metro - 1-800-492-5062 Statawide Toll Free
7 North Calvert St., Baitimore, Marytand 21203-0717

p—
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URSA MAJOR Investment Partnership
P.O. Box 2885
Galthersburg, Maryland 20886-2885
(301) 921-2570
FAX (301) 840-596}
TTT Investment, Inc.
Managing General Pariner
Mr. George W. Walton, Project Manager CANIS MAJOR Limited Partnership
Page Two General Partner

October 6, 1992

vhether they were inadvertently omitted in this Pigure. We object
to any 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 comments and amend its proposed plans to include
full tutning movements, in all directions, at the Professional
Drive intersection.

cot  Senator larry Levitan
Senator Mary Boergers

1
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS

COFTRACY 0. R 6N-151-37
LOCATION/ORSICH PURLIC ERARTIC
» 8
L2 B+
TURSOIY, OCTORER 9, 1992 § 7:30 2.

MR LOTIEE KINC, JR. DNEDIATR SCEO06
s ®. 159

NAME M M/&?/c Ko oATE (0(2[22_
PhraP® aoonees SELS_ Honuwrd Loodl

STAT!_ﬂL__' 2P GOOEM

CITY/TOW

1/We wiah to comment 2' Inquice about the foltowing aepecta of (hia projeot:

,rﬁmm

3 Pleans add my/our neme(el to the Maliing List.®

] Planes dalote my/our nametel lrom tha Making Liet.

sPerecne who heve recelved o copy of thle broohure throl
o the braleot Meting Liot vgh the melt are eiready

of g::::sthmh&
Transportation
tate Highway Administration oo

October 21, 1992

Mr., snd Mrs, Wan C. Ko
5415 Herwood Road
DPetheada MD 20814

hoge

‘ Desr Mr. snd Mrs. Ko:

Thank you for your commente regsrding our MD 355 project plsnning
etudy. Your input in the planning procees ie both epprecieted
and.encouroqad

Your comments will be coneidered es our decision making process
continuee and will be entered ee psrt of our officisl records.
We will keep you informed se the projsct progressee.

If you heva eny further questione or conments, please feel free
to contsct the writer in Bsltimore st (410} 333-1139 or toll
free, in Maryland only, st 1-800-548-5026.

Very truly yours,

Louis H. Ege, Jr.
Deputy Diractor

Offics of Plsnning and
Preliminary Engineering

R4

George W. Walton
Project Msneger
Project Plenning Division

LER:OWW:ae

My tolaphone number le

Telotypewriter for red Heo Spesch
383-7558 Baltimore Metro - 565-0451 D.C. Metro - mmm 5082 $tetewide ToM Free
* 707 North Calvert 80., aulllmon. Maryland 212030747

h)
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Per phone conversation.

O. Jamss Lighthizer
Secretery

Hal Kasso¥
Adminetrator

October 30, 1992

% eh

Mr. Ken Gould

Robert Management Inc.
12250 Rockville Pike
Suite 250

Rockville MD 20852

Dear Mr. Gould:

As you requested in our October 27th telephone conversation, I an
providing you with copies of mapping in the vicinity of Middlebrook
Road. This i3 the same mapping thet was presented at the October
8, 1992 MD 353 Location/Design Public Hearing. I hope this
informetion is useful in answering your questions.

If you have any further questions or comments, pleese feel free to
contect me in Baltimore at {410} 333-1139 or toll free, in Maryland
only, at 1-800-548-5026,

Very truly yours,

Louis H. Xge, Jr.
Deputy Director

Office of Planning and
Preliminary Engineering

by: 7214;:)‘§;>“2;2\

Jﬁi8¥bc V. Walton
Project Maneger
Project Plenning Division

LHE:GWW:as
Attachment

My teleph ber is

T for | o4 or Speach
383-7555 Baltimare u-Mm D.C. Mumwuz-sou Statewide Toll Free
707 North Calvert 81, Beltimore, Maryland 21203-0717

uht
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Per phone conversation.

O. James Lignthizer

Maryland Dapartment of Transportation -

o) State Highway Administration Adirierator

October 30, 1992

Mr. Cherlee Pankey
19926 Sweet Gum Circle
Apt. 23 ‘
Germahtown MD 20874

Dear Mr. Pankey:

As you requeeted in our October 28th telephone convereation., I am
providing you with copies of the MD 353 mapping in the Wexford
area. Thie is the eeme mapping that wae presented at the October
8, 1992 Locetion/Deeign Public Heering. I hope it is useful in
answering your queetions.

If you have eny further questione or comaente, please feel free
to contact me in Baltimore et (410) 333-1139 or toll free, in
Meryland only, st 1-800-5£8-5026.

Very truly youre,

Louis H. Bge, Jr.
Deputy Director

Office of Planning and
Preliminery Engineering

by: <Xll/ A L(‘

Georg4 W. Walton
_Zroject Menager
Project Plenning Divieion

LHE:OWW:as
Attachment

My telep bes ie
tet for bn Hearing

Teletypewri or Speech
383-7585 Daitimdre Metro - 565-0451 D.C. Metro - |w-4n-m: Sistewide Tol Free
707 North Caivert 8., iunlmon. Maryland 21203-0717
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Position of

Upcounty Citizens Advisory Board
Location/Design for Maryland Route 355
Fron MD. RTE. 27 to MD. RYE, 124

v October 8, 1992

The Upcounty Citizens Advisory Board supports the widening of MD 355
from NO 124 to ND 27. This improvement will address a transportation need
long recognized not only in day-to-day congestion but in our master plans for
Germantown and Saithersburg. This project is also a logical extension of our
recent comoents in-support of the widening of MD 27 from Damascus to
Germantown and will clearly be necessary if Clarksburg is to become our next
"Wedges and Corridor® comunity. It is clear that this project should receive
the highast priority to add capacity in this transportation corridor.

The Board believes that Alternative 3, with 5-6 lanes, probably makes
the most sense 1n 1ight of the growth of traffic volumes we have experienced
in the Upcounty. We appreciate your consideration of alternative Alignment
Options and support protection of the Cider Barrel, a long term cultural
resource to the Upcounty, as well as the proposed protection of the 53"
diameter oak tree near Chapelgate Road. Ne take no position on the Bridge
Options.

Ve urge that this projact proceed as rapidly as possible. Tha widening
of ND 355, the extension of MD 27 with the new interchange with 1-270, and the
reconstruction of M 118, both east and NEST are all vital pieces to solve the
transportation problem in the Germantown/Gaithersburg area,

Thank you for your efforts.

01450

Upcouaty Citizeas Advitory Board
12960 Middiebrook Rosd, Germantown, Maryland 20874, 301/217.3400

No response necessary. This group commented during
the public hearing. See comment 6. on page V-3.

LI
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LUKAS

ASSOCIATES Tramporation Planning ond Engineering Consutonty

431 Hungerford Drive « Sute Y02 « Rockvile. Mondond 20880 « Tel. 301340 9166 « Fax 3019400863

October 8, 1992

Nr. George W. Walton, Project Manager
Project Planning Division

MD State Highway Adainistration

707 K. Calvert St.

Balfimore, Maryland 20770

Dear Mr. Nalton:

Re:  MD Rt. 355 Reconstruction
Contract No. M 611-151-371
Locatfon/Design Public Hearing

On behalf of Mr. Wi1liam E. Cross, owner of the Cider Barre) Mobile Home

Park, the Cider Barrel and the adjacent property at 20320 Frederick Road, 1
wish to submit the following comments and concerns in regard to the proposed
reconstruction of MD 355,

1. The Affected Properties
a) The references to ®Cider Barrel Mobile Home Park® and the "Oak Crest

b)

Tratler Court® are reversed on the project planning drawings and in the
Environmental Impact Statement. The *Cider Barrel Mobile Home Park®
occupies the southwest quadrant of the intersection between relocated MD
118 and MD 355. Incorrect references to this property throughout the
EIS as "0ak Crest Trafler Court® should be corrected to read *Cider
Barrel Mobile Home Park®

"The Cider Barrel Mobile Home Park” occuptes about 17 acres and has
pernits for 120 mobile home sites. The land is zoned as R-60/TDR, with
a recommended density of 15 units per acre. The potential development
of the land would yfeld about 255 residential units. 1In addition the
*Cider Barrel" stte, about 1.5 acres, is zoned C-4 (Retail).

. Sit ces

a)

Full access to these propertfes will be denied from MD 355 by the
elimination of the present driveway serving the site which has an
turning movements permitted at M 355. The proposed MD 355 widening
project would construct a median which would restrict this driveway to
only right turns entering and exiting the site. Such a driveway is
inadequate to serve the needs of the current residents of the 120 mobile

No response necessary. Mr. Lukas commented during
the public hearing. See comment 12. on page V-5,
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ASSOCIATES

b)

c)

d)

Page 2 :
Re: MD Rt. 355 Reconstruction

home sites who will be forced to make U-turns at the MD 355/MD 118
intersection when approaching the site from the south. Leaving the site
to travel north on MD 355 will also require U-turns on MD 355. The
difficulty of entering the site will be even greater when transporting

_ the mobile homes or for emergency vehicles.

The recently adopted Germantown Master Plan recommends that an access
road be constructed, divectly oppesite Oxbridge Road to serve these
properties. '

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 mobile homes
will not be able to use this driveway because of the steep grade. The
driveway, as built, does not accommodate the needs of the current mobile
home park and does not conform to the adopted Germantown Master Plan.

In order to provide full access to the "Cider Barrel Mobile Home Park®,
the *Cider Barrel" and the adjacent property, it is requested that MO
SHA construct a standard 36 ft. entrance driveway, opposite Oxbridge
Drive, with proper grades which would accommodate emergency and other
large vehicles. Such a driveway would serve the present needs of the
mobile home park and the future needs of a 255 home community. A
standard driveway aligning with Oxbridge Road would make traffic contrel
at the intersection easier and safer. Left turn lanes are shown at this
intersection for both southbound and northbound MD 355 traffic on the
SHA MD 355 widening plans.

3. Molse Impacts

a)

b)

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 more than 10 dBA above the ambient
levels or exceed the FHWA Nofse Abatement Criteria. This is a major
concern, which has been previously fidentified by the Cider Barrel
properties and previously reported to the State and County authorities,

A noise study was undertaken several years ago on behalf of the Cider
Barrel. That study demonstrated that the mobile home park will be
adversely impacted by increased traffic associated with the relocation

.

hil
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Page 3
October 8, 1992
Re: MWD Rt. 355 Reconstruction

of MD Rt. 118 and the widening of MD Rt. 355.

b) The Cider Barrel MNobile Home Park is a residential use and it is
anticipated that the property will remain in that type of use for an
§ndefinite perfod of time, That use will be jeopardized by the
increased noise from relocated MD 118 and the proposed widening of HD
355. Appropriate steps should be taken to mitigate the MD 355 noise
levéls to bring them within acceptable norms as specified by FHWA
standards,

For your information we are including the following attachments:

1. Gervantown Master Plan (1989)
- Zoning and highway plan
- Land use plan
2. Minor Amendments to the Germantown Master Plan
- Amendsent 10, p.40 and p.41
3. Sketch of proposed location of driveway to serve the
Cider Barre) properties.

We are hopeful that the Maryland State Highway Administration will note
the above comments and concerns and will incorporate appropriate design
features in its ND 355 widening plans to accommodate the present needs of the
Cider Barrel Mobile Home Park and establish the proper conditions and
environment for the future development of the properties as envisioned by the

approved Germantown Master Plan.
H erely
¢
Al l%\\}\
\. Lukds,\PVE, Qg
Pri 1

cc  Nilliam E. Cross
William J. Chen, Jr., Esq.
Arthur 8, Brisker, Esq.
Thomas R. Brown
Gwen Marcus, M-NCPPC

a’L'
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B:\MD3I55LD
10-8-92

MD Route 355 Locatjon/Design Public Bearing Teetimony
(US Army Corpe of Engineere Baltimore District Permit Applicaticn
CENABOP#RX (MD SHA - MD RT 355)92-00631-1)

I am Richard D. Wilder testifying for the Potomac Valley
Envircnnental Group.

After years of testifying for jmproving existing rcads
instead of building environmentally destructive ones like the
Gernantovn-NMontgomery Village Connector (M-83), we are happy to
learn that this project is now in the planning/design atage where
it should have been a couple of years ago if the Stats and County
had not pushed eo hard to get M-83 constructed instead. A number
of citizen and enviromnental aotivists and groupe have shown that
the monetary and environmental cost of constructing M-83 will far
exceed that of improving MD 355 and have helped to get the MD 355
prcject back on schedule.

We would lika to present ocur liet of preferred project
alternatives baeed upon our analysis and consideration of traffic
capacity, safety, business, raeidential and environmental :
impacts. Theea are as fcllowe:

# 6 instead of 4 or 5 lanes tc provide the desired traffic
capacity. (Aranedne 3).

* Long inetead of the ghort bridge tc impact less trees and
wetlands even though the nonstary coet will be more.

¢ Alignment shift to save the several hundred year old S3%
dianeter white oak just north of Chapelgate Rd.

# Bridge size 8 ft narrower than a corresponding typical
saction to reduce the projected area of fmpact for
paluetrina forested wetland area (W2).

4 40 mph instead of 50 mph design speed to reduce overall
impacts throughout the design.

* East roadvay alignment shift to protect the wooded
wetlande on the west side within Seneca Cresk State Park
cocupying the more intact floodplaine forest which are of
greater quality than the wetlands on the east side within
Great Seneca Extension Valley Park, primarily occupying a
riprap channel.

Thank you for giving us the opportunity tc expreee our
choice of alternatives for this much needed project.

Poibund £ odirlon,

Richard D. Wilder

No response necessary. Mr. Wilder commented during
the public hearing. See comment 9. on page V-4.

ged
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Witisen Donald Schacfer * Maryland Department of Nataral Resources Tortey C. Brown, M.D.
Geovermor Secrotary
Tidewater Administzation
Power Plat and Environmental Review Division Pescr M. Dunber, M.D.. P.E.
Tawes State Office Building Otrecr

Anrapolis, Meryland 21401

September 23, 1992

Mermorandum
To: . Bob Miller, Water Rasourcea Adminiatration . e

Dave Burke, Greenways and Resources Planning EERPT o

Janet McKegg, Natural Heritage Program , R

J. Rodney L tt"lo, Maryland Historical Trust - s Ry No response necessaty.
From: Ray C. Dintanan, Jr., Chief, Projact Review Program = ’

Subject: NABOP 92-00631-1, MD SHA - MD Rt 355, Environmenthd
Assessment/Section 4f Evaluation, Montgomery County

Enclosed please find a public notice from tha Army Corps of
Engineara for the Phase I permit review for tha above referencad
project. This review conatitutes the first phase of the NEPA/404
parnit review process established by the Army Corps of Engineara
and the State Highway Administration. The enclosed notice tncludes
excerpta from tha Environmental Assessment compiled for the MD 35S
project. The full document is available from this office. Plaase
review the submittad information and provide comments to this
office by October 15, 1992, Your comments will be utilized for the
developuent of the formal Dapartmantal poaition on tha project,
including the selection of a preferred alternate.

If you have any questions regarding the review process or the
proposed project, pleaae contact Sean Smith of my staff at X-2788.

RCD: SMS
Enclosure

Teleph __(a10]_974-2788
DNR TTY for the Deaf: 301-974.3683

!
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Lo T STATE OF MARYLAND .

MRS | DEPARTMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENT PROJECT

o~ 2500 Broening Highway Baltimore, Maryland 21224 GEVEL QK 1
1N (301) 631- DIVIStay
Willise Doasld Schacke SEr 3l 9 ug i *9) Roben Por
n ! Suly 7 Porcissepe

September 23, 1992

M. George Walton

Maryland State Highway Administration

Office of Planning & Preliminary Engincering

P.O. Box 717

Baltimore, Maryland 21203 )

RE:  Public Notice RX (MDSHA-MD Rt. 355) 920063}

WQC #92-WQ-0256

Dear Mr, Walton:

T 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 publie notics,

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 witl
work with reievant parties to affect an acceptable compromlse. _

2 Once avoldance and minimization have been addressed and resolved, an L Wetland mitigation will be accgpmllshed on the Hawkins si!e, a
acceptable mitigation plan shall be provided in accordance with the requirements | 1. 30acre property located approximately 4 miles east of the project.
of the Nontidal Wetland Divisan, Maryland Department of Natural Resources, The mitigation plan complies with the requirements of the Nontidal -

3. The proposed alignment must Include an acceptable stormwater quality Wgtland Division, MD DNR. See Wetland Mitigation section of
management plan which effectively treats the first one half inch of runoff from | 2. this document, on page I11-4 and the Wetland Mitigation Coor-
impervious surfaces prior to release Into waters or wetlands. dination/Correspondence section, SHA letter dated 5/12/93 on

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. If you have any questions, please contact page VI-107.

me at 410/631-3609. .

Stncerely 2, Stormwater runoff for the project will be managed in accordance

» with the State of Maryland Department of the Environment's

::7"‘{ L T Iy . "Stormwater Management Guidelines for State and Federal

X3 ~ H 4 . "

Andrew T. Der Projects".

Standards & Certifleation

ATD:lah

cc:  Paul Wettlaufer, Corps

TDD FOR THE DEAF (301) 8313009 Poormes rager

el
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Jacquina i,
farvury,

1]

June 18, 1993

TRUST

Office of Praservation Sarvios

Ms. Cynthie D. Sizpson

Deputy Oivieion Chieg

Project Plenning Divieion
State Highwey Adainistretion
707 North Calvert Street
Baltimore, Maryland 31203-0717

RR: contract No. M 611-101-371
MD 335 from MD 27 to MD 134
KHontgomery County, Maryland

Deer Ms. Sinpson:

Thank you for your letter, deted 26 ll-x 1992 end received by
the Trust on J June 1992, providing our office with s copy of the
draft report on the Phaes IB archeological survey SHA conducted for

the above-refersncsd project.

The report presents e thorough description of the eurvey's
qoals, methodology, resulte and cecommendetions. The deteiled maps
of the study area greetly snhance the report's usefulnese. The
docunment is» coneietent vith the steandarde of the "Guidelines for

Archeological Investigations in Maryland.®

The survey identified three nev historic period archeological
sites (18MO361, 18MO362 end 13M0163) within the project arse, and
the study confirmed the destruction of prsviocusly inventoried eite
10MO175.  All three nevly identified eites repressnt ths remains
of rurel farmstaads occupied from the late 19th through siddle 20th
centuries. The sites have all been disturbed by grading, erosion
and/or plowing. The survey demonstrated thet the sites do not have
the potantial to yleld iaportant information. Given the eites'
1ack of integrity end limited information potentiel, we coneur
that 18MO361, 180362 and 18MO36E) ere not e¢ligible for inclusion in
the National Register of Nistoric Pleces under Criterion Db,
Further archeclogical investigations are nct werranted for thie

project.
Divleies of Hinence ;‘l Cuburel Progrome

Daperimsat of Nousing v Comwrmary Developrens
00 Commarity Moz, Crowmville. Moryland 31092- 2003 (4109 S16. 9000

No response necessary.
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Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson
June 13, 1992
Page 3

We 100k forvard to receiving a copy of the final report and
completed WADD form, when aveilable. If you have quastions or
requize edditional information, please call Ms. Elisabeth Hannold
(for structures) or me (for archeolegy) at (410) 514-7631. Thank
you £or your cooperation.

L uncoroly{
Elizabbth J. 2
Administrator, Archeological Services

EJC/EAR
9201313

ee: Dr. Ixa Beckerman
Dr. Thomas F. Xing
Mr. Mike Sesbold

Kd
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August 20, 1992

Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson

Daputy Division Chiaef

Project Planning Division
State Highway Administration
707 North Calvert Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717

Re: Contract No. M 611-151-371
MD 355 from MD 124 to MD 327 .
Montgomery County, Marylend

Y o Haxy No response necessary.

Dear Ms. Simpeon:

Thank you for your July 16, 1992 latter, received July 22,
1992, providing the additional information we had requested
concerning the proposed undertaking as it relates to the Neelsville
Presbyterian Church (M~19-%). Based on the information provided,
ve concur that the undertaking, which consists of a developer -
project, which is ravieved and coordinated by the State Highway
Administration (SHA) through ite Access Permits Division, and
Alternates 1, 2 and 3 of SHA's MD 335 projact planning study, will
bhave no adveres effect on the Nesleville Presbyterian Church.

