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The objective of this project is to supplement arterial
highway capacity on the Back River Neck Peninsula by extension
of Maryland Route 702 approximately 2.3 miles from its present
terminus at 0ld Eastern Avenue southeasterly to Back River
Neck Road. The project will complete the planned highway con-
nection between the Baltimore Beltway (Md. Route 695) and the
Back River Neck Peninsula, and thus provide a safe and effi-
cient roadway satisfying the anticipated traffic demands in
the Back River Neck Peninsula. It will also reduce congestion
and traffic accidents on the Back River Neck Peninsula. The
most significant environmental effect would be the introduc-
tion of vehicular noise into an area that is currently not ex-
periencing this impact.
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I. FOREWORD :

Paragraph 1503.4 of the CEQ Regulations (40 CFR 1500 et
seq.) provides for development of the Final EIS as an attach-
ment to the Draft‘Document, if the Draft Document studied and
discussed all reasonable alternates, and the analyses in the
Draft Document adequately identffied and quantified the envi-
ronmental impacts of those alternates. Since the Draft EIS
for this project (circulated in June, 1981) fulfilled both of
these criteria, as described below, this Final EIS has been
developed as an attachment to the Draft Document. A copy of
the Draft Document is furnished, as circulated, in Part II of

this Final EIS.

The existing and planned development pattern in the Back
River Neck Peninsula permits only two feasible build align-
ments: Improvements in Existing Location and Imp}ovements in
New Location using land previously reserved.for highway pﬁr-
poses. New location alternates in any other alignment on this
densely develbped peninsula would require unacceptable social
and economic impact. The Draft EIS (see Part II, Section III-
C) considered the No-Build Alternate, Improvements.in Existing
Location (TSM - Upgrade of Existing Road), and Improvements in
New Location utilizing reserved land. The New Location Im-
provements included one basic alignment with two possible

points of transition to existing Back River Neck Road.



The Draft EIS also identified and quantified all envi-
ronmental impacts associatéd with the four alternates presen-
ted. Agency comment letters are reproduced in Section III-B
of this Final Environmental Impact Statement. Review of these
agency comments indicates that the Draft EIS was satisfactory,
and that only minor changes in the proposal and in the EIS are

necessary in response to the comments received.
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II. SELECTED ALTERNATE:

A. Selection of Alternate

Back River Neck Road and its connection to Maryland
Route 702 via 014 Eastern Avenue is the primary means of ve-
hicular access to the Back River Neck Peninsula. The portion
of Back River Neck Road below Josenhan's Corner (see Fig. II-
l)is a five lane urban street with substandard 9-foot lanes
traversing a well patronized commercial area. Current traffic
volumes along Back River Neck Road range from 36,800 vehicles
per day (2300 vehicles per hour'in AM peak) between 014 East-
ern Avenue and Hyde Park Avenue, to 12,000 vehicles per day
(1000 vph in PM peak), between Hyde Pérk Avenue and Turkey
Point Road. These volumes can barely be accommodated, result-
ing in significant congestion and high accident rates. Motor-
ists frequently resort to the use of local residential streets
in an attempt to avoid congested areas. Planned development
on the Peninsula north of the "Urban-Rural Demarcation Line"
will add significant traffic volumes to Back River Neck Road.
By the year 2008, traffic volumes are forecast to increase to
as much as 59,000 vehicles per day, a 60% increase. The ex-
isting roadways cannot safely accommodate increases in traffic
of this magnitude. Thus, providing for the traffic needs of
present and planned residential and commercial development
requires a significant increase in arterial highway capacity

on this Peninsula.
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This study was initiated with the goal of developing
a safe and efficient means of satisfying arterial highway ca-
pacity requirements of the Back River Neck Peninsula for‘the
year 2008, consistent with social and environmental needs of
the area and national environmental and energy policy goals.
During the preliminary planning stages, ten initial alternates
were developed, offering varying solutions and degrees of en-
vironmental impact. These are summarized in the Draft EIS,

pages I1II-2 thru III-4.

Thése ten alternates were presented to the public at
the Alternates Public Meeting at the Deep Creek Junior High
School in November of 19781. Following the Alternates Public
Meeting, the Project Planning Team carefully reviewed the
verbal and written comments elicited, and re-evaluated the
alternates presented in terms of these public comments as well
as relative service, safety, environmental impacts, and cost.
Based upon this review, it was decided to present Alternates 1
(No-Build), 2 (TSM, Upgrade in Existing Location), and 3B and
3C (Extension in New Location) in the Environmental Document.

Alternates 3A, 3D, 4A, 4B, 4C and 4D were dropped from further

consideration.