Should you have any questions or require additional
information, please contact Ms. Elizabeth Hannold at (410) S14-

7636.

Sincerely,

/AN

Jo Bllen Freese

Administrator

Project Review and Compliance
JBF/EAR
9202036

cc: Ms. Rita Suffness
Dr. Ira Beckerman.
Dr. Thomas ¥. King
Mr. Mike Seehold

Division of Historicel /aad Cudural Pragrame
o..::.:n..n..uc-—-.,nu—-

100 C Marylend 21032 2019 (4003 1o Po00
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Willlam Docald Schaefer

Seeretary, DHCD

September 17, 1992

Office of Preservation Sarvices
Ms. Abigail Hopkins, Acting Chief
Special Projects Section
U+S\: Atmy Corps of Engineers
-Baltimore District
P.0. Box 17135
Baltimora, Maryland 21203-1715

Re: CENABOP-RX (MD SHA - MD 355)
92~00631~-1
Montgonery County, Maryland

Dear Ms. Hopkins:

Thank you for your recent public notice, received by the Trust
on 3 .September 1992, requesting our comments on the abave-
referenced project.

The Maryland State Highway Administration (SHA) has been
consulting with the Trust regarding the project’s potantial effacts
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
effact on National Register eligible hiatoric properties, including
archeological sites and standing structures.

If you have questions or require additional information,
please ocall Ms. Clicabeth Hannold (for structuras) or me (tor
archeology) at (410) 514-7631. Thank you for providing us this
opportunity to comment.

Sincerely, .
Elizabeth J. Cole
Administrator, Archeological Services

EJC/9202624

Enclosure

cc: Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson
Dr. Thomas F. King

Mr. Mike Seebold .
Ms. Gwen Marcus Z é é
: Divisioo of Hiserical /and Colral Prograse

Deparunes: of Howsing 28d Comemnity Developnent
100 Comwmumicy Pace. Crownsvitle, Maryland 21032.2003  (410) $14-7800

Jacqueline H. Rogers -

No response necessary.

pe |
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William Doneld Schacfer Maryland Department of Natural Resonrces Torrey C. Brown, M.D.
Govemar Tawes State Office Building ::":’ Gt

N K.
Annapolls, Maryland 21401 Depiy Socetary
October 13, 1992
“ }‘_
Mr Louis H. Ege
Office of Planning and Preliminary Engineering
State Highway Administration ’
707 North Calvert Street

Baltimore, Maryiand 21202

Re: Environmental Assessment/Section 4(f) Evaluation, MD Route 355 From MD 27 to
MD 124 in Montgomery County, Maryland,

Dear Mr. Ege:

) Thank you for the opportunity to review this document. Since our primary concern
,Is Impact to public parkland and open space, our comments will be Hmited 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 & bewildering 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. The 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 Seoeca Creek State Park (owned and
managed hy the State of Maryland), while the East Shift would move It Into the Great
Sencca Bxtension 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 Alternate 3 (4.61 versus 4.38 acres), the eavironmental impact would be

Teleph
DNR TTY for the Deaf: 301-974-368)

No response necessary.

ag/
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Ege, Louis H.
October 13, 1992
Page 2

greater. For imstance, 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
ucquixed with assistance from the U.S. Department of the Intesior (DOI) through the Land
and Water Conservation Fund, while the parkiand along the east side was not.

Considering this, our recommendation is that the State nghway 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 the West Shift
Option were to be selected, DOI would not necessarily agree with the previous comments
made by DNR oonoeming the use of retsining walls and the choice of the roadway cross
section

Hf you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me or Amold Norden
at (410) 974-3589. ‘

Sincerely,

il Os

Gene F. 113
Chief, Environmental Review and Evaluation

GFC:awn

cc:  Ray Dintaman, TWA
Pat Haphey, Seneca Creek SP
John Wilson, GRP

/%!
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Maryland Department of Natural Resources

Resource Conservation Service
Tawes State Offics Building
Annapolls, Marylsad 21401

Wikisra Dooald Schaefer Torrey C. Brown, M.D.
Gevernor Secremry
October 14, 1992 Jawes W. Peck
Assistont Secrerary

Ak
Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr.
STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION
707 North Calvert Straet
Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717

Attn: Cynthia D. Sinpson
RE: MD 355 from MD 27 to MD 124, Contract No. M 611-1351-371
Dear Mr. Louis H. Bgs, Jr.:

Thia is in response to your request for information regarding the
above referenced project. This project was originally reviewed on
August 16, 1988 and Cynthie Sibrel rechecked our dete bases to ese
1f thers waere any records of Federal or State threatened or
endangered plant or wildlife species present in the proposed route,
but nothing has been reported within this study area.

Sincerely,
Qﬂ/% A PieTgg) s

Janet McKeqg, Director
Natursl Heritage Program

JN:cbs

ce: Cynthia Sibrel
Bob Miller
Elder Ghigiarelli
Ray Dintaman
ERF 92.642/614

el (410) 974-2870

DNR TTY for Deaf: 301-974-3683 ®

5 o T TR TR
. T ORTEP I 1 7} AT T kAT TTY HE L 60 T L TR ) €4 77 1 i AMTET T 0N 24 1 VOB 35 04 3L A 5 3 9+ /- b o 5o 8

No response necessary.
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/7%,  UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL -
[} ‘ REQIONE peVELlY
m 841 Chastrugt NV
pord , Phindeiphia, Panneyhania 15107 ')
pall W2

2

Mr. Louie H. Rge, Jr., OCT 2 ]992
Deputy Director

Offioe of Planning and Preliainary Engineering
Maryland State Highway Adminietration

707 North Calvert Street

Baltimora, Maryland 21203-0717

RE: " Maryland Route '355 Environmental Aseaaement (EA)/Section
© 4(f) Rvaluation

Daar Mr. Ege:

In accordance with the National Environmental Polioy Act
(NEPA) , as amended, eection 309 of the Clean Air Act, and saction
404 of ths Clean Water Act, EPA is reeponding to your requaat for
comments on the above refarenced project.

Ovarall, the document provides a thorough analysis of the
impacts and clear explanatione of the concepte and asaasement
methods used. As a public information document, tha content and
clarity of this BA is exemplary. The following specific comments
ara provided for your consideration.

EPA recommnenda Altarnetive 2 or Alternative 2 (east
alignmant ahift) aa tha environnentally prefarable alternativea
bacause they proposa to minimize adverse impacts to the
anvironment. Alternative 2 aleo appears to be the wetland -
avoidance option. In addition, EPA recommande that a minimun
400’ bridge be placed at the Great Beneca Craek croesing. The
wast alignmant ehift elternativee may impact additional vetlande
and therefore are not recommanded.

carbon monoxide (CO) concantratione at the intsrsections
affected by the project which have the greatest traffic volumes
and poorest Levale of Service (L08) ahould be aaseased using the
CAL3QHC model or another ac¢eptable model. Addressing the 5 or 6
wvorst cass intareectione ahould suffioe. The CALINE 3 air
diepersion model is accaptabla for eatimating ambient CO
concentrations dua to line sourcea such ae highway asgments, but
it will underastinate concentrations in the vicinity of traffio
congaestion locations. Generally, the higheet CO concentrations
occur close to traffic congestion locations where eignificant
traffic slowdowna or queuing occur.

Page 4 of the Air Quality Technical Raport mentions the uss
of tha CALIQHC model, hovever, this statement contradicta tha EA
on page IV-31 which specifies the use of the CALINE 3 modal.

1.

1. Caline 3 and Cal3QHC discrepancies have been corrected.

ccl
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Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on thig
docunent. With consideration of ths above coxmente, EPA will
concur with the U.8. Army Corps of Enginesrs 404 (b) (1)
guidelines analysis. Hovever, further analysie of the wstland
mitigation eites identified in the EA and further coordination
with EPA on these eitee is needed. If you have any quesations
regarding EPA‘e comments, pleass contact either Pete Stoksly, of
my staff, at 315-597-9922, or Peter Claggett at 215-597-0765.

Sincerely,

¢ Richard V. Papino, Chist
Environmental Assesament Branch

ce: P, Wettlaufer, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimorae
District .

2. A wetland mitigation plan has been identified. See com
VI-44,

ment 1. on page

1
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Sudpect:

From:

To.

Q

US Depariment
of Tanportation

Federal Highway

Memorandum

Maryland - Draft EA/4(D)

MD Route 355: from MD 27 to MD 124
Montgomery County
FHWA-MD-EA-92-03-D

Regional Environmental
Protection Specialist
Baltithore, Maryland

Mr. A. Porter Barrows (HDA-MD)
Division Administrator

Baltimore, Maryland

Dan

September 17, 1992

Regly 1o
Amn. o1,

Atnd:ediueopyofmelegalMemomdumowaiewforyourconsiduaﬁmh
theﬁmldocummtfofﬂleaubjeapmjea. hwillbenmarylowbmittheﬂnnldocumuo

this office for legal sufficiency.

Uponselecdmoflnlltumtc. the dnft may be finalized by revision or attachment to reflect
!heeommiﬂnmufmthenﬁniminﬂonofhmmdﬂmﬁﬁaﬂmmeuumdmwillbeemied

Ye

Attachment
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m
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See responses on following page.
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Memorandun of Ravisw
Environmental Assessment /Draft Secglon 4(2) Bvaluation
Maryland Routs 355; Montgomery County, Maryland
Report No. FHWA-MD-EA-92-03-D
Reviaved ae of September 13, 1992

We have reviewed the above-refarenced Environmental
Assessment/Draft Section 4(f) PBvaluation for the upgrading of
Maryland Route 335 (Prederick Road) betwvesn Maryland Routes 27 and
124 in" Montgomery County, Maryland. There are two upgrading
proposals, one to four/five lanss and ons to six lanes.

The Environmental Assessment/Dratt Section 4(f) Evaluation
adequately discusses environmental inpacts of this project. The
Draft Section 4(f) Bvaluation adequately describes the section 4(2)
rssources--Seneca Creex Park and CGreat Seneca Extension Stream
Valley Park. The impacts of varlous design alternatives are
discussed. However, suffioient information as to various design
Alternatives of crossing Great Seneca Crsek (vhich would naximize
minimization of hara to tha park resources) is not provided in the
draft. The final etatement vill have to provide sufficient

" information to demonstrate that the dssign/location alternate to be
chogsen, includee all possible nitigation and hae the least impact
on section 4(f) resources. HNoiee valls vill have to be coneidered
in reference to mitigation or lack of nitigation to park resources.
The length and height of the crossing of Great Saneca Cresk will
have to be reviewed in detsil with refarsnce to planned park
resources, possible park enhancexents and aesthetic impscte to the
parks. -We are, therefors,-unable at this-juncture-to £ind that—the
final docunent will he legally sufficisnt, and Ve vill need to
rsviev the tinal document for legal sufficiency.

Franci e
Regiona3—Counsel

|l.

1. Section 111.C.4 of the Environmental Assessment (EA) includes
information and descriptions of creek crossings. See Comment 1.
under Montgomery Cty. letter of 12/2/92 on page VI-70.

2, 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 V1-49.

3. 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.

</
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
SALTMONE OISTAICT, U8 ARIY CORPS OF ENGINEERD
9.0, BOX 1713
SALTIMORE, 40 21203-1T18

0cT 28 1842
operations Division '

Subject: CENAB-OP-RX(MD SHA/MD RT 355, FROM MD 27 TO MD 124,
#M611-101-371)92-00631

Maryland State Highway Administration
Attn: Ms. Cynthia 8impson

707 North Calvert Street

Baltisore, MD 21203~0717

Dear Ns. Simpson:

I an replying to your application for a Department of the
Army (DA) permit which you submitted in accordance vith the
procedura for merging NEPA and Section 404, for the subject
project in Montgomery County, Maryland.

Enclosed is corraspondence which this office received in
connection with your application. In accordance with DA
requlations and the procedure for marging NEPA and Section 404,
this office provides applicants the opportunity to furnish
proposed resolutions or rebuttals of all objections and comments
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 ooncerns expressed in the enclosed
correspondence, the Corps haa the following concerna:

a. The Corps opposes the western alignment shift at Great
Seneca Creek because it would maximize wetland and strean
inpacts as compared to the sastern shift and the straight
alignwent. There has not been sufficient information

presented to date to conclude that the eastern shift is not
practicable. The eastern ghift is our preferred alignment aince
it mininizes wetland impacts. The eastern shift could also
Prove easier to construct than the straight 2lignment since it
vould allew traffic to continue using the existing facility
during construction. If information is subsequently submitted
to show that the eastern shift is not practicable, and the Corps
conours, thereby resulting in your selsction of the straight
alignaent, we recommend that any required discharge of £i11 for
aiganporary roadway occur on the east side rather than the west
side.

L€l
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b. The Corps is not oppoeed to conetruction of the six-lane
facility as this may relieve the need for constructing
additional roadwaye on new location (l.e., M-83). The analyeis
of intersection level of service (on page II-4) ehows that the
intersections operate better under the four-lane alternative
than under the six-lane alternative. If SHA is leaning toward
eelecting the four-lane alternative based on the analyeis of
intersection congestion, we recommend that, prior to making a
selection, SHA study the impacts of the inprovenents which would
be hekded to make the eix-lane intersections operate at an
adequate level of service. While these inprovenents may impact
heavily on exieting residences and businesses, the impacte to
the natural environment would be much lese it conetruction could
be confined to the 355 corridor as opposed to constructing on
new location in the M-83 corridor. This balancing of the people
inpacts of one corridor against the snvironmental {mpacts of

an alternative corridor on new location is reminiscent of the
decieion process undertaken for the National Preeway project.

c. The Corps prefers selection of a longer bridge than exists
today. 1In addition to eliminating the roadvay flooding, a
longer bridge could provide a wildlife corridor beneath the
structure, enhanoing not only vildlife, but reoreation as well,
A 400-foot structure is longer'than is needed to acconmodate
vildlife passage, but an underclearance of only 8 feet may prove
somevhat intimidating to deer. Therefore, if it would satisfy
your hydraulic requirements, we recommend consideration of a
shorter length etructure (one that provides at leaet a 50-foot
vide shel? for wildlife movenent on each side of the stream) but
with a greater vertical underclearance. This night also prove
less expensive. If this results in an incremental increaee in
wetland impacts, we beliave it could be justified in the
interest of enhancing wildlife movement.

d. A statement in the next to last paragraph on page V-3 states
that both the 100-foot and 400-foot bridge under Alternate 2
would provide adequate vertical clearance for bicycle or
wildlife access. However, thie fails to recognize that with
Alternate 2, 100-foot bridge, the oxisting 2-lane bridge (which
according to page V-5 forms a barrier to passage) would remain
in place, thus neqating any improvement in access beneath the
bridge. similarly, 1f an alternate is eelected which calle for
removing the existing bridge, but the exieting embankment is
left in place to limit downstream flood increases, any
improvement in accees under the brldge is again negated. The
FONSI should document whether any ex sting barriers to access
vill remain in place ae part of the selected alternate.

The selected bridge is a 320 foot structure with a 13.5 foot
clearance for pedestrian and equestrian passage. In addition the
design includesa wildlife corridor with 140 to 150 feetbetween the
bridge abutment and the creek on the east side and approximately
50 feet of clearance on the west side. The existing bridge spans the
stream channel and banks with onlya portion of the distance 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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e. ¥e wish to conduct a sits visit of the proposed mitigation
sites. We question Whethsr any County road improvements are 3. A wetland site has been selected, see comment 1. on page VI-44

proposed which might have a future impact on the proposed
wmitigation sites. Ws also question whether eithesr of the two
proposed sites currently has nature vsgetation. The final
docunent should addrass any potential environmental impacts of
constructing the mitigation.

f. In accordance wiﬁh our August 12, 1992 letter commenting on
the preliminary draft, ths boundary of Wetland 1 must be added
to Pigures III-1%, 16, 17, and 18.

g. In accordance with our August 12, 1992 letter commenting on
ths preliminary draft, the area identified on Figure I-10 as an
area subjscted to flooding should be £isld checked for the
presence of wetlands., Msrely checking the NWI inventory will
not give a reliable indication of the presence or absense of
jurisdictional wetlands,

h. If the existing riprap ditch located east of MD 155 should
be impacted by the selected alternats, ws recommend that the
ditch be relocated, as opposed to piped, since the riprap
provides velocity dissipation of this stormwater outfall.

i. Please provide information as to the reported location of
the unique plant Canadian Burnet so that we may take measures to
ensure this area is protected from the impacts of construction.

j. Please provide & copy of the public hearing transcript when
it becomes available,

We will forward the correspondence from the other
environmental agencies when it is rsceived. If you have any
questions, please contact Mr, Paul Wettlaufer of this office at
(410) 962-1843.

Sincerely,

Yoo Wlttlafns
Keith A. Harris
Acting Chief, Special Projects

Enclosures

Nocounty 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 r.o.w. and an additional
50 feet for wild flowers (for a total of 80 feet) will separate the road
from the Hawkins site.

4, The changes have been made.

5. InDecember, 1992, a field check was made of the subject flooding
problem area; no wetlands or wetlands vegetation were present.

6. The existing rip rap ditch on the east .side will be relocated as
opposed to piped.
7. See EA Section IV.E.5.a. Canadian Burnett (sanguisorba

canadensis) 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 Intetior ‘.. 1l

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
WASHINGTON, D.C. 2020

L76(F¥P-774) x* S
ER-92/0844 .

NOV2 199

Mr. A Porter Bacrova

Divislon Adatnlatrator

Federal Highuay Adainistration !
711 Eet 45th Street, Suite 220
Baltimore, Maryland 21211 -

Dear Mr. Barrovs:
Thia {a {n raaponsa to tha request for the Depertment of tha Interior’a comments

on tha supplamental draft environmental asseasaent/Section 4(f) eveluation for
SR-355 (SR-27 to SB-124), Montgowsry County, Maryland,

SECTIOR 4(£} STATEMENT CONORTS

Wa concur tbae, if transportecion objectivea are to be achieved, thera {s no

feasibla end prudent alternative to the use of aoae park and racreetion land with
the alternatives under consideration.

Wa concur chet the niclgation naasures deacrlbed are sppropriaca, and thet
coordination and consultation vith tha Maryland Dapartaent of Natural Resources
(DNR) and tha Maryland Natlonal Capitel Perk and Planning Commiaaion (M-NCPPC)
ehould continue in order to resclve the replacement of lands to be takan frog
aicher of the two parks for project purposss. The lands takan ehould ba raplacad
vith lands of reasonsbly equivalent park end recreestlon utility and location.
The final Sectlon 4(f) atatement should reflect the results of thet coordlnatlon.

Va also concur vith elte-specific sitlgation measures for tha provision of o
blkevay along MD 355, and ¢ bridge deaign to allow for pedestrian/equastrian
bikeway passags along tha atraas benssth the ‘bridgs. A neasura worthy of
conslderation aa part of tha project, should scceas to Saneca Creek be neaded,
would be the provision of a cance launching area in eccordanca with Section 147
of the Federal Highway Act of 1976 (Pudlic Law 94-280). Thia posaibility should
be explored with DNR and M-NCPFC.

It eppears from tha document that there are no slgnificant archasological aites
iwpacted by the project. However, we reconnend contlnuad coordination and
consultation vith tha Maryland Stete Hletoric Preservation Officar in the avent
of the discovery of any unknown eitea.

SHA has coordinated with M-NCPPC on parkland mitigation. A
fee sample acquisition of the property hasbeenarranged (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.

ah!
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SECTION 6(f) COMMEMTS
As acknowladged in :ho. dreft, Senece Creek State Park wss providad finsncial
:2;;. ?fmc‘h.k:uct; ':i‘?;,i?i.:ﬁ'iﬂ'?&“:fo ;:':: t(xfml?ndma'o:h“:hos .;:::n 3. 3. There will be noencroachment into park property at Seneca Creek
Diacussions betwasn the Maryland Department of Neturel Resources and the Nationsl State Park and therefore Section 6(f) compliance is not required at

Park Service regarding the replecemsnt of perk lsnd to be used for highvey
purposes should be initieted concerning replecement of the property acceptable
to all concerned parties. The results of negotietions ehould be documented in
the final statement. Plesse note thet the Nationsl Park Sexvice will consider
¢ land replacenent peckage under Section 6(f) only efter ¢ Saction &(f) approval
by the Departnent of Transportation.

this park location.

Throe non-tidal wetlands will be fmpacted by the proposed highvey construction
elternatives. Wetland W1 fe e forested wstland dominated by red maple (Ager
tubrum) end a dense shrud layer of scutharn srrowwood (Yiburnum dentatwy).
Jevelveed (Igpatiens capenais) is tha most common ground cover plsnt. This
vetland le adjacent to Route 355 end provides seversl beneficial functions.
These include: wildlife habitat, esdiment capture, stormvater detention,
toxlcant retention, and nutrient renoval and transformation.

Wstland W3 ia eaperstad into foreeted and esergent componente. Thie wetland is
edjecent to Route 355 end originates et a stormvater wanagement outfall. Thia
outfall ie creating a severely eroding emergent wetland channel which ie
presantly three to eix feet desp and up to 40 feet wide. Thie eroalon ie
alternately filling end ecouring the downstreas foreeted component of thie
vetland. '

The emergont portion of wetland W3 is domineted by broed-leaf cettafl (Iyphg
lacifolia) and sedges (Carex sp.). The forested portion of this wetlend le
doainated by red maple. Southern errowwood 1o the major shrub epecies and common
greendrier (Smilax rotundifolfs), the asjor ground cover. Ths emergent ares is
providing some hebitet to wildlife, but erosion of thia erea is elso causing
eubetanctial veter quality problems. The forseted area ie trepping some eediments
from the emergent area, providing habitet to wildlifs, reteining toxicante and
Temoving end transforming nutrients. :

Vatland W2 encompesese a short reach of the Creat Seneca Creek floodplain vhich
le imnedietely upstrean and downstresa of the existing Route 355. This wetlend
systen is classified ae palustrine forested and riverine lowar perennial. The
foreeted portion for this wetland system ie dominated by red meple, eycamore
(Platanys occidentalis) and green ash (Fraximus pennsylvanica). Boxelder maple
(Acer negundo) is the dominant species in the suppressed tree canopy layer.
Scattered southern srrowwood and silky dogvood (Cornys awowum) are the nejor
apscies lo the sperea ebrub layer. Wetland V2 provides the following high velus
functions: flood flov attenuation, groundwster rechargs and discherge, eadiment
and toxicant retention, nutrient reaovsl snd transformation, food chain support,
paselve recreation opportunitiee snd fish end.wildlife hebitet to o large .
diversity of speciee (Tables 1, 2, 3 ond 4).

It
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Vectland V2 19 a small part of the 6650 acras of forested uplands and wetlands and
fiald habicat thst axtends slong the langth of Grsat Seneca Creak. This wetland
is part of & habitat corridor for figh and vildlifs populations both upstrean snd
downstrsas of Routs 355. An upgraded Route 355 would creste a wider and aore
hazardous (incresssd epesds and vehicls usage) corridor crossing to terreatrial
vildlife movement than ths existing rosd. This project would incraage wildlifa
sorcality and could affect vildlifs population lavals in the vietnity of Route
355. In sddition, trsffic accidents could incrasss as a resule of paocpla hieting
desr or trying to avoid deer and othsr wildlife.

It is racoemended thst Marylsnd State Highvay Adeinistretion (SHA) provide at
lsaet 150 fsee of horizoneal corridor for wiidlife (as measurad batwveen ths toa-
of-slopes of tha #pill-through bridge protection structures) benaath the Crest
Seneca, Creak Bridge. Wa are sleo requesting thst SHA provids a minimwm of 12
feat of vartical clesrance (as msesursd from the top of the etrsam bent to the
bottoa of the bridga Supsrstructurs) to sncoursge desr pasesgs under the bridge.

To sinlaizs ths fapscts to watland ¥2 and ite sssociated floodplaln, it {e
recommended thet tha nsw bridge snd rosd embsnkaanr use the prssent crossing end
road alignment and portions of tha floodplaln that sra upstream of the sxisting
bridgs. Ths dovnstresn segnent of floodplaln should bs avoided bacauss it vould
increass fmpacts to wetlands and to more frequantly flooded forsstad upland. Tha
downstrean floodplain sres provides aors water quality henefits ro Great Senscs
Crask than the highsr, nsrrover upstresn eegaent of floodplain. Thersfora, we
requsat that the nev slignment avoid the dovnetream floodplain.

Ths U.S. Fieh snd Wildlifs Sarvics rscommends thst SHA coapensats for the
unavoidsbls losses to ths pslustrine forascad vetlends VW1 snd V2 at 2:1 ratio.
The 2:1 replscement rstio for thsss forested vetlands vill help compenssts for
cha time lag of 40 to 50 yssre which fs raquired for planted eesdlings to grov
into mscure trees. This ratio slso helps compensate for ths riek sssocistsd with
atcsopring to creats forsstsd vetlands. The crestion of forested vetlands atill
rseains an inexact sciencs.

SHA ia proposing to £111 batvean 0.45 to 0.98 acras of vetland W3, Th{s vetland
is srodlng hsdly dus to the dischargs of unmanaged storswater frow e concrate
outfall. If SHA upgrsdes Routa 355 it wil}l incrasse the acrsage of impervious
surface which will incrssse tha volume of storavater. In addition, thare will
hs less acresge of wetland W3 to detsin this stormvster. Mors storawster 1in
fever acres vill only incresee the srosion of vetland V3. it {e rscommended that
SHA build a stornvater msnagement pond bslow the concrata outfsll to msnage the
stormvater floving into this vatland. This storwvater fasnagepent eyetan will save
ths forsated portion of vetlsnd W3 snd incrssse the quality of the vater flowing
out of this vetland.

Hﬂmmuu&mmmwm
The Fish and Vildiife Service e reconmending denisl of this permit until the
folloving 1ssues are resolved:

1. SHA sefects a bridgs langth and height for crossing Great Sensca Cresk
thst «ill facilitate wildlife movsmant eiong the floodplaln,

le.

4, See response | . to Army Corps of Engineers letter dated 10/28/92
on page VI-58.

5. 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.

6. 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.

7. Stormwater management will be designed and sized during
subsequent phases of design. There will be continuing coordina-
tion on stormwater management issues (see SHA letter dated 8/4/
93 on page VI-114).

8. See response 4. above (ACOE letter 10/28/92 on page VI-57).

2hl
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2. SHA eelecte an alignment that evolde the Creat Seneca Creek floodplain
thst {s downstrean from the existing Route 355 bridge.

3. SHA subaits an acceptable preliminary nitigstion plen for a wetland
creation aite that hes besn approved by the Service, Baltimore Corps of
Engineers, Environmental Protection Agency end Netional Merine Fisheries
Services.

Once these issuss ere resolved, the Service vill ra-eveluste the 404 permit
application, and moat likely racommend no objaction to issuancs of a pernit.

SUMMARY COINENTS

The Depsrtaent of the Interior offers no objection to Section 4(f) epproval of
Alternite 2, provided the neasures nentioned above are included and docnasnted
o the final etatesent.

As this Depertment hes s contimuing interest in the project, we ere villing to
cooperete snd coordinate with you on a technical assistance basis in further
project evelustion and assessment, For mstters pertsining to recreational and
cultural matters, please contact the Regional Director, Nstional Park Service,
Hid-Atlantic Region, 143 South Third Street, Philadeiphia, Pennsylvania 19106
(telephone (215) 597-7013). For ametters dealing with fish end wildlife
rasourcea, please contaot the U.S. Fish end Vildiife Service, Divialon of
Ecological Services, 1825 Virginia Street, Annapolls, Maryland 21401, (telephone
(410) 269-5448),

Sincarely,

than P, Deason
rector
£fice of Envirormental Affaira

ec;
Mr. Neil J. Pederson
Director, Office of Planning

and Preliminsry Engineering
State Highway Adainistretion
707 North Calvert Street, Raom 506
Baltimore, Maryland 21202

Nr. Mtchsel J. Feleon

Deputy Assistant Secretary, Public Lands
Deparcment of Naturel Resource

580 Taylor Ave

Toves State Bullding 23

| 9.

I 10.

10.

11.

See response 5. above.

A wetland mitigation plan has been identified. See comment 1. on
page VI-44,

Alt. 2 was not the selected alternative. Please refer to the Section
Section 4(f) evaluation on pages 1V-1 to IV-7 for a full discussion
on the selected alternative.

Annapolie, Marylend 21401

¢h
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September 17, 1992

Mr. Louis H. Ege

Maryland Department of Transportation
State Highway Administration

707 North Calvert Street

Baltimore, MD. 21202

-
Reply Due Date: October 15, 1992
" State Application Identifier: MD920917-0877
State Clearinghouse Contact: Larry Fogelson

RE: PRnvironmental  Assessment/ Section 4(f)
Bvaluation - MD Route 355 From MD Route 27 to
MD Route 124 .

Dear ﬁr. Ege:

This la to acknowledge receipt of ths referenced project. We have
initiated the Maryland Intergovermmental Review and Coordination
Process as of this date. You oan expect to receive review comments
and recommendations on or besfore the reply date indicated, If you
have questions concerning this review, please contact the staff
member noted above.

The State Application Identifier (SAI) must be placed on any
financial assistance application form and wused 1in future
correspondence.

wWe are interested in the referenoced project and will make every
effort to ensure a prompt review. Thank you for your cooperation.

yely.

Mary J. Abrams’ .
Chief, Maryland State Clearinghouse
for Intergovernmental Assistance
WIA:LP:nds

cc:  Pred Rappe - MDOT

301 Wast Preseon Street o Balttmore. Meryland 21201-236%
Stet Cleavingbouss: (410) 2254490 Fax: 225 4480 TTY: 3837885

No response necessary.

bt
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Stete Highway Administration
Maryland Department of Transportstion
77 N, Calvert Strest
Saltimore,-Maryland 21202

SUBJECT: REVIEW AND RBCONNBMDATION
State Application Identifier: MD920917-0877
Descyriptioa: Bavlironnental Assssament/Section 4(f) Evalustlen - MD Route
355 from MD Route 27 to MD Routa 124

Appiicents Naryland Department of Transportatlon/Stats Highway Asinistretion
Locetions Montgomery County/city of Geithersburg

Approving Authority: 0.8. D-zueunt of Transportatlon/Federal Highway

Adminiatration
Recommandstion’ Undorsemsat Subjact to Comments

=
o
Ca
m
<.
p;

3
"

MR A A
i

Dear Mr. Bge:

In accordance with Prasidantiel Executiva Order 12372 and Oode of Maryland Regulation
14.24.04, the Stete Claaringhouse has coordinstad the intergovernnental review of the
refersnced project. This lettor conatitutes tha Stete procase review end recommandstion.
This recomnendation 1s vallid for a perlod of three years from the data of thia latter.

Review commenta were requssted from the Maryland Dapsrtmants of HNousing and Cofwuni

K 1S S8 3 of K Qom SN D s
+ All reviewers found thls project to be consistent with their

Maryland Qffice of Planning
plans, programs, snd objectivea,

! 1 id

fonal capital Parks and Planning Coanission-Montgooery coun
anplng found this project to be comsistent

Hontgomegy

with thelr plana, programs, and objeotlves.
The Karylsnd Departmenta of MWM_W found this project to be
geaarally coasistent wlth thair plens, prograss, snd objsctives, but inoluded oertain
quslifying commenta.

Surmary of Cooments:

the Dapartment of Natural Resources ststed thst “the above ref d anvir 1
sesessment ie under review by ths Departmant in conjunction with the newly establiahed
NEPA/404 phesed permit raview initiated by the Stste Highway Administrstion and Army Corpe
of Englneera, The Department of Natursl Resources ia reviewing this document purauant to
Section 307 (c) (I) (A) of the Federsl Coastal Sone Mansg t Act, A# required by law, the
Coastsi Sone Conalatency doterminstion, when completed, wlil ba forwarded to the Corpe of
ingineers snd the State Highway Adeinistration. A copy of thia detarsinstion wiil ba
forwerded to the Offica of Planning.” -

The Harvland Historijcal Trust haa determined that the project has "no effect® on sny known
archaclogical or hlstoric resources snd that Stete snd/or federal requirementa have been met.

30} Wess Presion Sireet ¢ Baldmore, Maryland 212012365
Sate Qsgringhause: (410) 2254450  Fax: 2254480  TTY: 38)-7558

COMMENTS RESPONSES
MARYLAND Qffice of Planning
- eeevlend RECEIVED "o
Dscember 1§, 1992 JAN - 7 ‘993 c;:‘
252
K. Louta . PB-BALTIMORE = =

Gh
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Nr. Louie B. Ege
Dedember 46, 1992
Page 2

Tha mmg_ﬂumm in their attached lettar, addressed issuvas relating to
¢ 80il erosion, dabris, wetisnde, watervays and alr quaiity.

doptgomary County ststed that information on floodplain managnent wae not addreased in the
rsport. )
The - statad that

Haczyland dational capitsl Parks acd Plaocaing Comnission-Montgomery County
alternative 3 1e coneistent with the Montgomery County Master Plan of Highways. They
provided their attached tastimony, from the October 8, 1992 public hesring on this project.

The Slkutlﬂlﬂhﬂlhm stated that they wiii forward their commente directiy to the Stata
Highway Adainistration at a later date.

Any statemeat of consideration given to the commeats and rsoommendations should be eubmitted
to the approving authority, with a copy to the Stata Claariaghouse. Additionally, the State

'appuultlnn Identifiar Rumber must be pnood on any corraspondence portu.ning to thu

projact. Ther Stata Claaringhouas must be kept informed if the ion t
accommodeted by the approving authority.

Pleass ramanber, you aust oomply with ali appiicabla etate and iocal iaws and reguiatione.
1f you have any-questione about the commants contained in this letter or how to proceed,
plaase contact the Stata Cisaringhouaa at (440) 225-4490. Aleo picase complets the attached
form and retura it to the etate Clearinghousa ae ecom as the atatue of tha projact is kaown.
This will ensure that owr filae ara complate.

¥We appreciate your attention to the intergovernmental raview process and Look forward to your
continued cooparation.

Sincerely,

(G =

Chiaf, Maryiand State Clearinghouse
for Intergovernmental Aseietance

Enclosuras
WALr1dx

cct Rappe-MDOT
Hartman=-DHCD /MAT
Srown-MDE

P ey

Karriott-MNCPPC-NTOM
zngliah-0PC

Shesfor-0PL

Kiddlaton-DRED

Dunbar-DNR

Bazanson-DPSCS
Langford-MiNCOG

Rueesll-Oity of Gaithershurgy

I.

I.

SHA will continue to preform hydraulic and hydrologic studies to
address floodplain issues as they relate to the creek crossing.

93!
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December 1, 1082

Mr. Larry Fogelson
Maryland Office of Planning
301 W. Preston Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21201 -

Dear Mr, Fogelson:

As T indicated to you previously by phone, the City of Gafthersburg steff
is continuing to review the detalls sessociated with the Environmental
Assessment/Ssction 4(f) Bvalustion for Maryland Route 355 Prom Meryland
Route 27 to Maryland Route 124. As s point of informetion, the two snd s
half week period originally allotted for the review would not have been
sufficient for auch s voluminous document. However, since the time hae
long since elapsed for s response to the Btate Clesringhouse, we intend to
forward our detalled comments regsrding the document directly to the State
Righway Administration.

Thank you for your patience in this matter,
Sincerely,

J fer Russel

Planning Director

JR/pw

Symmit Avenue. Gaithersburg Marylano 20877-2098

<. ol Ganhersourg @ 2 S,
€' 1332300 @ FAX.3G11 8486149

i 2

waven COUNCK SEMARRS CITY ManacRA
W. Uhward Betwer, &v. Swmnbey & Awter ontory W. Paity.
Ty . Hote
Gortrads 8. Kikdoe

No response necessary.

Lbl
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October 21, 1992
Mr. Paul wattleufer
corps of Engineere
CENAB-OP~RX
post.0ffice Box 1715
Bal€imore, MD 21203-171%
Dear Mr. wattlaufer: RE:MD 355
- MD 27 to MD 124
thank you for the opportunity to commaent on the roadway \
alignment for Maryland 355 bstween Maryland 27 and 124.
In'general. my organization supports improving existing
rights-of-way as alternativee to building new highways. Specifi-
cally, we support the widening of MD 355 as laes anvironmentally
damaging than the proposed M-83. .
We also ask that avary stap be taken to avoid or minimize
impacts to the Great Seneca Creek watershed. We support long
span bridges to reduce impacts on wetlands and flood plains. we 1. A baseline aquatic study is not a requirement for an Environmen-

also support shifting the roadway alignaent to the east to avoid
the wooded wetlands on the west within Seneca Creek State park.
Has a baseline study of the aquatic organisms in Graat seneca
Crask bean conducted so¢ that goma comparison could be made after
road construction has been completed?

Two major concerns ws have are how stormwater nanagement for
the widened road surface will be achieved and where mitigation
eites that provida the eame wetland function are locataed.

We question the assertion, made at the public hearing, that
tha proposed widening of MD 355 would have no impact on atr
quality. As you know, the Washington metropolitan area already
exceeds the national ozone standard. Most of the ozone problen
consa from vehicle emissions. Adding road capacity is not noving
tn the right éirection. :

sincerely,
/LKLGJL-é%,{E*Qiix}CL:
Neal fitzpatrick
consarvation Director
cec: Daphne Gemmill .
NATERALIST $0CIETY

feglonal « ladepondent
$940 Jones Mill Road. Chevy Chase, ‘Maryland 20818 » 301 $S2.9188 = Fax 301 951.7479

A UDOWVEOBN

D pind pepimg

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, traffic 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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Onlst Date: &A 1‘4 8 /992
_Maryland State Clearingbouss .
for Intergovernmeatal Assistance
301 West Preston Street
Baltimors, Maryland 21201-2385
SUBJECY: ENVIEW AND RECOMMERDATTON _
Stets Application Identifisr: MWD920917-0877
Appllcant: Maryland Departmsat of Transportation/sState Highway Adminietration

Desaription: Envirommental Assessment/ Section 4{f) Evaluation - WD Route 355
Prom MD Route 27 to XD Route 124

Responses must be returned to the State Clsaringhouss on or befors Octcher 12, 1992. Based

on a review of tha notification information provided, we have determined that:

Check one:
l/ 1. Consistepgt. It is conslstont with ocur plans, programs and objectives.

(MAT only) a. It has been determined that the project has "no effect” on any known
arcbsological or historic rssources and that requiremsnts of Section
106 of the National Historic Pressrvation Act and 36 CFR 800 hsve
been met.

No response necessary.

(DNR only) b. It has been determined that the requirements cf Maryland Coastal

’ 2cne Nanagerient Program have besn met for tha project in accordance
with 16 USC 1456, Section 307 {c) (1) and (2).

2. Consistant - Qualifying Comments. It 19 gsnsrally consistent with cur plens,
prograns and objectives, but tha attached qualifying comment is submitted Zor
consideration.

3. Contingent Upon Certain Actione. It is gensrally consistsnt with our plans,
programa and objsctives contingent upon cartain actions baing taken ae noted in
the attached cosmant.

4. ot Consistent. It raisss problems concerning compatibility with our plans,
programs or objectives; or it may duplicats existing program activities, aa
indicated in the attached commént.

5. Additional Information Requested. Additional Information is required to cowpleta
the reviev. The information needed is identified below. If an extansion of the
roview period is requested, pleass check hers .

. {7 tf additional commenta are attached, pleass check here. T-‘\\-'cm omu
Signature: W"[ h(«:é_

Name: Robert Winick

Organization:__M~NCPPC

Address: §787 Ge. Ave., §ilver Spring, MD
20910-3760

iz
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- Monigomery Countyeineramedt "3

DEC 2 1%

DN

P, Netl ). Pedersen, Birector

0ftice of Planning and Prelininary Engineering
State Highway Administration

707 North Calvert Street

Saltimore, KD 21203

Dear Hedl:

Attached for your information and use are the Montgomery County
Department of Transportation®s comments on the Maryland Rowte 355 (M0 27 to MD
124) project. You will note that we support the six lane divided alternate
for the entire project length, as well as the *East SMft® option and high
bridge 400 foot span at Great Seneca Creek. Please feel fres to contact me
should you have any questions regarding these comments. Your attention to
this material 15 appreciated.