1 One additional alternate was subsequently submitted for
consideration by a citizens' group (702 Committee) in Au-
gust, 1980. This alternate had numerous problems and was
dropped after full consideration and review. Specific
problems and disadvantages are identified on page III-4 of
the Draft EIS, provided in Part II of this Final Document.
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An Informational Public Meeting was conducted Aug-
ust 13, 1980 at the Deep Creek Junior High School to advise
interested parties of the évolving refinements to the alter-
nates and to provide an additional opportunity for public com-

ments.

The Environmental Document for this project was
originally developed and circulated in September of 1980 as an
Environmental Assessment, anticipating that a Finding Of No
Significant Impact (FONSI) would result. During the review
process, however, it was determined that a FONSI would not be
appropriate for this project and a Draft Environmental Impact
Statement wés recirculated in June of 1981.'lThe alternates
presented were identical in both the September 1980 Environ-
mental Assessment and the June, 1981 Draft EIS, and included
Alternates 1 (No—Build), 2 (TSM, Upgrade in Existing Loca-
tion), 3B.and 3C (Improvements in New Location). These four
alternates are described in detail in Part II of this Document

(Draft EIS, pages III-5 thru III-10).

Following circulation of the original Environmental
Assessment, a Location Public Hearing was held at the Deep
Creek Junior High School on December 11, 1980 to present these
alternates to the public and to receive their comments. All
comments received in response to the Public Hearing and Draft

Documents are summarized. in Section III of this Final EIS.
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After review of all comments from the public, elected offi-
cials, Federal, State and local agencies, and in accordance
with Chapter V of the Maryland Action Plan, the State Highway
Administrator concurred with the project planning team's rec-

ommendation of Alternate 3C (November 4, 1981).

During the evaluation of the project alternates and
selection of the recommended alternate, the project planning

team and the State Highway Administrator considered several

factors. These factors, discussed by alternate, are as
follows:
o) Alternate 1, the No-Build Alternate, offered no contri-

bution towards meeting project objectives because its' selec-
tion would have resulted in no improvement in traffic safety
or arterial highway capacity. Back River Neck Road, which
already approaches capacity (Levels of Service D & E) would
carry nearly twice present traffic volumes by the design year
2008 on its narrow (9' to 12') travel lanes resuiting in
severe congestion (Levels of Service E & F). Collision
experience along this county road is already 33 percent

greater than on similiar State Highways.

o Alternate 2, the TSM Alternate, being similiar to Alter-

nate 1, would 1likewise contribute 1little towards meeting
project objectives. Only a relatively short scgment of Back
River Neck Road south of Hyde Park Road was feasible for road-

way widening. While these limited improvements would tend to
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attract greater traffic volumes to the peninsula, the lack of
improvement through the narrow commercial area between
Josenhan's Corner and Hyde Park Road would result in worse
congestion north of Hyde Park Road than would be the case with
the No-Build Alternate. Because of these greater traffic
volumes, Alternate 2 would be expected to result in more total

vehicle accidents than the No-Build Alternate.

o Alternate 3, the new location alternate, was the only

solution capable of meeting project objectives. The new
alignment eliminates the two right angle turns necessary to
access the peninsula from Md. Route 702, provides standard
(12') width travel lanes with shoulders, and adds four lanes
of arterial highway capacity on the northern half of the
peninsula. The additional facility would relieve Back River
Neck Road of the necessity of carrying the vast majority of
arterial highway traffic volumes, thus significantly improv-
ing design year traffic service for the entire study area.
Study area accident rates are expected to decrease by 35 per-
cent, due mainly to access control along the new arterial
highway. Of the two alternative connections to Back River
Neck Road under consideration (Connections B and C), Connec-
tion C was selected because it 1) best accommodates Baltimore
County's planned extension of Marlyn Avehue, 2) best accommo-
dates vehicles turning left into Turkey Point Road, and 3) by-
passes a potential congestion area of three closely spaced

intersections along Back River Neck Road.
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‘B. Selected Alternate 3C

1. Description

The. selected alternate, described below and illus-
trated on Figures II-1 and II-2, was presented in the Draft
EIS and at previous public meetings and the Public Hearing as
Alternate 3-C. As proposed in this Final EIS, the selected
alternate is basically unchanged from the Draft. The southern
project terminus at Back River Neck Road has been moved north,
shortening the project by 1,100'. 1In addition, a 250-space
fringe parking lot, considered as an option in the Draft EIS,
has been dropped from consideration because of 1its' high
estimated cost and the apparent unwillingness of owners to
sell the land required for development of the lot. One other
feature considered as an option in the Draft, has been added
in response to public and agency requests and additional
study. This added feature is an extension of the sidewalk
from Mansfield Road to East Homberg Avenue. Appropriate
accommodations for pedestrian crossing in the vicinity of West
Williams Avenue - Mansfield Road will be developed through
coordination with affected communities during the subsequent
design phases. The options include a signalized at-grade

cross walk and a pedestrian overpass.
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The Selected Alternate 3C is being designed in ac-
cordance with highway design standards established by the
American Association of State Highway and Transportation

Officials (AASHTO).