Sincgrely,

neparueﬁt of Transporta

RCH/DS: Ime
8944u
Attachment

cc: Patricia 0. Willard, MNCPPC
Louls H. Ege, Jr., NSHA
Creston ). Nills, Jr., MSHA
George W, Walton, HSHA
Jareens Barkdoll, FHWA
Pau) Wettlaufer, COE

Office of the Direcror, Deprrmem of Transporution

e B e % Te M e D T T ey

Q4!
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4.

S.

MONTGONERY COUNTY DEPARTRENT OF TRANSPORTATION
COMMENTS ON TNE RARYLAMD ROUTE 355 (MO 27 te MO 124) PROJECT
INCLUDING ENYIRONRENTAL ASSESSMEMT/SECTION 4 (f) EYALUAT1OM

AND YHE LOCATION/DESIEN PUBLIC HEARING

NCDOT supports the implementation of Alternate 3 - the six lane divided
roedway from MD 27 to M0 124 because it leproves traffic service to
ecceptedle levels for ¢11 rosdway segments, and provides the master plan
eitimate roadway now 1n one project, rether than necessiteting edditiona)

- disruption in the future with a widening project. We believe the

continuity of a six lene fecility with medien for the entire project
Yength (including locetions where ¢ wider, but undivided highway, may

_8lready exist such es from RO 118 to Middledrook Road) 1s an important

‘péiitiva feature of this project. We recognize the need for selected
reductions to the overall roadway section in locetions such as in the
vicinity of the Cider Barrel.

NCDOT prefers the *East Shift® alignment option in tha vicinity of the
Great Seneca Creek flood plaim crossing, because 1t encroaches on less
wetlands and fleod plein than the *West Shift®, end because 1t avoids
taking right-of «ay from the federslly (Lend end Mater Conservation Fund)
and state (Program Open Speca) funded Seneca Creek Stete Perk. .

due to the potentie! negetive impact on es many es ten edditional
residences, MCDOT does not feel the alignment options to avoid the $3°
diameter White 0ak located Just north of Chapelgate Road are desirabla.

KCDOT supports SHA's proposal to implement a reduced six lane roadway-
section so Ihat there 1s no negetive impect to the Clder Barrel site.

NCOOT prefers the high dridge 400 feet fong span for the Great Senece
Creek crossing, but recognizes the need for additional hydrewlic end
hydrofogic analyses to determine enginsering feesidility of the different
dridge options. This preference is based on our understending thet a
Mgher dridge with wider spen allows more Vight under 1t, theredy
ninimizing negative wetiands impects, and beceuse it ¢1lows more cleerenca
to accommodete potentiel equestrians riding underneeth.

There ere severs! related roadwey improvement projects currently under
aither construction or design whieh inpect KD 355 directly within the KD
27 to MD 124 Vaits, A summary of the stetus of eech project follows:

° ND 118 Reloceted, Phase 11 1s under construction end over 59%
complete. Included In this project 1s an Interim widening of MD
355 to a five lane undivided cross section from Coflins Orive to
the tradler park entrance driveway at the Cider Derrel.

1.

SHA 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.

\G!
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1.

%0 355 developer improvetents are currently being designed from
south of Brink Road to north of Niddlebrook Road. When constructed
this project would widen MO 355 to varfous cross sections, fn the
following segments:

- transition from the extsting two lane road to & four lane
divided roadway from south of Brink Road to Ridge Road relocated;

- a four lane divided roadvay (with additiona) auxiilary or
through anes 1n varfous locations) from Ridge Road relocated to

Oxbridge Orive, including the Ridge Road Relocated intersection;

- a five fane undivided roadway from Oxdridge Drive to north of
Niddledrook Road.

Watkins M§1) Road Extended from MO 355 to MD 117 1s being designed
as a County project with fina) plans expected fn early 1993. 1t.
envistons adding some turning fanes to MD 355 morth and south of
the Watkins Ni11 Road intersection.

Father Hurley Boulevard/Ridge Road Extended from KD 27 to Crystal
fock Srive. Although the actual intersection of this road with Mo
35S will be constructed by the MO 355 developer improvenents

-~ project Visted above, constructfon of Ridge Road Extended on each

side of the intersection will be done as a separate developer
project slated to begin construction in the very near future.

Sermantown Montgomery ¥illage Connector (N-83) from MO 27 to
Montgomery Village Avenue, Essentially the only activity going on
currently pertaining to this project is the completion of Grade
Esub:mnnt Plans. ®o ether work is progrimmed for this project
at this tice. .

Middledrook Road Extended from M0 355 to N-83. This road will be
constructed by developers in the future, and wiil impact the
existing M 355 roadway.

MCDOT supports the provision of a Class 1 bikeway (separate bike path) for
the length of the project on the west side of WD 355.

2. An eight foot hiker/biker trail will be provided on the west side of
MD355. Thisisconsistent withthe Montgomery County Compre-
hensive Plan and the portion of the roadway being improved by a
developer. Inaddition, a five foot sidewalk will be built on the east
side of the roadway.
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8. Other MCOOT concerns besically center eround our desire to rematn involved
1ggthe review process of detailed deslan plans as they prograss for the W | 3 3. There will be continued coordination between SHA and Mont-

355 project. This includes our Traffic Engineering Oivision for striping,
signing, and street 11ghting, our Transit Services Division for the
focation of bus stops end destgn consideration of bus stop pads (or
passenger shelters {f warranted), and the Planning end Project Developaent
0ffice for pedestrian and dicycling issues.

© o . NCOOT/0PP0
Oecember 1992

WS/ g
. 89330

gomery County Department of Transportation.
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Montgomery County Group
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Jares W. Clarke
1918 Dundee Road
Rockville, MD 20830

SIERRA

103 North Adams Strast
Rocknlie MD 20850

October 19, 1992

Mr. Paul Wettlauffer
Corps of Engineers
CENAB-OB-RX

P.0. Box 1715 .
Baltimore, MD 21203-1718

Dear Mr. Wettlautter:

This letter is the Sierra Club corments on the Maryland State
Highway Administration’s request for a wetlands permit under
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act and/or Section 10 of the River
and Harbors Act 1899 to increase the capacity of Maryland 355
between MD 27 (Ridge Rosd) to MD 124 (Montgomery village Avenue).

We agree that the project should be congtructed on the east side of
the existing bridge over Senaca Creek as the wetlands on the east
side are of low quality.

One of our wetlands concern is with the migration proposal. We
have not yet had an oppertunity to visit the proposed aitigation
sites but ere troubled by be the indications that wetlands will be
“created” as part of the migration process. The business of
wetlands creation is far ahead of the science of wetlands creation
and we would feel much more comfortsble if the migration sites
proposed were degraded wetlands in the Seneca Creek watershed that
could be restored.

We are also concerned with a statement that appears on page IV-21
in the Environmental Assessuent/Section 4(f) evaluation report that
says “Congtruction nmethods could include measures to oontrol
sediment and other run-off as these swales carry stormwater to an
epargsnt wetland system reported to contain unique plants epecies
approximately 700 feet to the west of the project boundary.® We

feel that the construction methods must include seasures to protect’

this emergent wetlands systém and-lock to the Corps to protect this
wetland es part of its responsibility under section 404 of the
Clean Water Act. . . .

Even though Senaca Creek is a class one strean there are indication
that the water quality has improved and we would like to see

... To explore, enjoy, and protect the nation’s scenic resources...
Peinted with Sov-based Ink on 100% Y Paoer '15% d

See written response in Community Comments on pages VI-19 and VI-20.

pe
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COMMENTS

monitoring required before, during and after construction to
reasure the impact on wster quslity and in insure that the best
mansgemant practices (BMPS) used sre ths ones that are best for
this situation. We want to make sure that after the completion of
the project there is no decline in water quality snd wa ssk that
the Corps do what it can to insure that there is no degradation of
water quslity in Senecs Creek.

I request that I be kept informed of the permit procsss for this
wetlands permit at my sddress on Dundee Road ss shown at the top of
thie letter.

Thank you for the oppertunity to present our views on thie project.

Sincoroly,

7/’%7-»%4’/%1/4.

Janmes W. Clarke
Consaervation Chair
Montgemery County Group
Sierra Club

cC: Senator Laurence Levitan
Delegates Gene Counihan
Richard Lavay
Jesn Roasssar
Mr. George Walton, SHA

N
N\
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SLIA

ST  STATE OF MARYLAND :

- SR} |  DEPARTMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENT
WOPAEEN 2500 Broening Highway Bakimore, Maryland 21224
P (s10) 631- 358

Witiars Donald Schasker X
Governor mm
MEMORANDUM
TO: Susan Sootto
CTHRU: ). I..Hemw*;
Angelo Blanea /0%
mqu¢

FROM:  Ray Anderson At [ fnRCH)
SUBJECT: WMA Environmental Review Comments
State Clearinghouse Project
RE: State Application ldentifier; MD 920917-0877

DATE: October 1, 1992

2880060 L1 (IIX 11} . 00sess

This memo presents our comments on the Environmental Assessment Maryland
Route 355 from Route 27 to Route 124.

When the site preparation, or the building-debris semoval involves either

construction (the placement of any outfall, pipe, riprap, or any other fill material)

in an adjacent wnt:‘rw:y or wetlamn;h : Sec‘:lion 404 Pmu'(t:ci:u;iequimd ﬁomedtzz 1 . Al '

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and a 401 Water Quality Cenification is ne . . ermits including Section 404 i ifica-

from the Maryland Department of the Environment. Section 404 of the Clean i P i1l be anoli dfg b » 401 Water Quality Certifica
. Water Act prohibits the discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of the onwi applied for by SHA.

U.S. without a permit from the Corps of Engineers,

Under Section 401 of the Clean Water Act, the State of Maryland is required to

issue 2 Water Quality Certification for any federally permitted activity which may

result in a discharge of dredged or fill material 1o State waters or wetlands. This
Water Quality Certification confirms 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

Maryland requires that a person shall obtain a non-tidal waterway construction 2. 2. A Section 8- i .
pernit frome DR forplny onstrucion In the 100 year fsodolain which alters ‘“e; ion , ?03 permit for .07 acres of altered 100 year floodplain
the course, current or cross-section of a stream or body of water withln the State. will be applied for by SHA.

TOD FOR THE DEAF  (410) 631-3009

N1
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Ms. Susan Scotto - Memorandum
mzmmnummnm

Please contact Mr. Keith Harris, Chief, River Basin Permits Section,
Dmnon.U.s.AmyOorpsofEuglneenn(410)96z-3477formdeuns
concerning the Section 404 permit. M. Andrew Der, Blologist, Standards,

_m;mmmmmommm Section, Standards and Certification Division,

ster Management Administration lhouldbemeda«m) 631-3609 for
m&u&wmmmesmwlc«dﬂaﬂon. Please contact
Mr. Charles Wheeler, Directoc, Resource Protoction Program, DNR at
(410).974-3877 for more information the permits issued by them.

.One' permit application must be filed with DNR to obtain ail of these approvals.

REAlp

Lo|
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RESPONSES

STATE OF MARYLAND
DEPARTMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENT
%B&m Highway Baltimore, Maryland 21224

October 26, 1992

Ms. Mary J. Abrams
Chief, Maryland State Clearinghouse

for Intergovernmental Assistance
301 W. Preston Street

Bajtithoté MD 21201-2365
Dear Ms, Abrams:
RE: State Application Identifier: MD920917-0877.
Environmental Assessment/Sectlon 4(f) Evalaation-MD. Rte, 355 from

MD. Rte. 27 to MD. Rte 124
Mountgomery County

Thank you for the opportunity to provide review of the above referenced Clearinghouse
project. Copies of the documents were circulated throughout the Maryland Department
of the Environment (MDE) for review, and the attached comments (pages 1-4) are
offered for your consideration.

If you have any questions or need addltional informution, please call me or have a
member of your staff contact, Mr. Nathaniel Brown, MDE's Clearinghouse Coordinator
at (410) 631-3114.
Sincerely,
—_—
AL~ D=

Susan Scotto
Director, Office of Strategic Planaing and Palicy

$S:nkb
Attachments

TDD FOR THE DEAF (3011 631-3009

No response necessary. -

po!
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Ms. Mary J. Abrams
Identifies# MD920917-0877

Additiosal Comments:

Construction and/or demolition of buildings and roadways must be performed in
conformance with State regulations pertalning to *Particulate Matter from Materials
Handling and Construction” (COMAR 26,11.06.03D)..... referencing that during any
construction and/or demolition work, reasonable precaution must be taken to prevent
particulste matter, such as fugitive dust, from becoming airborne.

1.

Mitigation measures during construction will include minimizing
furtive dust and particulates.

bgl
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RESPONSES

: MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENT
SaTNgs 2500 Broening Highway « Baltimore, Maryland ‘24224 -
MDE, 106313000 : A
i N (NIRRT

Willism Donald Schacfes . Robert Perciasepe
_Govemor Secretary

June 16, 1993

Mr. Bruce Gte{, Assistant Chief
Project Planning Division
State Highway Administration
707 North Calvert St.
Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717

Attn: Ms. Barbara Allera-Bohlen
Dear Mr. Grey:

This is in response to your letter 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 Montgomery Co. Enclosed with your letter
was a report on a Preliminary S8ite Investigation (PSI) undertaken to
determine the limits of contamination by hazardous materials. You
requested our review of the report and comments as to the level of
regulatory action that may be raquired.

The PSI describes contamination of limited sxtent presenting no
significant risk to the public health or the surrounding environnent.
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
environmantal receptors. The ®o0il gaa survey recommended by your
Office of Materials & Research may reveal other areas of contamination
not detected by the monitoring well data included in the report. The
rasults of these studiesc must be submitted before we can complete our
assessment of the level of regulatory action required by the Hazardous
Waate Program for this site,

Tha 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.

“Together We Can Clean Up™

TOD FOR THE DEAF (410) 631-3009 Recycrat Payer

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.

a9|
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Mr. Bruce Graey
Page 2

.

Other remediation alternatives should be evaluated by your consultant.
For example, techniques such as sparging, soil vapor extraction and
stean injection may be more suitable for the conditions at the MD355
sita than the pump and treat alternative discussed in the report. It
may prove dasirable to combine sevaral of these techniques in order to
complete remediation within acceptabls time and monay 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 praocess in conjunction with the U.S. Corps
of Enginears wetlands permit. FPor 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 addrass the environmental issues at this
site. 1If you have any questions, pleage contact me at (410) 631-3343,

Sincerely,
f? .
., o
John C. Lawther, Chief
Groundwater Support
Hazardous Waste Program

JCL:d1f

cct Mr. Richard Collins
Mr. Andy Der

)2
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RECEIVED
AUG 18 %93

HEMORANDUR

To: Steve Pleno, Person Brinckerhoff

Fros: Serah Williamson, Coaetal Resources, Inc.
Subjects Rt. 355, Cenedian Burnet

Dete: Auguet 16, 1993

Coastel Reesources, Inc. perfornmed field invaatigetions in Auguet of
1991 to ettespt to verify the reported existenca of Canedien Burnet
{Senguisorbe cenadensie) in the vicinity of the Rt. 355 corridor.
Cenadian Burnet is ¢ “threatenad” plent specie in Maryland.
Beoause tha exsct location of the watland that tha plant was
reported to inhabit waa naver determined, CRI conducted ¢ survey of
the erea weet of Rt. 355 end north of Rt. 118. Only one wetlend
vas found close enough to tha aligneent to raceive any ispact from
the proposed road widaning. This wetlend s loncated wouth of
Shekespeare Rd. epproximetsly 700° to the weet of the project
boundary and ia fed intersittently by two Wetere of tha United
Stetas which cerry runoff fros Rt. 355. This wetland wes field
investigated for the presance of the Cenadian Burnat. No plants
were found.

2086 Genesals Highway, Suite 305, Annapolie, MD 21401 (410) 849-8450 e 841.5039
500 East Charles St. P.O. Box 2459, La Piata, MD (301) 8342141

Advisory
Coundil On
Historic
Preservation

tov .A“

PB - BALTIMORE

'I‘hc O\d Post Ot Bulldln.
1100 Pennsylvenia Arsnue. NW, #609 4
Washington. DC 20004

~ Mﬁ%w

JANA‘M

Mr. A. P. Barrows

Division Administretion
Federal Highway Administration
The Rotunda, Suite 220

711 West 40th Street
Beltisore, MD 21211-2187

REP: Reconstruction of MD 355 from MD 124 to MD 27
Frederick County, Maryland

Dear Mr. BBFTOVB:

On May 17, 1993, the Council received your determination,
supported by the Maryland State Historic Preservation Officer
(SHPO), that the referenced undertaking will bave no adverse
effect upon the Neelsville Preebyterien Church, a propott{
eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Hietoric
Places. Pursuant to Section 800.5(d)(2) of the Council's
requiations, "Protection of Historic Properties* (36 CFR Part
800), we do not object to your determination. Therefore, you are
not required to take any further steps to comply with Section 106
of the Nationel Hietoric Preservation Act other then to implement
the undertaking as proposed and consistent with any conditions
you have reached with the Maryland sHPO.

Thenk you for your cooperation.
Sincerely,
Don L. Klima

Director
Eastern Office of Review

)
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0. James Lighthizer

SR\ #aryiand Departmentof Transportation e
9 HE\-‘Q State Highway Administration Aamboa

L«
J

June 15, 1993

RE: Contract No. M 611-151-371
¥D 355: MD 124 to MD 27
Montgomery County, Maryland
PDMS No. 153397

Mr. A. Porter Barrows
pivision Administretor
Federal Highway Administration
The Rotunde - Suite 220

711 West 40th Street
Baltizore MD 21211

Attn Mr. David Lawton
Dear Mr. Barrows:

In accordence with the combined environmental/regulatory proceese,
the State Highwey Administration (SHA) requests your concurrence
on the Selected Alternmate, Altermate 3, for the HD 355 project.
Emclosed is e copy of the napping which shows the selected
altaernete.

At the April 21, 1993 Interegency Meeting, SHA requested
concurrence on the Selected Alternate for this project. The
attending agencies agreed that it is not neceesary to obtein
formal written concurrence on Purpose and Need or the Alternstes
Selected for Detailed Study for this project. It was their
belief that the Enviror tal Ass t Section 4(f) Evaluation
epproved August 27, 1992, conteined sufficient information to
address the nced for the project end that a reasonable renge of
alternates was considered.

ity tetephane nomber te (4100 333-1110

Hetypewriter for Inp ring Or Speech
393.7555 Baitimore Metro - 565.0451 D.C. Metro - 1-600-482-5062 Statewide Toll Free
707 North Catvert St., Baitimore, Maryland 21203-0717

pth

Mr. A. Porter Barrows
Page Two

Pleagse provide us with your concurrence with th

e Selected
?itemete by July 15, 1993 and indicate such on the eignature
ine below. Pieese return your responee to Attn: Mr. Jeffrey M.

Smith. Should you require edditional i
Mr. Bruce GCrey et 333-1186. nformation, please contact

Very truly yours,

Hal Kassoff
Administrator

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

LHE:BMG:s jc
Enclosure

cc: Ms. Jereene Barkdoll
Nr. Louis H. Ege, Jr.
Nr. Bruce Grey
Hr. Jeffrey Smith
Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson
Mr. George Walton
Mr. James Wynn

Concurrence:
( 7- /293
Federal Highway Administretion Date

¢
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0. James Lighthizer

Maryland Department of Transportation o ol
I\ State Highway Administration Adminstrator

(s

July 13, 1993

RE: Contract No. N 611-151-371
MD 355: MD 124 to WD 27
Montgomery County, Maryland
PDMS No. 153197

Mr. Robert Gift
Mid-Atlantic Reglonal Office
National Park Service

U.S. Customs Housa, Room 502 .
2nd & Chestnut Streets e
Philadelphia PA 19116 .

o7 f

Dear Mr. Gife: s

In accordance with the combined anvironmental/regulatory pré‘?:‘\:ss,
the State Highway Administration (SHA) requests your concurrenca
on the Selected Alternats, Alternate 3, for tha MD 355 project.
Accordlng to tha July 6th memorandum, this project was discussed
with you by Mr. Jeffrey Knoedler as one of the axceptions that
would be handled by your office.

Encloaed i& a copy of the mapping which ahows tha aalected
alternate.

At the April 21, 1993 Interagency Maeting, SHA requested
concurrence on the Selected Alternate for this project. Tha
attending agencies agreed that it is not nacassary to obtain
formal written concurrence on Purpoaa and Need or the Alternatas
Selected for Detailed Study for this project. It was thelr
beliet that the Environmental Assasswent Sectlon 4(f) Evaluatlon
approved August 27, 1992, contained sufficient information to
addresa the nced for the project and that a reasonable range of
alternates was considered. :

My Solaph - e

eletypewriter for impaired Hesring or Speech
382-7655 Baltimore Metro - 665-0451 D.C. Metro - 1-800.402.5062 Statewids Yol Free
707 North Caivert 5t., Battimore, Maryland 21203-0717

Mr. Robert Gift
Paga Two

Plaaaa provida us with your concurrance with the $elccted
Alternate by September 10, 1993 or soonar and lndicate such on
tha signature line below. Plaase return your responss to Attn:
Mr. Jeffray H. Swith. Should you requira additional information,
pleage contact Mr. Bruce Grey at 333-1186.

Very truly yours,

Louls H. Ega, Jr.
Deputy Director

ottica of Planning and
pPrellminary Engineering

L.

D y
Asal¢jant Division Chief
Project Planning Divialon

LHE:BMG:8 jc
Enclosure

cc: Ms. Jareana Barkdoll
Nr. Louls H. Ege, Jr.
Mr. Joffrey H. Smith
Ms. Cynthia D. Simpeon
Mr. Georga Walton
Mx. James Wynn

concurrence?

A Akt % 75’3/[ )
National Park Seryica Da
SECTION 6(f) COMMENTS - MD.355: MD 124 TO MD 27

As acknowledged in the draft, Seneca Creek State Park was provided financial assistance from the

Land and Water Conservation Fund (L&WCF) and thus Section 6(f) of the LAWCF is applicable
should the project use land from the Park. Discussions between the Maryland Department of
Natural Resources and the National Park Service regarding the teplacement of park land to be wsed

for highway purposes should be Inkiated concetning replacement of the property acceptable to al

concesned partics. The cesulls of negotiations should be documented in the final statement. Please
note that the National Park Service will consider a land replacement package under Section 6(f) only
after a Section 4(f) approval by the Oepartment of Transportation.

hal
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0. James Lighthizer

B Maryland Depariment of Transportation Socwory
J) State Highway Administration Hal Kasacl

s

@l

June 16, 1993

RE: Contract No. M 611-151-371
MD 355: MD 124 to MD 27
Montgomery County, Msryland
POMS No. 153397

Mr. Roy Danmark

NBPA Compliance Section
Environmental Protection Agency
Region 11X

841 Chestnut Avenue
Philadelphia PA 19107

Desr Nr. Denmark:

In accordance with the combined environmental/requlatory process,
the State Highway Adsinistration (SHA) requests your concurrence
on the Selected Alternate, Alternate 3, for the MD 153 project.
Enclosed is a copy of the nspping which shows the selacted
alternate.

At the April 21, 1993 Interagency Meeting, SHA requested
concurrence on the Selected Alternete for this project. The
attending agencies sgreed that it i{s not nscessery to obtain
formal written concurrence on Purpose snd Need or the Alternstes
Selected for Detalled Study for this project. Tt wss their
belief that the Environmental Assessment Section 4(f) Evslustion
epproved August 27, 1992, contained sufficient information to
eddress the need for the project snd thst a reasonable range of
alternates was considered,

My teleph ber e
Tetetypowriter for Impaltred Hnm“u Cguoh
309-7555 Battimore Metro - 585-0481 D.C. Metro - 1.600-492-5082 Statewide Toli Fres

Mr. Roy Denmark
Page Two

Please provide us with your concurrence with
the Select
?:ternate by July 30, 1993 and indicate such on the :lq::turo
ne below. Plessa return your response to Attn: Mr. Jeffrey M.

Smith. Should you require
Ne Bruce cusy zt )))??136..dd‘t1°“‘1 information, please contact

Very truly yours,

Louis H. Ege, Jr.
Deputy Director

Office of Planning and
Prelininary Engineering

by: /3% M, J‘l-—-
Bruce M. Grey .
Assistsnt Division Chief
Project Planning Division

LHE:BMG: s jc
Enclosure

cc: Ms. Jsresne Barkdoll
Mr. Louis H, Ege, Jr.
Mr. Jeffrey Snith
Ms. Cynthis D. Simpson
Mr. George Wsliton
Nr. Jases Wynn

Concurrence:

U.S. Pish snd wildlife Service Date

_50}‘}
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY ,, v ¢ ¢©
# REGION & EVE .
- 841 Chestrus Bulling
Pernsyivania 191074431 .
f‘nr L e S
' Mr. louia Edge, Jr. m aml'

Deputy Director

office of Planning and
Preliminary Engineering

State Highway Administration
707 North Calvert St.
paltimore, Maryland 21203-0717

Ra: MD 355 Selected Alternate
Attn. Jeffery H. Smith

Déar Mr. Edge:

In accordance with the combined NEPA/404 process EPA hae
revieved the referenced documentation on the ealected altérnate
tfor ND 335 and offers the following commenta and recommendations.
our comments will address the selected alternate and the
documentation supporting the eelection.

From the docunentation provided with this concurrence
request and that contained in the Environmental
Assessnant/Ssction 4(f) Evaluation dated August 27, 1992, EPA
conditionally approves with the eelected altarnate, alternate 3.
Alternate ) meats the previously agreed upon purpose and need for
the project without causing eignificantly mors impacts to the
natural environeent when compared to the alternate 2. Alternate
2 does not meet the purpoee and need. The selected alternate
impacts 4.61 acres of parkland, 1.34 acres of wetlands and 1.90
acres of floodplain as compared to alternate 2 which has impacts
of 4.11 acres, 1.21 acrea 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 aites have
been identified in the concurrence request documentation. EPA
will be happy to provide final concurrence on the celected
alternate when a wetland nitigation site(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 development, EPA believes that each
concurrence request should include sumraries and conclusione 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 previoua

concurrence point.

For future projects (projects vithout existing environmental
@ocuments) EPA requests the following inforsation be sent with
the selected alternate. concurrence requeat. A aummary of purpose
and need and its adoption date, the sunnary of impacts tables and
alternates mapping, mitigation eite locations and eite
information including any exieting agrsements on eite
acceptability by the resource agenciaes.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment. If you have any
queations please do not hesitate to call Mr. Peter Stokely at

215-597-9922.
stnﬁzyely,
2 3

John Forren, Acting et
Wetlands Protection Sectlon

vil
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0. James Lighthizer

Maryland Department of Transportation Soctviney 7
a) State Highway Administration i K

~. -

Mr. Keith Harris
Page Two

Please provide us with your concurtence with the Selected
Alternate by July 30, 1993 snd indicste such on the signature
line below. Please return your response to Attn: Mr., Jeffrey H.
Smith. Should you require sddftional information, please contact
Mr. Bruce Grey at 333-1186,

June 16, 1993

RE: Contrsct No. M 611-151-371
MD 355: MD 124 to MD 27
Nontgomery County, Msryland
PDHS No. 1532397

Very truly yours,

Louis H. Bge, Jr.
Deputy Director

offics of Planning and
Preliminary Engineering

Hr. Keith Hsrris
Special Projects Section
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

P.O. Box 1718 by
Beltimore MD 21201

Bol M 5,
Bruce M. Grey
Assistant Divisién Chlol
Project Planning Division

Attn: Mr. Paul Wettlaufer

Desr Nr. Harris: LHE:BNG:s jc

In accordance with the conbined environmental/regulatory process, Enclosure

the Stete Highwsy Adninjetrstion (SHA) requests your concurrence

on the Selected Alternate, Alternate 3, for the MD 1SS project. €c: MWs. Jsreene Barkdoll

Enclosed is a copy of the mapping which shows the selected Hr. Louis H. Ege, Jr.

elternate, Hr. Jeffrey H. Smith
Ms. Cynthia D. Sinpson

At the April 21, 1993 Interagency Meeting, SHA requested Hr. George Walton

concurrence on the Selected Alternste for this project. The Hr. James Wynn

sttending agencies agreed that it is not necessary to obtain

formal written concurrence on Purpose snd Need or the Alternstes Concurrence:

Selected for Detailed Study for this project. It was their

belief thst the Environmentsl Assesseent Section 4(f) Evaluation

spproved August 27, 1992, contsined sufficient informstion to

address the need for the project and thst a reasonable range of

elternstes was considered, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Date

My teleph 1]
PN Imnaked Heark

Toletyp or Speech
3837555 Baltimore Matro - 565-0481 05 Metro « 1-800-492.5082 Gtetewlde Toll Free
707 North Catvert St.. Baltimore. Marviand 21903.0717 .

L9
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

BALTIMORE DISTRICT, U.8. ARMY CORPS OF ENGIVEERS,
P.0. BOX 1715 .

BALTIMORE, MD 212031715 &

e

REPLY TO
ATTENTION 0%

Operations Division AT kv 1. . i, '

Subject: CENAB-OP-RX(MD SHA/MD RT 355, FROM MD 27 TO MD 124,
#M611-101-371)92-00631

Mr. George Walton

Maryland State Highway Administration
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 ) with East Shift. We concur
with the following understandings:

a. The Corps intende to issue a permit for this project
based on the SHA’'s decision to construct a 320-foot bridge with
13-foot underclearance. 1If 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 stormwater
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.

¢. 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,

otttk

Keith A. Harris
7ﬂé7 Acting Chief, Special Projects
Permit Section

o

- e v o rp———rew

hal
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o i R 0. James Lighthizer
0. James Lighthizer ; [’epaﬂmen Ianspoﬂ Secretary
nd rtment of Tt rtation Secretary HA Maryland. tOfT . 8”0” Hal Kassoft
Maryland Depa ransporta Mot Kassolt State Highway Administration Amiseair
State Highway Administration Adminisiator :
MEMORANDUM
70: Ms. Linda A. Kelbaugh, Chief
MEMORANDUK Environnental Prograns Division
TO: Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr. FROM: Louis H. Ege, Jr.
Deputy Director ; Deputy Director_
office of Planning and +  Office of Planning end
Preliminery Engineering Prelinminary Engineering
FROM: George Walton DATE: August 24, 1993
Assistant Division Chief
project plenning Division SUBJECT: contract No. M 611-151-371
MD 355, from MD 124 to MD 27
DATE: August 16, 1993 Montgomery County, Merylend
PDMS No. 153397
SUBJECT: Contract No. M 611-151-371 -
MD 355: MD 124 to MD 27
PDMS No. 153397 I am writing to cleer up a misunderstanding about the U.S. Fish
Concurrence on Selected Alternate and Wildlife Service’s (USFWS) comments 6n potential nitigation
i at wetland site W-3. I spoke with Mr. Bill Schultz of the USFWS
. ebout their comments on the wetland mitigation for this project.
In accordance with the combined envxronnental/regulatory process, :
the State Highway Administration (SHA) requested U.S. Fish and The USFWS does support the construction of a SWM pond or rip-rap
Wildlife Service’s concurrence on the Selected Alternate, of the entire channel to slow the velocity of weter currently
Alternate 3, for the MD 355 project. eroding wetland W-3. They do not support the restoration of
. wotland W-3 without efforts to slow the velocity of water
Mr. William Schultz was contacted on August 11, 1993 to provide entering it.
SHA with his concurrence with Alternate 3 East Shift Option and
he indjcated his verbal concurrence. If efforts to slow the velocity of water entering wetland W-3 are
deternined to not be feasible during the design phase than the
byt ~ USFWS recommends thet ell mitigation be done at the Hawkins
i cbars FTfera-BoRien wetlend nitigation site.
Environmental Manager
Project Plamming Division by:
. Smith, Assistant
. . to Deputy Chief
GW:BAB:dab Project Planning Division
cc: Mr. William Schultz
Mr. Jeffery Smith LHE/JHS/es
Mr. George Walton
eorg cc: Ms. Barbara Allera-Bohlen
Mr. stephen F. Drumm
Mr. Wwilliam Schultz
Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson
Mr. George Walton
My tefephons number is
Maryland Relay Service for impalved Hearing or Speech
1-800.735.2258 Statewide Toll Fiee : My telephone number b
Mailing Addrasse: P.Q. Box 717 + Baltimora, MD 21203-0717 Maryland Relay Service for impeired Heering or Speech
: 1 Streat + Baitimors, Maryland 21202 . 1-800- 7352258 Statewide Tolf Free
Strset Address: 707 North Colvert Streat  Baitimors, Marylan 707 North Caivart Street, Baltimors, Maryland 21202

ba
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RE:

0. James Lighthizer

ST Maryland Departmentof Transportatlon Socrey
HA ly State Highway Administration ooy

June 16, 1993

Contract No. M 611-151-371
MD 355: MD 124 to MD 27

! -

4 ’

Mr, Jases Noonan
Page Two

Please provide us with your comments 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. Smith.
Should you require additional information, please contact Mr.

Montgomery County, Maryland
POMS No. 153397

Mr. James Noonan

Maryland Office of Planning
office of the Director

301 W. Preston Street
Baltimore MD 21201

Attn: Ms. Christine Wells
Dear Mr. Noonan:

In accordance with the combined environmental/reqgulatory process,
the State Highway Administration (SHA) requests your written
comments on the Selected Alternate, Alternate 3, for the MD 355
project. Bnclosed is a copy of the mapping 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 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.

My teleph ber Is

Teletypewriter for Impaired Hearing or Speech
383-7555 Baftimore Metro - 565-0451 0.C. Metro - 1-800-492-5062 Statewide Toll Free
707 North Caivert St., Baitimore, Meryland 21203-0717

Bruce, Crey at 333-1186.

by:

LHE:BMG:s]c
Enclosure

CC: Ms. Jareene Barkdoll
Mr. louis H. Ege, Jr.
Mr. Jeffrey H. Smith
¥s, Cynthia D. Simpson
Mr. George Walton
Hr. James Wynn

Very truly yours,

Louis H. Ege, Jr.
Deputy Director

office of Planning and
Prelirinary Engineering

Bos r 3,
Bruce M. Crey '{
Assistant Division chief
Project Planning Division

el)
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Louis H. Ege, Jr. .
Deputy Director
office of Planning and
Preliminary Engineering
State Highway Administration
707 North Calvert Street
Baltiwore, MD 21203-0717

Attn: Mr. Jeffrey H. Saith
Dear Nr. Ege:

The Maryland office of Planning has reviewed the docusent Selected
Alternate, Alternate 3, for the MD 355 project. The selected
alternate is in keeping with our standards for mahaged growth and
transportation. The information included to compare it to the
nAlternatdée Considered But Not Selected” was sufficient. These are
our comments on the selected alternate.

It is important to note that the selected alternate is consistent
with local comprehensive plans. This project supports development
within a designated growth area, the I-270 Corridor.

The higher and longer bridge included in the selected alternate has
a clearance eufficient for a hiker/biker trail and an equestrian
path. This is inportant in the effort to accommedate and encourage
alternative traneportation modes in all types of projecte.
We are pleased to have this opportunity for comment on the Belected
Alternate, Alternate 3, for the MD 355 project. Please contact us
if you wish to discuss our comments in more detafl.

slnce§<iy,
N e

James T. Noonan

JN\AKI \ani

cc: Gary Schlerf, OP

307 Wast Presion Street « Ballimore, Maryland 21201.2365
Compretensive Plarning: (301) 2254562 Fax:223-4480  TTY. 38)-7555

[———— PO
»
AR [AN STATE OF MARYLAND
.""VV' A lz)sl(E;’ARTMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENT, 21 -
. EN DN ' Broening Highway Baltimore, Maryland 21224
MARYLAND Office of Planning - g (301) 631- Vel
- w320 . -

il Dosald Schachr . Juipieé, fve3 Xomald 4. Krltner Williass Dorald Schacker . iy Robml’suec:sepe
RN etary

August 6, 1993

Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr., Deputy Director

office of Planning and Preliminary Engineering
Maryland Department of Transportation

State Highway Administration

707 North Calvert Street

Baltixore, Maryland 21203-0717

Attn.: Mr. Jeffery H. Saith

Re: Contract No. M 611-151-371
MD 355: MD 124 to M4 27
Montgomery County, Maryland
PDMS No 153397

Dear Mr. Ege:

The Adginlstration has received and Reviewed the June 21, 1993
transmittal for the above referenced project. The review, as
rgquested, 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 minimize 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 nanagement, quantity and
quality, and erosion and sediment control.

The Administration appreciates the opportunity to provide
commen?s on this Selected Alternate. If you have any guestions
regarding the above comments, please call.

Sincerely,
Touusy K
James K. Tracy, P{E

«Hater Resources Ehgineer
Water Management Administration

TDD FOR THE DEAF {301) 631-3009 Recycied Paper

W
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(‘\"4‘ Marylmdoepan ol Tr riati g J:“nv\yea Lighthizer J/
H mef. mﬂsm 1on ecr :.‘.'
: &'A )\ State Highway Administration —  HalKassof E
i . ) JUN 22 oo Mr. Elder Ghigiarelli

Page Two
June 16, 1993 9

o 1& .
Ommmumnu 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.

' RE: Contract No. M 611-151-371 sSmith. Should you require additional information, please contact
MD 355: MD 124 to MD 27 Mr. Bruce Grey at 333-1186.
Montgomery County, Maryland
PDMS No. 153397

Very truly yours,

Mr. Blder Ghigiarelli :
Maryland Department of Natural Resourcee Louis H. Ege, Jr.
Water Resorces Administration : Deputy Director

Tawes State Office Building ‘ Office of Planning and
Annapolie MD 21401 Prelininary Engineering

Dear Mr. Ghigiarelli:

In accordance with the combined environmental/regqulatory process, by: ,78% M.y

the State Highway Administration (SHA) requests your concurrence Bruce M. Grey

on the Selected Alternate, Alternate 3, for the MD 355 project. Assistant Divisjon Chief
Enclosed is a copy of the mapping which shows the selected . Project Planning
alternate.

At the April 21, 1993 Interagency Meeting, SHA requested
concurrence on the Selected Alternate for this project. The LHE:BMG:sjc
attending agencies agreed that it is not necessary to obtain Enclosure
formal written concurrence on Purpoee and Need or the Alternatee
Selected for Detailed Study for this project. It was their cc: Ms. Jareene Barkdoll

belief that the Environmental Aseesement Section 4(f) Evaluation Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr. . !
approved Auguet 27, 1992, contained sufficient information to Mr. Bruce Grey

address the need for the project and that a reaecnable range of Mr. Jeffrey Smith

alternates was considered. Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson
Mr. George Walton

Mr. James Wynn

Concurrence:

i QM ==2.0050 | e

Haryland Departmdnt of Natural Resources te

/\/‘«/c_ ST 11/73 ﬂo‘b&A

My teleph ber I3
ter for impaired Hearing or

Teletypewr! Spesch
383-7555 Baltimore Metro - 565-0451 D.C. Metro - 1-a%o-m~sosz Statewide Tol! Free
707 North Calvert St., Beltimore, Maryland 21203-0717 !
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Mr. Jeffrey Smith
August 12, 1993

- . ;53 Page 2
William Donald Schaefer Maryland Department of Natursl Resources Torrey C. Brown. M.D. .
Gowe : 4
e Water Resources Administration hald was previously agreed to by DNR at the January 20, 1993,
Tawes State Office Building fobert 0. Miller interagency meeting. However, we maintain our concerns regarding
Annapolis, Maryland 21401 . Directar the amount of area under the structure which will actually be
. ) ] usable for wildlife paeeage We request th
‘A Commitment to Excellence in My Maryland's Water Ry s i : equ at SHA provide
. August i";f"'&l 5 ;’3’ & Waler Resources infornation for DNR’s review on the amount of area left for passage

under the structure after factoring out the spill-through
?butnents, pliers, and scour protection, to ensure agreement on this
ssue.

Mr. Jeffrey Smith
State Highway Aadminietration
707 North Calvert Street

If you have any questions, please contact ne.

Baltimore, MD 21203-0717 Sincerely,
: ) -
RE: HMD 355: MD 124 to MD 27, Montgomery County - (d//uﬂ'\sélz/u, m,_.[!%-,
Concurrence on Selected Alternate -~ /
Elder A. Ghiqi.go:li, Jr.
Dear Mr. Smith: Chief, CoastalZone Consistency Unit
The Department of Natural Resources (DNR) has reviewed the EAGJr:cma
State Highway Administration (SHA) information package and . .
ageociated request for concurrence on the eelected alternate for cc: Sean Smith, TID
the above referenced project. SHA has selected Alternate 3 (six Michele Huffman, WRA
lane) with an alignment ehift to the east and a 320 foot bridge Paul Wettlaufer, USCOE

span at the Great Seneca Creek crossing.