The Selected Alternate would extend Maryland Route
702 2.3 miles from its present terminus at 01ld Eas£ern Avenue
(see Fig. 1I-1), south to Back River Neck Road, north of
Pottery Farm Road (see Fig. II-2). This new highway would
occupy a 20.4 acre strip of undeveloped land reserved for
highway purposes from south of Homberg Avenue to Hyde Park

Road.

Maryland Route 702, north of 014 Eastern Avenue,
would be reconstructed to provide for two lanes plus
shoulders, per direction of travel, separated by a 16' median.
The vertical alignment would also be slightly altered to
reduce the steepness of the roadway and improve sight distance
as it approaches 014 Eastern Avenue. As a result of this
change in grade, it will also be necessary to regrade 01d
Eastern Avenue.to match the elevation of the raised inter-
section with Maryland Route 702. 014 Eastern Avenue would be
widened to four thru-traffic lanes and a center-turn lane.
Ann Avenue would not intersect with 0l1d Eastern Avenue, but
rather would be extended easterly to Stemmers Run Road (see

Figure II-1).
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Maryland Route 702 would:.extend south from 01d East-
ern Avenue as a four-lane.divided controlled-access arterial
highway to an at-grade intersection with Eaét Homberg Avenue.
Portions of Homberg Avenue would be widened to accommodate one
thru-lane per direction ‘and a center-turn lane. Maryland
Route 702 would then pass over the upper portibns of Deep
Creek on a culvert type crossing that will safely pass a 100~

year flood.

The Selected Alternate. continues to an at-grade in-
tersection with Middleborough Road as a four-lane divided
highway on undeveloped land reserved for highway purposes.
The present temporary connection of West Williams Avenue-
Mansfield Road across. this strip would be eliminated. Two in-
tersection options at West Williams-Mansfield Road will be in-
vestigated during the design phases. One option consists of a
one-way right turn lane from southbound Maryland Route 702 to
Mansfield Road. The second option consists of a "T" intersec-
tion between both northbound and southbound Maryland Route 702
and Mansfield Road - a connection to West Wiliams would not be
made. To accommodate pedestrian_access across Maryland Route
702, the sidewalk along Mansfield Road would be extended from
its present terminus in the New Country Ridge Community, north
to Homberg Avenue. As an additional option for pedestrian ac-
cess, a pedestrian overpass in the vicinity of West Williams
Avenue-Mansfield Road will be considered during the design

phases.
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The Selected Alternate continues to an at-grade in-
tersection with Hyde Park Avenue as a four-lane divided high-
way. Hyde Park Avenue would be widened for approximately 250
feet east and west of Maryland Route 702 Extended to accommo-
date turning vehicles. The Selected Alternate then continues
south from Hyde Park Avenue as a four-lane divided controlled-
access arterial highway, generally parallel to Back River Neck
Road. At Brems Lane a new intersection and connection to Back
River Neck Road, via an extension of Turkey Point Road, would
be constructed. This four-lane extension of Turkey Point Road
would serve all traffic using the Turkey Point Road portion of

this peninsula, bypassing Back River Neck Road.

South of this new intersection, the Selected Alter-
nate would curve east and taper to a two-lane roadway connect-
ing with Back River Neck Road, approximately 550 linear feet

north of Pottery Farm Road near the sewage pumping station.

Other existing County rvoadways in this vicinity
(such as Back River Neck Road) may be widened by Baltimore
County. Because this project focuses on improvements in arte-
rial highway capacity, other localized improvements to County

facilities by the County are not considered in this document.
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Subsequent review of the wall type noise barriers as
discussed in the Draft EIS has indicated that they may not be
cost effective based on a comparison of the noise reduction
achieved and the cost of the barriers. A noise control
measure that is being considered and is likely to be used, is
an "open-graded" bituminous roadway surface to reduce tire
generated noise levels. Because recent experience has
indicated that the use of open-graded bituminous roadway
surface reduces noise 1levels, the use of this pavement on
Maryland Route 702 extended is expected to reduce projected
noise levels below Federal besign Noise Levels. Use of this
pavement surface is the preferred noise controi measure, and
would avoid the adverse visual and aesthetic effects of a
noise wall. Landscaping will also be provided to shield the
roadway from existing development. The prohibition of trucks,
as discussed in the DEIS, south of Homberg Avenue between 7

P.M., and 7 A.M. 1is still under consideration.