During our review of the Environmental Assessment for this
project, we recommended the adoption of Alternate 2 because it
required the leaet impact to aquatic resources. This alternate
was not selected because of its inability to meet the capacity
denand 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 tinme, we agree to
accept the alternative if the future expansion is inevitable in the
near term. 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 guestionable considering the low levels of service at the
intersections. Thie iesue should be addressed,

The proposed eastern ehift in the alignment to mninimize
impacts to wetlands and parkland aseociated with Great Seneca Creek
State Park is consistent with our previous recommendations. In
addition, the 320 foot bridge over Great Seneca Creek now proposed

Teleoh {410) 974-2156
DNR TTY for the Deaf: 301-974-3683
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QJ nb”yk

S 4;?; 536/%0"
and Depsrmentof Transportation Ry
0
“Slate nghwéyAdmmtstratton b

Administrator .

June 16, 1993

RB: Contract No. M 611-151-371
MD 355: MD 124 to MD 27
Montgomery County, Haryland
PDMS No. —153397

Mr. {3, Rodney Little

State Historic Preservation Officer
Maryland Historical Trust

100 Community Place

Crownsville MD 21032-2023

Dear Mr. Little:

In accordance with the combined environmental/regulatory process,
the State Highway Administration (SHA) requests your written
comnents on the Selected Alternate, Alternate 3, for the MD 355
project. Enclosed is a copy of the mapping 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 neceseary to obtain
formal written concurrence on Purpose and Need or the Alternates
Selected for Detailed Study for this project. It was thair .
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.

B s

(. f,.v"
fow 15
AcH éﬁHﬂlﬁ
oA N
Aans hd
éat ﬁ”% Telotypewriter for mpaired Hearing or Speec
f‘ 383-7558 Daltimore Metro - 565-0451 D,.C. Metro « 1-800-492- 6062 Stetawide Toll Free
707 North Calvert $t., Baltimore, Merylend 21203-0717

ber ts

9201297
P il

Mr. J. Rodney Little
Page Two

Please provide us with your comments with the Selacted Alternate
by July 30, 1993 and indicate such on the signature line below.
Please return your reeponse 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
Prelininary Engineering

by: B-'\ M ‘)'“1
Bruce M. Grey
Assistant Divigion Chief
Project Planning Division

LHE:BMG:s]c

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 A, CAa_

State Historic P'Aéervation otfice

Date

6/28/93

!
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THE|MARYLAND-NATIONAL CAPITAL PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION

| Department of Parks, Montgomery County, Maryland
9500 Brunets Avenue + Siver Spring, Maryland BOS01,

": o . April 20, 1993

Mark Duvall, Group Leader
Bnvironmental Planning Divieion
State Highway Administration
707 North Calvert Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717

Re: ‘Contract No. M 611-151-371
MD 355 from MD 124 to MD 27 in
Montgonery ccur_\ty, Maryland

Dear Dave:

In response to your letter of April 7 regarding the above
referenced matter, I am advising that the fee simple acquisition of
county owned parkland as right-of-way required for thie project
will be acceptable to this Commission with the understanding that
this taking will be kept to a minimum. While this Commission is
not the fee simple ownar of this property, we do have management
and maintenance rasponsibility for it. Your direct inquiry to us
in this regard is therefore very much appreciated.

You indiocated in your letter that the District 3 Right-of-Way
Office will be in contact with ue and perform the appropriate
proparty appraisals and deed preparations. Any communications in
these regards should be made directly with George Mosburger in the
office of Property Acquisition for Montgomery County DOT. Mr.
Mosburger will keep us informed along the way, solicit our comments
on any issues that may arise and advise of all final determinations
as they are made. The final conveyance of real property from the
County to the State will have to be coordinated through his offioe.

Thank you for your working with us on this important road
improvement project. If I can be of any further assistance, please
do not hesitate giving me a call at (301) 650-2861.

Sincerely, ‘ .
lidlen. T S

William E. Gries
Land Acquisition Specialiat

WEG/bg
cc: George Mosburger

on 74
MONTGOMERY COUNTY PARKS
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FROM: Mr. Louis H. Bgs, Jr.

LI

0. James Lighthizer

Marytand Department of Transportation e
tate Highway Administration acmsstreer

(l)

i&xumnuu: Co , IKIE(JIEI‘[]EI)

Mr. Neil J. pedersen, Director DEC 18 9%
t,)ttic;1 of Planning and .

- Prsliminary Engineering PARSONS BRINCKERHOFE

) BALTIMORE OFFICE

Deputy Director '

office of planning and

Prslizinsry Engineering

'DATE! Decsmber 14, 1992

SUBJECT: Prs-Recommendation Mseting H:lnutos

- MD 355 M 611-151-371 N
. from MD 27 to MD 124
PDMS No. 153397

The Pre-Recommendation Heéting for the subjéct project was held
Wednesday, December 2, 1992 in room 506A of the 707 N. Calvert”
Strsst Building, Baltiuors Msrylsnd. Those in sttsndance were:

Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Nr.
Mr.
Nr.
Mr.

Ms..

Ms.
Mr.
Ms.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Ms.
Ms.
Mr.
Mr.
Ms,
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

My,

. Mr.
- Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

Neil J. Psdersen’ Dirsctor, OPPE
Robert Olsen Cchief Engineer
Creston Mills ' pistrict Engineer, District #3
Charlea Adams Director, OED
John Contestabile Chief, EAPD
Douglas Sipmons Assiatant Divigion Chief, PPD -
George Walton Project Mansger, PPD -
Csrmen Harria . Project Engineer, PPD
¥Wanda Brocato Project Engineer, PPD _
Bruce Grey Chiaf Environmental Planning, PPD
Bsrbars Anern-Bohlen Environmental Manager, PPD ’
Earl Schasfer " Senior Engineer, HDD
Ed Schstz Project Bngineer, HDD
Dan Uebersax . . Landecaps: Architect, OED.
Karen Coffmnan Landscspas Architect, OED
susan Jscobe Highway EBngineer, EDD '
John Logan . ’ Aaaistant Division Chief, BDD
Andy Kosicki . _~ Aaslistant Division Chief, BDD
Yelena Berenzon Bridge Enginssr, BDD
Bric Tabacek Directors. staff, OTS
Nike Jones . Asgistant Chief, Diatrict #3 R/W
Robert Merryman Hontgomery County 0OT
Bob Simpson - Montgomery County DOT .
Dan Wslsh M-NCPPC
Stephen Plsno ’ Psrsona Brinckerhoff
Romy Dels Cruz : parsons Brinckerhoff
wWilliam Hellmann Rummel, Klapper & Kahl
My tetephone number is

Tolatypewriter rod lbuln?
383-7858 !llllnon Metro - 588-045% n"z‘m 1-8 l” 5062 Statewide Toll Fm
707 North: c.mn st, Bonlmon. Marmnl 21203-0717 K

The meeting began with Ms. Barbara Allers-Bohlen giving a brist
ovsrview of the snvironmental constraints associated with the atudy
corridor. She brisfly described the wetlands, parklands, historic
sites snd hszardous waats site. Following are the items thst were
diecussed in detsil:

L

Tree- Shift
Two slternstives were developed to avoid a 53" DBH White oak

tree just north of Chapel Gate Road. They consisted of

shifting the alignment either east or weat of the trse. By
doing thia up to 10 residential diaplacements would be

* Jrequired. The consensus reached was to take the tree to

svoid rssidential displacements.
overlay between Wstkins Mill Road and MD 124

If this ares ie not affected by the ataged construction, then
it was recommended to provide a slurry sesl overlay and
provide new lsne nsrkinga. This msy become a district
projact. )

Park shift Alignments

Two aliqnnent options wers developed to svoid and/or ninm:lze '
inpscts to wetlands, psrklands and a potential bazardous waste

site In ths vicinity of the Great Seneca Creek crossing. .
Parkland is locsted on both sidea of MD 355 in the vicinity of

Grest Saneca Creek. County administered psrkland is located

on the east eide and etate administered parkland is on the

west eids of D 355. Wetlands are slso located on both sides

MD 355. Those of higher guality are located on the west side.

Through previous negotistions with environmental sgencies and

ths county, the east shift ie the preferred alignment.

A potential hszsrdous waste site, however, has been identified

- in the northeast quadrant of the MD 355/Grsst Sensca Creek

crossing. Further investigations are ongoing to determine
whether or not contamination .is leaching into state owned psrk
on the weet side of MD 355. As part of this analysis,
remediation meseurse, including cost, will be determined. A
final recommendstion on the align-ent i{n the vicinity of Great
Seneca Creek will be bssed on the results of thesa analysse.

Typical Section

Several typ:lcsl aactiont were daveloped during the course of'

the Btudy. They were:




96 1A

MEETING MINUTES
- MEETING MINUTES
o and MD 124. Also, sections will be developed in detail in
Alternative #2 four-lane divided in reeidential areas aress of restricted right-of-way to determins the amount of
and five-lane closed in commercial sreas# plantipg ‘area that is feasible.
Alternative #3 "gix-lane divided, including widening of ¢  Bridge Size
. : developer’e portion®
pased on preliminary hydrological and hydraulic analyses, ths
#* Note: Both build alternatives coneist of 11’ traval lanes size of the etructure has been determined to be 320’ long with
with an additional 3’ on the outsids lane for a 13.5’ under clearance., This size sccommodates the various
bicyole compatibility. ' agency comments concerning under clearance for an equestrian
* ¥Backing underpass and opening width for a wildlife corridor.
: o - . .Due to the locstion of the hazardous waste site, various
option #1 6/ planting area, 5° sidewslk " Moptions on the bridgs typical section will be investigatsd to
. ' C reduce impacts to the site. ' One option is to remove ths
option #2 9’ planting area, 5 aidewalk sigowalk from the eaatside through tileipatk srea. Also, other
: ’ ’ ¢ bridge sizes will be explored to minimize impacte to the site.
Option #3 . 9/ planting srea, 8’ hiker/biker trail N-NCPPC Parks Department representatives will be included in
. . developing the information.
There were eleo three (3) stage conetruction options . ) ' '
sssociated with Alternative #3 thst were inveetigated. Thsy ¢  Retaining Walls
included: ' :
Retaining walls ware developed in aeveral locationg to reduce
Option #1 Inside Widening construct a 4-lane divided the number of relocatione. Following are the locations and
‘closed  section roadway associated costs for the walls. The costs shown are for the
initially: for ultimate, remove - walls only. The right-of-way cost to provide the sidewalk is
inside curb and add 5th and 6th not included. All walls are approximately 3 to 5 feet in
. lanes in tba median visibls height and ars approximately 100 feet long. '
option #2 outside widening conatruct a 4-lans divided Address ' Hall Cost ‘ mmmm
closed median and open outsids . .
shoulders initially; 8&dd Sth- "19110 Prederick Road $59,000 $160,000
and 6th lanes to outside and 19118 Frederiok Road $o $210,000 *#
, construct curb and gutter 19221 Prederick Road  $30,000 $190,000
N option #3 Inside widening construct a 4-lane divided open ;;;g% );:_gﬁﬁ,.‘cﬁgﬁée gg;' ggg g;gg'ggg
median ‘- and olosed outside ' '
. . 20524 Prederiok Road §35,000 $170,000
shouldsrs initially:; add Sth 0540 Frederick Road =3’ 000 $190°00
B and 6th lanes to median and 2 ederick R 33,0 ! o
. conotrugt curb and gueter % Nota: No wall is necessary to reduce impacts here. Ths -
_ reduction csn be obtained by using a sidsslope
The team reconmended Alternative #3, 6-lane divided facility, ratio’of 2:1. ) .
with Option #3 for stage construction. The limits of the . ) :
staga conatruction will ba revised to be between Watkins Nill Retaining walls in the parks are not recommended by the
Road and Middlebrook Road. No recommendation wss nade environmental agencies due to ths passive nature of the parks,
concerning the backing options. Additional etudies will ba ~ the cost and the minor amount of lsnd they would ssve.
done to dstermine if a hiker/biker trail can be included on o ) ' .
the west side orily for the section between Middlebrook Road . Minor Anenities : .
’ puring the course of the project planning etudy, the project
team met with sevaral of the community groups in the corridor.
. Some of the key points from these neetings ars: .

B
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. Replace neighborhood signs if impacted :

. Replace a wooden bus stop for the Middlebrook Mobile Home
Park on east side of MD 353 just north of Scenery Drive

«'  Provide southbound left turn lane into businesses at
Professional Drive

) Additional itema for follow-up

. - Determine when four lanes on MD 353 would not provide
sufficient capacity
. Review bridge sizes with environmental agencies
_ ..» . Review hazardous waste issues with environmental agencies
. Coordinate with MCDOT concerning bus stop locations
. pDiscuss easementa and associated costs with District #3
Right-of-Way peérsonnel
Coordinats with M-NCPPC concerning streetscape elements
_ in the Middlebrook vicinity: elements to include special
lighting, pavers, street furniture, etc.

A follow up to thia Pre-Reconnendation Meeting will be scheduled to
review information prior to the final recommendation. - The
Recoxmendation Meeting with the Administrator is being reacheduled
for late January, 1993. You will be notified of the exact date as
it becomes availabla. i

These are the happenings as understood by the writer. If you have. -
any additions or corrections, please contact me at (410) 333-1139..

i (e B Bt
George W. Walton )

Project Manager
Project Planning Division

- LHE:GWW:as

Attachnents

.oct  Attendees.

¥r. William Barkley
Ms. Mona Dave _ .

Mr.. John Schultz .

Ma. Heidi VanLuven . '
Nr. Glenn Vaughan : :
Ms. Patricia Willard

pl!
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MARYLAND STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION
INTERAGENCY REVIEW MEETING
January 20, 1993
9:30 AM.

State Highway Administration
211 E. Madison Street
Battimors, Maryland 21202

=
ey

' general discussions about what would be more

ect Update: MD 355, Montgomery County -
moct ager: George Walton ery Courty
Environmental Manager: Barbara Allera-Bohien

GEORGE WALT! -PPD;

Stated that SHA le here to update a couple issues assodiated with the

Great Seneca Crossing and the bridge bnmonmewassprqsct Back at the
time SHA had the Altemate Mesting which has been about two years ago, we had

séd that an origial bridge croesing of 1200 feet in length and to span the creek

al it's associated floodplamns. In subsequent Interagency Meetings, we had
ate es proposed alternatives
for the Gireat Scenic Creek Crossing. SHA came up with two bridge lengths, one was
tha 100 foot structure which matches what exists today and the other was an
approximate 400 foot bridge. SHA is the discussions here end with what work had
besn done through our hydraulics departments, that 400 seem to be a reasonable
answer. At the tme, SHA wanted to go back and do more H&H work to determine

A

the
the H 8is structure.

At the time of the pubfic hearing this past fall, SHA was stil carrying a
400 foot bricige. SHA distributed our draft environmental assessment on the project
stating the 400 foot bridge was the long *b eler_mh', and SHA recelved comments
back from ajl the environmental agencies on that. The gpecific comments were
focused on two major lssues. One Is bridge clearance as far es a vertical height there
was discugsion ebout whether we.could provide equestrian/pedestrian trail undemeath
the bridge. The second major issue was the bridge vertical clearance, could we
provide a wide enough under clearance for a wildiife passage. Now, ons of the thinge
associated with the wildife passage, SHA was not completely sure what would have

Ienﬁhonhebr' . What we're here to tak about what we discovered as fer ee
&H analyeis at

- been an appropriate width,

What's shown on the top of map Is the bridge structure and the -
undertying ground profile with that. On the top is the 400 foot bridge, on the bottom
Is the 320 foot brdge. Quickly, what we've done with our H & H work is we've come
up and done the studies and the 320 foot bridge esems to be an adequate answer for
the flow rates up undemeath the bridge and what Is necessary to handls the 100 year
storm. We were originally talking 400 foot bridge wicth a plus or minus. SHA wanted
to do the H & H work, we've done 1, 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 clearence, Is adequate. The

- discussions previously, the heights were anywhere between 10 and 12 feet, 80 meet

that requirement.

2y |
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The 320' (s probably the structure size. Where bafowwewe'tesayb\gw
the 400 foot, we're going to just bring that down to 320 foot In 320 rangs. When t
finalize the H & H work, let me point this out, 320' may change. But to the leve! of
detall that we're at now, 320 foot sesms to be e reasonable answer.

COMMENT/QUESTION;
MR. PETER CLAGGETT, EPA:
Asked what area under the bridge is within the hundred year floodplain.
AESPONSE:
MB. JOHN SCHULTZ, SHA HYDRAULICS;

The hundred year flood has not actually been established: We have
some various hydrology models. SHA ie using MNCPPC's study hundred year flow
which is for ultimate run-off. The hundred year floodplain ie actually wider then your

cture, so the entire width of the bridge will be active flow in a hundred year flood,
e differance here is the 400 foot bridge is about a foot a half lower then the 320 foot
tt:n e, that's why we can get away a navower bridge. The water surface for this

year flood that we're using Is essentially at the bottom of the 320 foot bridge
and it's submerging the bottom of the 400 foot bridge.

C . &
The other concem was the wildife corridor. On one particular side this OMMENT/QUE: "
area Is approximately 140 to 150 feet between the abutment and the creek itss. On : '
the ather side, you have somewhera in the order of maybe 50 feet. Soltsmdthere - MR. SEAN SMITH. DNR;
&f‘dﬁg’f?@%&aﬁj"m”m‘ requirsment that wers somewhat mandated to Asked i that's because of the with the depth of the beams.
. v COMMENT/QUESTION; .+ RESPONSE:
BILL SC! MR JOHN SCHUL :
- " Responded yes. SHA started out with 12 foot under clearance d
. Asked If SHA s going to bulld e 320 foct bridge. ,;TM,S% %ymmm °’g&“‘%“”‘,{}‘"“,xﬁ‘“"‘a"s’°m m’.}"‘
. X @ water. '8 We pr t , s a i igher, we get a
. BESPONSE: . more then 12 foot under tmce.butwemmg;eﬂsnaler.w ¢
E WALT! D: MME

AUL WETTLAUFER, A. :
Asked John it this result in zero increase in back water up o a foot.

MR, ULTZ, SHA HYDRAULICS:

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 fine. SHA looks strictly at the
water surface at thatdocation, the water surface actually goes down a ittle blt because
you're constricting flow cn a mild slope. Upstroam a fitls ways, there Is a water
surface increase. &'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
s0 the water surface upstream is less then a tenth of a foot, it's abotrt .07,

MM UESTION: .
MR, PAUL WETTLAUFER, AC.O.E:
Sald the fact that the land use upatream I8 undavalm, do you think

there's going to be a push or an effort to reduce cost. Asked it e is goingtobe a
push to go for the one foot waiver in back water increase. '

A
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U J./ T
RESPONSE: ‘ BESPONSE: SR
MBL JOHN SCHULTZ; ' MR. GEORGE WALTON, SHAPPD; -
Said no, he didn't think s0. The other concem SHA has in our hydraulic \
aesbﬂ Bmgmvs ames“m ma‘wwm'ﬂ&ﬁtﬁ;ﬂ’m. n'sdﬁ.gtgm Sald it's about 18 feet.
un;: which drains althersburg. it has a FEMA associated with | - QU .
and we don't want to | that and get into all those difficulties. We are trying to COMME'," ESTION
keep that water surface increase less then a tenth of a foot. SHA understands thet a MR. PETER STOKELY, EPA:

large water surface Increase would travel very fas upstream. We'd have difficulty
mitigating that. SHA is pretty well fixed on our allowable water surface incrsase and
that's less then a tenth.

COMMENT/QUESTION.

MR. SEAN SMITH, ONR:

. Asked i the 12 foot clearance is the maximum under the center of the

BESPONSE:
MB. GEORGE WALTON, SHA-PPD:

Basicaly R all through this area. It remains sbout to 12 foot just becauss
' the ground profile basically parafiels with the botiom of the structure,

COMMENT/QUESTION:

MB. SEAN SMITH, DNR;
Asked I one side is about six foot.

BESPONSE:

MR, GEORGE WALTON, SHA-PPD:
Seld yes.

COMMENT/QUESTION:

MR, SEAN SMITH, DNR:;

Asked on the 320 foot bridge, what's the distance of thet pler though to
the stream bank. : '

~ Asked If both of these options completely span the wetland area.
MB. JOHN SCHULTZ: .
Sald they span the watland arsas associated with the e stream chennel.
Thera Is a side ditch type wetland associated with the existing roadway and we'rs
impacting that because presently we're considering an afignment moym Is upstream
from the existing roadway. So the new bridge fil wil bs that side ditch and

the difference betwean the 400 foot bridge and a 320 foot bridge 1s about .02 acres,
the 320 impact Is a litle bit more, But it's a eide ditch wetiand, the impact.

COMMENT/QUESTION:
MB. PETER STOKELY, EPA;
Asked it the side ditch is where the increase of wetiand impacts ere.
. RESPONSE;
MR. JOHN SCHULTZ:
Responded yes, that's correct,
RESPONSE:
MB, GEORGE WALTON, SHA.PPD;

: Sald there is one thing he did want to elaborate on regarding John's
gon&m is that the side ditch that is being called a wetiand today s a stone rip rap

b
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T/QUESTION: COMMENTIQUESTION;

Asked what is the other wetiand Impact and besides that increass on
these two and is there approach fills in wetland.

RESPONSE;
" MS..BARBARA ALLERA-BOHLEN, SHA-PPD;
_ Saidyes.
BESPONSE;
UL FER, A.CO.E.:
Said with either alternative the wetiand impact is approximately the same.

COMMENT/QUESTION:
MR. PETER STOKELY, EPA:
Asked i the approach fl, is what has been shaded in,
RESPONSE;
MB. GEORGE WALTON, SHA-PPD:
Said yes,
COMMENT/QUESTION:
MB. PETER STOKELY, EPA:
Asked if the actual wetland Is wider.
BESPONSE:
MR. GEORGE WALTON, SHA-PPD;

Sald, yes. The way the wetlands are estabiished 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 basically tucked down into I
because of the nature of the topography In the arsa.

Stated the Corps would proposa then under this new process for
merging NEPA/404 to lssus a permit that spells out this bridge length with reoognizing
the,possibiity that it could fluctuate a kttle bit. Asked the other s If that
agreaable with everyone. We won't get into having to revisit the bridge length during
final design. .

~ RESPONSE:
- MR, - PPD;
Asked if that is agreeable to the other environmental agencles.
COMMENT/QUESTION;
" MA. BILL SCH 3 FWS:
A 320 foot bridge Is suficient for a wiife corridor, We have no

complaints with that. That's more then we even requested. USFWS is very happy
with that and a 13 foot dleararice is sufficient too.

COMMENT/QUESTION;
MH, GREY, SHA - PPD;
Asked It Sean Smith was agrseabls,
MR. SEAN SMITH, ONR:
" sad yes.
RESPONSE:
MB. GREY, SHA - PPD;
Asked if Michefle was agreeable.
MS. MICHELLE HUFFMAN, MHT:
Sald yes, as long as it'} carry the floods.

%1
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BESPONSE:
MR. QREY. SHA - PPD;
Asked if Pste was agreeable.
PETER STOKELY, EPA;

- Saidyes, happears from what
-okay from the wsthds stgpdpoim.

0I-1A

¢ o T

you presentsd that 320 feet would be

I
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g..um:'nyes Lighthizer
Department of Transportation : y
\ State Highway Administration ~ REGEIVED kv
ORANDUN: FEB 221993
TO: Mr. Neil J. Pedersen, Director pB.BALTiMORE

oftice of Plenning end
prelininery Bngi_neerinq

FROM: Mr. Louis H. Bge, Jr.
Deputy Director

otfice of Plann%ng and
Cos Preliminary Bngineering

DlATB: February 16, 1993

SUBJECT:* M 611-151-371 (N)
MD 355 from MD 27 to MD 124
PDMS No. 153397

. . -
A follow-up Pre~Recommendation Mesting for the subject projec
was held Pgbruary 4, 1993, The purpose of tha meeting waa to
provide additional information on cartain portions of the
project. The following were in attendance:

Nejil Pedersen pirector, OPPE

’ . Deputy Director, OPPE
gz:;i:gginpéon Deputy Division chief, PPD
Joe Finkle Assistant Division Chief, PPD
Bob Houst Assistant Division chiaf, PPD

uglas Simmona Assistant Division Chief, PPD
g:og;e Walton Project Manager, PFD
wanda Brocato miect Engineer, PPD
carman Harris Project Engineer, PFD
Barbara Allera-Bohlen rnvironmental Manager, PPD
Tate Jackson Regionel Planner, RIPD
Robert Dougless peputy Chief Engineer, Hwy Dev

eve Drumm chiet Highway Design, HDD
% Schatz Project Enginaer, HDD
John Contestabile chief, Acceea Parnits
Greg Cooke ' Bngineer, Access Pernite
Charles Adaxs Chief, OED

Landscape Architect, OED
Landacape Arohitect, OED
Project Bngineer, BDD
Traffic Engineer, OOTS
pistrict chief, Dist #3 R/H
Deputy Director, MCDOT
Planner, MCDOT

Dan Uebersax

Wendy Wolcott
Glenn Vaughan
pilip Patel
Richard Ravenacroft
Robert Merryman
Robert Simpson

Welsh pPlanner, M-NCPPC
mlinssarkley Parsona Brinckerhoff
\stave Planc parsons Brinckerhoff
Jin 2ito ’ Runmel, Klapper & Kahl

Ernie Anderson Greenhorna & O’Mara

My telophons number is

: Teletypewriter for lnziied Hesring or Speech

383-7556 Baltimore Metro - $65-0458 D.C. Metro - 1-800-492-5062 Statewide Toll Froe
707 North Catvert St., Bettimore, Marylsnd 21203-0717

Nr, Neil J. Pedersen
Page Two
Irene Mendoza - Greenhorne & O‘Mara
The meeting began with a brief overview of the previous Pre-

Recommendetion Meeting. Discuasions then focused on the
following topics:

. An alignment wes developed that dieplays the locetion of the
8 foot hiker/biker trail on tha west side of MD 355 and the
5 foot eidewalk on the eaet side. Tha impacts associeted
with tha alignment were diacussed, particularly the
. ;inclusion of retaining walla. Cconsideration needs to be
‘givan to the finel alignment of tha trail/sidewelk. The
aharp angles displayed need to be reduced.

. Coat estinates were prepared that show the difference
betwean initial stege construction and tha ultimete-
- construction. :

. The praliminary hazardous weete information waa reported.
It was datermined thet the haszardoua waate aita waa loceted
on the eaet side gnly and thet the aource of contaminetion,
an undarground storege tenk, waa removed approximataly 20
yeare ago. The early results demonstrate a low level of
contamination; howevar, cleen up efforts could atill be
required. Thia could consist of a pump syatem in which
ground water would be filtered through charcoal in order to
clean it. It could take about three years, or longer,
before the aite is considered cleen. At this time, the
approxinate cost for clean up, which includes initial coat
and a yearly operating cost, is $1 million.

Based on the laval of information prepered, it is feasible
to move forward with the eaat shift through the Great Seneca
Creek vicinity.

The next atep in this investigetion will be to finish data
collection and analyeis. Lab results from well eamples are
expected in the next waek ae well es the completion of the
equifer analysis. This ie to be completed prior to the
February 25th neeting with the Administrator.

These are the minutes as underetood by the writer. If there are
any edditions or corrections, plaaee contect me. I can be
reeched in Baltimore at (410) 333-1139.

LHE:GWW:es : Prol}dct Manager

cc:  Attendess Project Plenning Division
Mr. Creston Mills
Mr. William Hellmann
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MARYLAND STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION
- INTERAGENCY REVIEW MEETING

April 21, 1993
9:30 AM.

State Highway Administration
211 E. Madlson Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21202

NAME )
Barbara Aliera-Bohlen
Dennis Atking
Jorry Barkdoll
Carl Bialecid
Keith Blacher
David Boellner
BIN Branch

Ann Catin

Bob Cooper

At Coppola
Prakash Dave
Wayne Drury
Mark Duval -
Anne Erays
Thomas Folse
Michele Gomez
Bruce Grey

Dan Guy

Beth Hannold
John Hayter
Jack Hett

Scott Holcomb
Michele Huffman
Prasad inmula
Victor Janata
Howard Johnson
Linda Kebaugh
Vaghan Lewis
Ralph Manna
Chyis Minick
John Nichois
Jim Noonan -
Leonard Podel
Suenette Pope
Monte Rahman
Sue Rajan

Bil Schultz
John Schuitz

INTERAGENCY REVIEW MEETING

APRIL 21, 1893

AQGENCY

SHA-PPD
SHA-PPD

FHWA

SHA-PPD
SHA-PPD
SHA-EPD
SHA-EPD

FHWA

DNR

ACOE
SHA-Bridge Hydraul
SHA-PPD
SHA-PPD
SHA-PPD
SHA-PPD
ACOE
SHA-PPD
SHA-EPD
MHT
Greiner Engineers
SHA-EPD

SHA-PPD
DONR-Tidewater
SHA-Bridge
SHA-PPD

SHA-PPD

SHA-EPD

SHA-PPD
SHA-Bridge
SHA-Bridge Design
NMFS

MOP

SHA-Bridge
SHAEPD

SHA-PPD

SHA-PPD

US Fish & Widife
SHA-Bridge Hydraufics

PHONE #

3336745
3336748
9624440
333-1138
333-1109
333-4169
3336063
962-4440
974-3841

9621843
333-1164
333-1139
3331175
3336747
333-1109
962-1843
333-1186
3336429
5147636
561-0100
333-6079
3331180
974-3841

333-1163
3331105
3331179
333-8078
3331138
333.2839
333-1156
228.5771

2254562
333-8030
3336717
333.6437

333-1138 .

269-5448
333-8029
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NAME AGENCY PHONE #

. 0
DougilasSkmm. gHH:-:PD 333189
Cynthia Simpsan -PPD 3331177 Maryiand Route 355
oo S ts)::l:”n o agedid Presentation Focus: Update & NEPA/404
Alex Soutar SHA.EPD 3336413 Project Manager: George Waiton, x1139 ,
Alan Straus SHA-PPD 3331190 Eavironmental Manager: Barbara Aliera-Bohien, x6745
Peter Stokely EPA-Wetlands (215) 597-9922 ’
Kart Toitt SHA-PPD 333-8437
Jane Wagner SHA-EPD 3334148 ARA A . SHA-PPD;
mmmm g =i S dni s

0. . 962-1843 tated that SHA wanted to update the agencies on the

Richard Woo : SHA-Bridge 333-3008 hazardous waste study for the site on the epast side of Maryland 355 at

Maryland National Capital Park and Planning Property.

The greliminary site investigation, that's the Phase 2
investigation of the hazardous waste study 18 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 shouid be sent
to MDE when it's availabie.

The aiternate selection meeting with the Administrator was
heid. The Administrator selected what was cailed Alternative 3 which was
the six-iane faciiity which ran all the way from Maryiand 27 down to
Maryiand 124. However, due to financial constraints it wouid be a staged
constructed faciiity where SHA wouid bulld the first four lanes of the six.
SHA would build it in such a way that we would have a wide medlan and
then at some future time provide the fifth and sixth lanes, there wouid be
inside widening.

The other issues basically presented at the last Interagency
Meeting were the bridge fengths and everyoné 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. Exciuding 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:
BI BU

Asked If the hazardous site Is up or down stream.
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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 throuEh coordination on this and developed alternatlves to
avoid the tree. Either the east or west shift to avoid the tree the road
would im{)act approximateiy 7 to 10 residents aand through coordination

SHA decided to not take the residences but to go ahead and impact the
53 inch tree. :

S -BO N .

Stated that Maryiand 355 is one of these pipeiine projects as
far as the NEPA/404 process. SHA wants to know if it is acceptable to
proceed'ond'ust getting concurrence on the selected alternate and bypass
purpose and need and aiternates for detaiied study concurreace.

COMMENT/QUESTION:
MR. BILL SCHULTZ. US FWS:
Replled that US Fish and Wildllfe Service thinks it should
proceed. e

COMMENT/QOUESTION:

MS., CYNTHIA SIMPSON, SHA-PPD:

Asked {f Mr. Coppois wants SHA to go back and re-visit

purpose and need. ’ : . :

RESPONSE:

MR. ART COPPOLA, A.C.0.F.:

project.
.BO N .

SHA would like to drop the east side as a mitigatlon site and

go with the Hawkins property which Is an off-site mitigation, it's already
een cleared environmentaily. Depending on what happens with this
hazardous waste study, there might be additlonal monitoring while it’s
going in on the east slde and if there is disturbance SHA doesn’t think

that would be a good piace for mitigation.

Replied no, that’s fine, Stated that he's not handling this

MEETING MINUTES MEETING MINUTES
) 3 32
RESPONSE: COMMENT/QUESTION:
. GEOR PPD; MR. BJLL 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 deveioped area.

RESPONSE;
MS. BARBARA ALLERA-BOHLEN, SHA-PPD:

.. . Replled that she doesn’t think that’s been ruled out yet but
mitigation has not ben developed for that yet.

MR. BILL SCHULTZ, US FW$;

Stated that SHA will have to check with Non-tidal wetiands to
find out if you shouid procetd. Maybe they have to be brought up to
speed in terms of where SHA s in the review process.

sy
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Coordination and Correspondence
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July 29, 1992 nerL eren 16;

P R.T Dechorse 1-270/1-370 Hawkins Property
” (Tﬁf“"ﬁﬂﬂ : ! Wetland Mitigation 8ite

—ie tous c fim }y-e% #¢*th  Montgomery Co

€ d. (Bnv. Fil

Mr. Hal Kassoff § "/ﬂ

'

State. Highway Administrator

State Highway Administration
707 North Calvert Street

Baltimore, Maryland 21202

District Lagr. - Dist,

Dear Mr. Xassoff:

rcdagnl 14 Section

We have reviewed your July 7, 1992 letter o
Final Review Reevaluation for the subject proposed wetland
nitigation projact. This project, I-370 from west of I-270 to
Shady Grove Road, received FHWA approval August. 4, 1982, with
Location Approval granted September 23, 1982. It is one of the
backlog wetland mitigation projects.

This particular project required the replacement of twenty acres .

of palustrine forested wetlands. All but nine acres were
replaced on site. This proposed project will provide mitigation
for those remaining nine acres and will consist of clearing,
grubbing, topsoil salvaging, erosion and sediment 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 tha
proposed project. There are no known or foreseeable negative
environnental impacts associated with the proposal.

Based on the information submitted and our knowledge of the
proposed project, we concur that the proposed wetland mitigation
project 1is consistent with the approved Final Environmental
Inpact Statement for I-270/1-370 and does not result in any new
or different significant environmental impacts. Therefore, no
further environmental documentation is required.

-more-

AGENCY COMMENTS - .
a0 o A't 422@ Z!¢!,4. r ————— .
g £ .
i PT -
o e
g ? Jﬁﬁé;
U.S. Department Ragion e founde
of Transportation o - Ty vrt 4o Sem :
Fedoral Highwsy Sekinore, Mantand 212112187 2.
Administrstion We would appreciate receiving e 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. s8hould you have any questions, please contact this
office.

.

unc.r?y yours,
L}

A. P. Barrows
Division Administrator

The Hawkins site is a wetlands mitigation bank property which is
being used to mitigate a number of projects, including MD 355.

el
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AGENCY-COMMENTS

Maryland Department of Transportation :‘;“:mﬂ

State Highway Administration Admiriskstor

T70: Barbara Allera-Bohlen
Environnantal Planning

FROM: Susan Jacobs, Tedm Leadsr:
. Environmental Program Digisio

DATE: May 12, 1993

SUBJECT: Contract No. M 611-101-371
MDh 358 Wetland Mitigation Write-up for RIS Document

Mitigation for the MD 333 wetland impacts (approximately 2.02
acrea maximum anticipated impacts) will be accomplished on the
Hawkins Property. This site ia located in north cantral Nontgomery
County, approximately two milas west of the Town of Laytonsville
(see location map). MD 355 and tha Hawkins site are both in the
same watershed -- the Seneca Creek Dralnage segnent of. the
Washington metropolitan Area sub-basin.

The Hawkins site wmitigation deaian is final and ready for
construction. Tha deaign includes unsasigned mitigation acreage

0. James Lighthizer

that will accommodate mitigation for several road projects within.

thia waterahed sub-basin.

Existing Site Peatures

The Hawkins property includes 30t acres of agricultural gragsland
within the 100-year floodplain of Goshen Branch which is a Class I
atreams. The contributing waterahed of Goshen Branch at the
mitigation site is approximately 2,460 acras and i3 agricultural
and single family dwelling land usa.

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 incisad approximately four to six feet and ia eight to ten

feet wide at the top of the bank. Tributary 1 bas an upstrean
drainage arsa of approximately 108 acres. Tributary 2 is located
in the far northeastern end of tha site and 13 generally incliaed
two to four feet and is three to four feet wide. The upstream
drainage area for Tributary 2 is approximately 207 acres.

Solls on the nitigation site are 'mpped in the Soil Survay of

Montgomery County (1990 updata) as Hatboro silt loam (Typio
Fluvaquent) and Baila silt loam (Typlo Ochraquult). Both soils ara

Ny telephone number Is

Teletypewniter for Hearing or Speech
383-7555 Baltimore Metro - 585-0451 0.C. Metro - 1-800-492-5082 Statewide ToN Free
. 707 North Celvert St., Baitimore, Maryland 21203-0717

‘and 2.

s

poorly drained and are olassified as hydric; however, on-site soil
investigations ravaal that the floodplain i3 generally
charactarized by moderately well-drained soils. A typical soil
profile in the mitigation area is dark yellowish browm (10YR 4/4)
silt loan to a depth of eight inchas, underlain by yellowish brown
(10YR 5/4) silt loan to twenty inches. . The upper part of the
aubsoil from 20 to 32 inches is brown (10YR 3/3) silt loam, with
conmon, fine, distinot yellowish red (SYR 3/6) mottles. The lower
part of the subsoil to a depth of 42 inches is yellowish brown
(10YR 8/6) gravelly clay loam, with few, wedium, distinct brownish
yellow (10YR 6/8) mottles. In general, solls on the mitigation
site more closely resemble Codorous silt loam, a moderately well-
drained floodplain soil mapped in Montgomery County in similar
fluvidl landscape positions.

Water table investigations revealed a fluctuating water table from
two to four feet Delow the ground surfece. These water table
observations support the £indings of moderately well-drained soils
on most of the site. :

Mitigation Design

The design for the Hawkins Property wetland mitigation includes
mitigation for I-270/I-370 with additional unassigned mitigation
banking acreages. Table 1 shows the breakdown of wetland
mitigation oreated at the Hawkins site. The total acreaga of the
created wetlands is 21.08 acres. Of this acreage, 10.5 acres are
mitigation for I-270/I-370 impacts. The remaining acreage, 10.58
acres, will be designated for MD 335 and other road project
mitigation in the future. '

The mitigation plan and sections ara shown in figura 1 and 2.
Hydrology will be provided by intercepting groundwater dischSarge
at .the toa of slope and by capturing overflow from Tributaries 1
Additionally, a numbar of depressional areas will be
excavated throughout the mitigation area. The mitigation plan in
Pigure 1 also lists the plants to be installed upon completion of
excevation.

)b
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" e L PROJEDT
- MARYLAND LEVELOPy:: = William Dorald Scheefer
’ HISTORICAL DFEEI Governar
JURIND-AL A Mia 2 2259y Jaoqutve . Roge

February 26, 1992

Ms.- Cynthia D. Simpson
Deputy Division Chief

- Project Planning Division
State Highway Administration
707 North Calvert Streat
Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717

Ro: Hawkins Wetland Mitigation Site
Contract No. M 248-503-~370
1-270/1-370
Nontgomery County

Dear Ms. sinpéon:

Thank you for your latter of January 22, 1992, received
January 28, 1992, We will be unable to concur with State Highway
Administration’s determination of no effect for this project
. without additional information.

Your January 22 letter did not provide sufficient information
to assess the affect of the project on standing structures, Our
inventory indicates that Graen Hills Farm (N-14-42), a circa 1880s
dairy fare is in the immediate vioinity of the proposed Hawkins
Wetland Mitigation Site. While it does not appear that any
buildings are located within the boundaries of the wetland
mitigation area, the setting of the farmstead could be
significantly altered by the project. Please confirm whether the
wetland mitigation site is located on Green Hills Farm. Please
explain what the creation of this wetland mitigation site will
entail (ie. grading, flooding, planting). How will the appearance
of the property be changed? Please provide photographs showing the
farmstead, the proposed mitigation area and the relationship
betwaen the two areas, Is the proposed mitigation area currently

used for farming purposes?