Coordination will <continue with the affected
property owners through the final design phase of the project
to discuss specific noise mitigation measures. During these
meetings, it' will be emphasized that the "open-graded"
bituminous roadway is the preferred noise control method and
noise walls will be considered only as a last choice. All
landscaping plans will be coordinated with affected property
owners.

The noise barriers included in the Draft Environmen-

tal Impact Statement are described as follows:

I1-10



- 1,250 linear feet (LF) of barrier along
the northbound 1lanes of Maryland Route
702, between 01d Eastern Avenue and East-
ern Boulevard, to reduce noise impacts on
residences along Ann Avenue.

- 2,270 LF of barrier along the northbound
lanes of Maryland Route 702 Extended from
West Williams Avenue to Homberg Avenue,
to reduce noise impacts on residents of
Country Ridge.

- 1,850 LF of barrier along the northbound
lanes of Maryland Route 702 Extended from
Middleborough Road to West Williams Aven-
ue to reduce noise impacts on residents of
Pebble Creek Apartments.

- 1,630 LF of barrier along the southbound
" lanes of Maryland Route 702 Extended from
south of Homberg Avenue to Mansfield
Road, to reduce noise impacts on the resi-
dents of New Country Ridge.

- 1,500 LF of barrier along the southbound
lanes of Maryland Route 702 Extended from
Mansfield Road to Middleborough Road, to

reduce noise impacts on the residents of
Essexshire Apartments.

- 1,760 LF of barrier along the southbound
lanes of Maryland Route 702 Extended from
Middleborough Road to Hyde Park Avenue,

to reduce noise impacts on the residents
of Hartland Village Apartments.

2. Wetlands

No wetlandlwould be affected by construction of
the Selected Alternate. In addition, care will be taken to
ensure that no adjacent wetland areas would be advefsely im-
pacted by sedimentation or changes in the volume, direction,

or velocity of inflowing water. Therefore, no wetland finding

is required.
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. 3. Floodplains

No areas of encroachment where the considerable
probability of the loss of human life, the likelihood of fu-
ture damage substantial in cost or extent, the disruption of
an emergency or evacuation route, or significant adverse im-
pact on the "natural and beneficial floodplain values" are in-
‘dicated. Adequate design features will be incorporated in the
final design of the Selected Alternate to insure that impacts
on the 100-year floodplain are not significant. Based on the
fact that there is no significant encroachment, a floodplain

finding is not required.

., 4. Air Quality Conformity

This extension of Maryland Route 702 is in an
air quality non-attainment area, which has transportation con-
trol measures in the Maryland State Implementation Plan (SIP).
The Selected Alternate 3C conforms with the SIP because it

comes from a conforming transportation improvement program.

5. Land Use Consistency

Baltimore County's recent efforts to establish
the lower Back River Neck peninsula as a rural low density

‘ _ zone has led to deletion of the planned extension of Maryland

IT1-12
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Route 702 beyond the urbanized portion of the peninsula from
the plans of the Department, the Regional Planning Council
(RPC -the Baltimore Area Metropolitan Planning Organization),
and Baltimore County. Extension of this project beyond its
current terminus would be inconsistent with these plans. The
RPC endorsed this project at their July 17, 1981 meeting (see

RPC memo in Section III).

6. Title VI Concerns

On May 13, 1981, the Deep Creek Village Improve-
ment Association formally‘submitted a complaint alledging dis-
crimination by the State Project Planning Committee against
their community. This community of 122 homes, located west of
the proposed extension of Maryland Route 702, alledged that
they had been.discriminated against on the basis of denial of
access. A copy of their complaint letter, and the finding of
"no probable cause" (letter dated November 3, 1981) are re-

produced on the following pages.
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DEEP CREEK VILLNGE IMPIOVLIENT ASSOCIZITIQN, 1nc.
702 MANSFIELD FOAD
Baltimore, Maryland 21221

May 13, 1981

Mr. James A. Hester, Chief IR ‘
Equal Opportunity Section -t VJ-/IVED
Maryland State Highway Administration

Room 212 WMAY 2 8 1981;
300 West Preston Street _ L
Baltimore, Maryland 21201 E£EO SECTION, SHA

Dear Mr. Hester,

I am writing this letter on behalf of the Deep Creek Village Improvement
Improvement Association, Inc. Jocated in New Country Ridge, Baltimore County,
Essex, Maryland. We are a small commnity consisting of 122 row homes. We
would like to make you aware that our small commnity will be severely affected

by the Proposed Maryland Route 702.