NW‘W;-‘&MW

Department of Hoowing and Cammunity Derclopment
100 Comnmunity Place, Crownsvitle, Maryland 21032-223 (4103 5147600

Ms, Cynthia D. Simpson
February 26, 1992
Page 2

We wil'l be happy to complete the review

. once we hav i
t?e information requested above. Should you have any :u::::;;:d
Please contact Ms. Elizabeth Hannold at (410) 514-763%. '

Sincerely,

%MW

Elizabeth Hannold
Preservation Officer
Project Review and Compliance

EAH/EIC

" 9200181

cc:  Ms. Rita Suffness
Dr. Ira Beckerman
Dr. Thomas F. King
Mr. Mike Seebold
Mr. Jared B. Cooper

]
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oA C ryland 0 qt Icjfeart

S,ﬂ,A 3 State Highway Admitilstrdtion . ..« o

el

?/ !
By .'\'>
T

o
April 29, 1992

Re: Contract No. M 248-503-370
HAawkins Wetland Mitigation Site
Montgonery County, Maryland

RECEIVED

MY 4 1092

Dear Mr. Little: o :'.-fj.‘ GP
Visk v 7 gt

Mr. J. Rodney Little

State. Historic Preservation Officer
Maryland Historical Trust

100 Community Place

Crownsville MD 21032-202)

In responee to your February 26, 1992 letter, w."&%“b%m«~~--s
the information ooncerning the Green Hills Parm (M14-42). The
Green Hills Farm property is currently in the subdivision
process, and the property is being subdivided into eight (8)
residential lots of two (2) acres or more. It is anticipated
that the subdivision process will be finalized in September,

1992.

Attached are photographs and the profosed subdivision plat
showing the farnhouse and its relationship to the proposed -
wetlang area. :

The mitigation site is located on the 100 year floodplain of
Coshen Branch, which aleo overlaps the property of the Gresn
Hille Farm. The project will consist of clearing and grubbing,
topsoil salvaging, erosion and gediment control, planting of
scrub-shrub and emergent wetland plants, streambank planting ana
general clean-up. Tha property where this would occur is
presently a mowed grass field adjacent to Goshen Branch, and is
not used for farnming. After the wetland creation it will be a
forested, scrub-shrub and emergent wetland with expansion of tha
existing vegetation along the stream.

We seek your signature on ths concurrence line below documenting
your agreement with our determination that this wetland project
will not affect significant cultural resources. Pleaee return

Anhea: o8 B Sl | o _'
Pn,,,a..w':' " - 313-1177
Shuthvas 14 eaa SHfik2. Teletypewriter for Wpaired Hearing or

9837855 Baltimose Metro - 645-0451 D.C. Metro - 1-800-492-5062 Statewide Toll Free
o7 1., Bajtl tand 21203.0717

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,
Louls H. Ege, Jr.
Deputy Director

office of Planning and
Prelininary Engineering

by: AM MJ)"“H (A

Cynthia D. slmps;ﬁ
Deputy Division/Chief
Project Planning Division

Concurrence:

f :

Stgte Historic Preservation Office

S/rz/92

Date
LHE:RMS: {h

Attachments (2)

cc: Dr. Ira Beckerman

Mr. wiliiam Branch
Mr. Howard Johnson

4]



ITI-IA

—AGENCY COMMENTS

-Yable 1. Hawkins Wetland Mitigation

Description Sise
Wetlands:
Palustrine Forested 15.5 acres
Palustrine Emergent: 2.47 acres
-] Successional 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 Non-watland Acreage 8.92 acres
Total Site Acreage 30.00 acres

.. e ®

-

WATERSHED BOUNDARY |- LN NG

() sussasin

auy. \‘;

[N

Maryland State Highway
Administration
707 N. Calvert Street
Batimore, MO 21203

HAWKINS MITIGATION SITE
Montgomery County, Maryland

DRAINAGE AREA MAP

l‘ OREENHOANE & O'M
S PN AR, SACTIA RS, MARTANS ST
N

. wa:

-
ANA, NG,

SCALE: T » 2000

DATE:  6/92

SHEET: 1 of 3

SOURCE: USGS Gaithersburg Quad
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0. James Lighthizer

Departmentof Transportation ::'::;on

State Highway Administration Advinisator
NEMORANDUN .
TO: Ms. Cynthia Simpson, Chief

Environmental Management Diviaion

Attn: Ms. Barbara Allera-Bohlen

.
FROM: Linda A. Kelbaugh, mi%}ﬂ\' t ' i y&

i

Environnental Programs Division
DATE: August 23, 1993
SUBJECT: Hawkins Wetland Mitigation Site

As requested by your office this letter serves as a discussion on
the above site.

Assuming that Huntmaster Road runs in a north/south direction the
surrounding land use is as follows:

To the north of the site there are two subdivisiona. The
one closest to Huntraster Road is zoned residential and
houses are being built. The back one is zoned agricultural
and is to be changed to residential.

To the eaat of the site is open space.

To the south of the site there is a subdiviaion with
existing houses, zoned residsntial.

To the west of the site, across Huntmaster Road, is Goshen
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 on extension 4169.

LAK/CJ

My Wiephona mumber is

Maryland Relay Service for impalred Hearing or
1-800-735-2258 Statewide Toll Free

Mailing Address: P.O. Box 717 » Baitimors, ND 21203-0717
Street Address: 707 North Calvert Street « Baltimore, Marylend 21202

DEED e

SRS A0

gt of Way Yom No.
Mg M X 82854
Records and Research Saction M%«w
Room 605 . SHA Contact No,
b ot el
Bakimors, Marylead 2202 DEPATNENT CF TAAMIRORTATIN M 248-333-372

This Deed, macoti_ (37, coyo {MZ& mmwuﬁﬁ-

DANIEL LIGON and HASRL R. LIGON, Trustees of the Hazel R. and iz
-

Daniel Ligon Grandchildren's Truste, Grantors, to the -State of 2
Maryland to the use of the State Highway Administration of the: &
Department of Transportation, Grantee !
{A)_WHEREAS, the State Highway Administration of the Department of Transportation, acting for
and on behall of the State of Maryland, finds t necessary 10-2cquire the land, easements, righis
mdégscormls. shown and/or indicated on State Highway Adminisiration's Plats numbsred
19

which are duly recorded, or intandad to be recorded, among the Land Records of

ordef 10 12y oul, open, esiabish, consruct, edend, widen, svaighten, grade and Improw§iés part

- ol the Siate Roads System of Maryland, a highway and/or-bridge, together with the apyi

thereto belonging, under ks Contract Number M_248-503-370 and known as FIEES
Wetland Mitiqation 53‘-{"
an o hrearuse, maitan andlor e nprove 28 vy andior bidgs, 2 S P64 o

Manytand State Roads System. ' HS 1
SRS

REFORE, THS DEED AND FELEASE WITNESSEH: Tt ot and i co b,
the abova premises, One Dol ($1,00) end other good and vakuable consideratlons,thy e

gl

From MARY RIGGS STINSON, WILLIAM H. STINSON, JOYCE RIGGS HAWKINA;;-
STANLEY B, STILES and BARBARA RIGGS STILES, his wife, and o}

AT e SO AA

07 i 1l

herecl i hrey ackoovided, we o heaty ran nd comey utothe STATE OF HARYLAND, 1.1

1017 F THE STATE HIGHWAY ADMNISTRATION OF THE DEPAR F M T
IRANSPORTATION, s successars and sssgns, FOREVER IN FEE SIMPLE, af out ight) B4
interast free and clear of al hens and encumbrances, in and 10 [

{0)_ALL THE (AND, together with the apputsnances thereto belonging, of In anywisa appenai .
lying between the Outermost lines designated *Right of Way Line,’ as shown a:lr{: lndmd onml;?e
hereinbefore mentioned plads, al of which plais are made a part heract, 80 far as our propery

andfor our fights may be dfected by the sald proposad highway and/or bridge, and the

appuntenances theretn belonging, of In anywise appertaining.

Hiva0 (197 B4 T
’jl":’.l:

)
S
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v
. g. ‘;J:ms Uighthizer
Maryland Department of Transportation il
State Highway Administration i S Kassol _
L A
ﬁuqust 4, 1993 ) ] 93027, 58
TO: Linda Kelbaugh, Chief

Environmental Programs Division

FROM: Karen Coffman

COPIES T0 1 See Distribution

SUBJECT: Contract No. M-611-101-371
ND 355 (Wetland £3) from MD 124 to ND 27

A field meeting was held on July 22, 1993 to address the
suggestion by US FWS that SHA investigate the possibility of
upgrading wetland #3 as on-site mitigation for wetland impacts
incurred in the realignment and widening of MD 355. Those
attending the meeting were:

Paul Wetlaufer, US COE
Jill Reichert, MD DNR
Sean Smith, MD DNR
Raren Coffman, SHA.

Karen Coffman explained that SHA will not propose a mitigation
concept at this time. The wetland degradation is due to both
untreated storm water runoff entering the wetland from a shopping
center aoross MD 355 and highly erodible soils around the wetland

- (see attached soils map and =oils deacriptions). SHA will

continue investigating the feasibility of controlling the

shopping center runoff and incorporating this control into the ‘JL’?
design of the roadway stormwater management. These -
investigations will continue through the design phase. of the road
project and the decision as to whether this mitigation is

feaaible will be made at that time.

It was suggeated by Paul Wetlaufer that SHA build a stormwater
management facility on the PEPCO easement that runs south of the
wetland (see sketch). Sean Smith atated 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) storm. Paul Wetlaufer also
suggested that the use of weirs to alow the velocity of the stornm
runoff instead of a stormwater management pond would also be -
considered.

Paul Wetlaufer also expreased concern fqg\gpg existing, rip-

My telaphone number s
Maryland Rely Senvics for Impaired Hearing or Speech
T 1-000.735-2258 Sietovice Toh Froo

Malling Address: P.O. Box 717 + Bsitimere, MD 21203-0717 V
Street Addrguz 707 North Caivert Sirset « Battimore, Maryland 21202

Lb!
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3N STATE OF MARYLAND

b °| DEPARTMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENT N
2500 Broening Highway Baltimore, Maryland 21224 -
(410} 631- 3609 B

[
-
1 0

Wiliam Doneld Schaefer C S 1, . iDa¥id A.C. Cerroll
Govemor ) Secretary

Soptenber 8, 1993

Mr. Louis B. Ege, Jr., Deputy Director

office of Plsnning and Preliminary Enginesring
Narylend Depertment of Trensportetion

Stete Righwsy Administration

707 North Calvert Street

saltimore, Maryland 21203-0717

Attn.: Mr. Jeffery H. Smith

Re: Cohtraot No. M 611-151-371
MD 355: MD 124 to Md 27
Montgomery County, Maryland
PDNS No 153397

Deer Mr. Smltha

The Administrstion has received end Reviewed the August 11, 1993 trenamittal
for the abovs referenced projeot. The review, ae raquested, wae for ths
Proposed Wetiand Mltigation Site/Stretegy for the ND 355 projeot. The
following commente ere ¢ reeult of that review:

Besed upon the informetlon presented, the Administration concurs with
the stretegy to invsetigste the possibility of deeigning e stornwater
facility thet would result in the restorstion of “Wetland 3 through the
eliminetion snd correction of damage caussd by untrseted runoff entering
*Wetland 3" and its tributary from a developed area.

Al) KD 35S {mpacte to ba mitigeted on the propoeed Hewkins property
altigetion eite must be eccomplished in Zones 1 and/or 2 as shown on

figure 19. .

The Administretion apprecietss the oppo:cunléy to provide comnents on this
element of the project. If you have any questlons regerding the above
comnenta, pleaae coll.

Sincerely, -

JKT

TDO FOR THE DEAF (301) 631.3009 . ecynsPooer
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
BALTINORE DISTRICT. CORPS OF ENGINEERS
p.o. sOx 1913
BALTINDRE, MARYLAND 213031218

Vet ve e s §EP 21 u%
Operations Division . ' .-
Subject: CENAB-OP-RX(MD SHA/MD RT 355, FROM MD 27 TO MD 124, .
#M611-101-371) 92-00631

Mr. George Walton : b
Maryland State Highway Administration v
707 North Calvsrt Strsst
Baltimore, MD 21203-0717

o
2

Dear Mr. Walton:

Thie is in reply to your August 5, 1993 rsqusst for the
Corps' concurrence in ths use of the Hawkins Mitigation Site to
accomplish off-site mitigation for the subject projsct. This
letter supplements our August 17, 1993 letter which previously
approved your proposal to accomplish some portion of the
mitigation on-site at wetland W-3,

In consideration of the fact that on-site mitigation
opportunitiss are not available at Great Seneca Creek, and that
the Hawkings Mitigation Site is in the same subwatsrshed, we
concyr 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 Watkins Mill Road) as wsll as
undesignated future projects, we request that you delineate on
ths enclosed map of the site the portion of the site which is to
be earmarked for the MD Route 35S project, and the portion of
the site which has been earmarked for I-270/1-370 and Watkins
Mill Road. In this mannsr, we will be able to maintain an
accounting of the acreage which has been allocated and ths
acreage which remains to be ussd.

If you have any questions, pleass contact Mr. Paul
Wettlaufer (962-1844) or Ms. Julle Metz (962-6086) of this

office.
Sincerely,

A

Keith A, Harris
Acting Chief, Special Projects

Encl

e

NOUVALENINGY AYMMDS 24YLS ONV WY

2L OGN Ol 220N
SS¢ anoy puetfieyy

(ALsedong smpiny)

aug uonebiny spuegam
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CEP-22-'93 LED 14:32 ID:WETLAIDS & WATERUAYS TEL NO:419-974-35g7 #6548 POL

Xy :
4?’ Post-1™ brand fax wansmital memo 7671 [¢etpapee»

A .

Wit Dowid Scaster ‘ Maryland Department of Natural Resources * Totrey C. Brawn, M.,
: mar Water Resources Administration Seervsery .
Tawes Statw Office Building Rabert 0, Miller
Annapolis, Maryland 21401 Dirtes

g 4 Commitment fo Excellence in Managing Moryland’s Water Resources®’
September 21, 1993

Mr. Jeffrey K. Smith . . R
State Highway Administration

707 North Calvert Street

Baltimore, MD 21202

RE: ND 355: MD 124 to MD 27
Proposed Wetland Mitigation Strategy
Montgomery County

Dear Mr. Smith:

The Department of Natural Resources has reviewed the proposad
wetland nitigation strategy for the MD 355 project. At the field
sasting hold on July 22, 1993, the resouroe agencies recommended
that the potential for a stormwater quantity management retrofit
be investigated to address the uncontrolled runoff ourrently
discharging to the vetland. The resource agencies agreed that the
impacts to Wetland 1 after. the vequired minimum of 1:2 in-kind
replacsment was completed. @ sttongly encourage the continued
investigation of the retrofitly -

In general, ve concur with a nitigation strategy which
incorporates the above, described out-of-kind activities and
conplétion of the remaining nitigation with in-kind creation at
the Hawkins Property. Alsoc, we recormend that the Havkine Property
be reviawed by the Interagency Mitigation Tesk Force to ensure no
future difficulties with its use as a wetland bank site.

1f you have any questions, please contact ma.

11, Jr.
e Consistency Unit

sincerely,

7

Elder A. Ghigla
chief, Coasta)

BAGJr:cna
cc: Sean Spith, TID
_Kevin Smith, WRA/NTW

Teleph (410) 974-2156
DNR TTY for the Deaf: 303-974-3683
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. g James Lighthizer
Maryland Department of Transportation -l
. ) Hal Kassoff
State Highway Administration Admiiaravr
August 5, 1993
‘ RE: Contract No. M 6811-151-371
MD 355: MD 124 to MD 27
Montgomery County, Maryland
PDMS No. 163387
Mr. Roy Denmark
NEPA Compliance Section
Environmental Protection Agency ’
Reglon Ul i

841 Chestnut Avenue
Philadelphia PA 19107

Dear Mr. Denmark:

In accordance with tha combined environmentalfregulatory process, tha State
Highway Administration (SHA) requests your concurrence on tha Proposed
Woetland Mitigation Site/Strategy for the MD 355 project. _

The MD 355 project will impact approximately 1.34 acres of non-tidal palustrine
forested wetlands. The anticipated mitigation ratio for thesa impacts is 2:1 which
brings our mitigation requirement t¢ 2.68 acres.

At the Aprit 21, 1993 Interagency Mesting, it was suggested by the environmental
agencies that SHA send out tha ietters for ccncurrence on the Selected Altemate
without the proposed mitigation sites i that fettar. Additionafly at that meefing, it
was requested by the U.S. Fish and V¥iidiife Setvice that SHA consider restoration
to Wetland 3 as part of the mitigation for this project and to Inform tha Maryland
Dapartment of Natura! Resources Non-tidal Wetland Division of where SHA is, in
terms of the review process: "

sy oephone number e 410-333-3439

Relay Service for ired Hearing or Spesch
w1 733-2250 !!.:f:'ld. ToH Fr'll poee
707 North Calvert Street, Baltimore, Maryland 21202

Mr. Denmark
Page Two

Since that time, a field meating was heid on July 22, 1693 in which the restoration of
Watland 3 was discussed with the egencies. It was agreed thet SHA will investigate
the pbssibiity of designing the stormwater runoff facilities for the section near

" Wetland 3 o incorporate additional runoff currently entering the site from aest of MD

355 through e culvert. The intention. is to eliminate and.coect damage to Wetland
3-and its tributary caused by untreated runoff entering the site from a developed

area. This investigetion will include the possibllity of locating a storm water
management facility in the vicinity of the site to correct for past eroslon and
sedimentation. The piacement of the mitigation credit wil be worked out between

this site and the Hawkins property as SHA galns more information during the design -
phase about the actuel characteristics of lha runoff. Agency input and direction will
play a role In this process.

The remainder of the Impects not mitigated al Wetiand 3 will be mitigated on the
Hawkins property, a2 wetland bank site. Tha mitigation design for the Hawkins
property is finel end ready for construction, and the-design includes unassigned
mitigation acreage thet will accomadate mitigation for several road projecte within
this sub-basin.

The Hawkins property is en off site mitigation erea for the MD 355 project. Ris
located In north central Montgomery County, approximately two miles west of the

town of Laylonsville (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. .

Tha design for the Hawkins property wetiand mitigation includas mitigation for the I-
270/1-370 project with additional unassigned mitigation banking acreages. The
Hawkins property received epproval as a mitigation site from the Faderal Highway
Administration on July 29, 1992. Enclosed is a copy of the approved mitigation plan
for the Hawking property. The total acreega of the crealed wetlands Is 21.08 ecres.
Of this acreaga, 10.5 acres are mitigation for tha 1-270A-370 impacts. The
remaining acreage, 10.58 acres, will be designated for MD 355 and olher futura
road projects.
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h-a}. Denmark
Page Three

Please provide your concurrence. with tha wetland mitigation site/strategy by August
30, 1993 and indicate such on the signafure iine below. Pleass retumn your
responss to Attn: Mr. Jeffrey H. Smith. Should you require additional information,
please contact Mr. George W. Walton at 333-3439.

Very truly yours,

Louis H. Ege, Jr.

Deputy Director
Office of Planning and
Prefiminary Engineering
by: .
8 W. Walton
Assistant Division Chief
Project Planning Division
LHE:BA-B:sjc
Enclosure
cc.  Ms. Jareene Barkdof)
Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr.
Ms. Linda Kelbaugh
Mr. Earl Schaefer
Mr. Ed Schatz
Mr. Jeffrey H. Smith
Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson
Mr. James Wynn
Concurrence:
?’;/9‘? 3
ronmental Protection ! Date




MARYLAND ROUTE 355 IMPROVEMENTS
FROM MD 27 TO MD 124
CONTRACT NO. M611-151-371

FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

VIl. APPENDIX



SUMMARY OF THE RELOCATION ASSISTANCE PROGRAM
OF THE STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION OF MARYLAND

All State Highway Administration projects must comply with thé 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.

ViI-1



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.

Vii-2



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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