The Association feels that our community may possibly have been discrim-

inated against by the State Project Planning Committee. Our community is made-
up of Blacks, Orientals, and Caucasians, and the adjacent community (0ld Country

Ridge) is predominantly Caucasian. We would like your office to investigate
the possibilities of discrimination on our behalf.

One of our largest areas of concern is that the State is planning to com-
pletely box in our entire commnity. As we understand it from Mr. Honeywell,
the State is planning an exit ramp into our community at the head of Mansfield
Road, but no access out other than around to Middleboro Road. Presently there
is an intersection at Williams Avenue and Mansfield Road, but with the com-
pletion of the Proposed Maryland Route 702 Williams Avernue will be a deadend
street. Thus, our entire commnity, plus the surrounding commnities will be
boxed in, and forced to use Middleboro Road in order to get out of the area.
If Wwilliams Avenue should be deadended, then the predominantly Caucasian
comunity will be given free access to Back River Neck Road and the surround-
ing area businesses. In fact a major bus line is going to be affected by
this proposed road, causing residents of 01d Country Ridge to have to walk
some distance in order to catch a bus. In our case, we don't have the

slightest idea where we would catch a hus.

Frankly, we feel having to travel all around the mulberry bush so to speak,
to get our elementary children to school isn't in the best interests of the
State or County either. Not only are we being cut off from the elementary
school (Mars Estates Elementary School), but also from the local shopping
center (County Ridge). Some members of our community walk there now, but with
the present proposed road, it will become nearly inpossible to walk. Frankly,

i
J 3"
i
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in our cpinion a cross walk does not provide enough safety protection ,f? ;b -
pedestrian on a road with an existing 50 to 55 MPH speed limit. E@@u\\;%
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We would appreciate your investigating the entire matter on our bchalf.
We realize that discrimination happens on a daily basis throughout the world, -
but we don't feel that in our particular case we were ncoessarily dealt with
fairly or unbiased. Perhaps being a small commnity has something to do with
the fact that we are being ignored and not heard during public meetings. It
appears that the Project Planning Committee listens on the surface, but they .
do not really hear our complaints. '

1f you should have any questions, please feel free to contact Mrs. Joan
LaFlame, Chairman of our Stop 702 Committee, at 682-5485.

Sin(x[ej.y'
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ROBERT BRAMAN

President

Deep Creek Village Inmprovement
Association, Inc.




Maryland Department of Jransportation james 1. 0 Dosnel

Secretary

State Highway Aoministration ’ M. S. Caltrider
Administrator

November 3, 1981

Mr. Robert Braman

President

Deep Creek Village Improvement
Association, Inc.

702 Mansfield Road

Baltimore, Maryland 21221

Re: Complaint of Discrimination
Deep Creek Village Inprovement
Association, Inc. versus State
Highway Administration
S.H.A. Number: B-546-151-471
Maryland Route 702 Extended
01d Eastern Avenue to Back River
Neck Road

Dear Mr. Braman:

The investigation into your complaint of discrimination has been completed.

This office finds that there is "no probable cause" to believe that discrim-
ipation under Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 existed in the State

Highway Administration's proposed action to extend Maryland Route 702 imme-

diately adjacent to your community.

Should you disagreée with this finding, be advised that you still have the
right to file a complaint of discrimination with any or all of the following
Federal or State of Maryland agencies:

1. U. S. Department of Justice

2. U.S. Department of Transportation
Federal Highway Administration '

3. Maryland Department of Transportation

You must, however, file your complaint within six months of the date on which
you indicated that the alleged discriminatory act occurred.

My telephone number is 659-1508

o . Bl e Al DTN
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Mr. Robert Braman

Page 2
November 3, 1981

questions as to how this office arrived at its decision,

Should you have any
t me at 659-1508.

feel free to contac
Very truly yours,'

/WCM éﬂ
Marisa L. Lynch
Title VI Officer

MLL/lam )
cc: Mr. James A. Hester

(Certified Mail)




C. List of Commitments for Mitigation Measures

: A detailed sediment control plan will be
developed for this project and stringent-
ly applied during construction. Particu-
lar care will be taken in the vicinity of
Deep Creek and Muddy Gut to prevent damage
to the existing wetlands and aquatic com-
munity. For details, refer to seétion Iv-
G of the Draft EIS reproduced in Part II

of this Final Document.

During final design, a meander will be de-
signed in the relocated portion of a trib-

utary of Deep Creek.

: If éonsidered necessary by the Maryland
Department of Natural Resources, con-
struction at the Deep Creek and/or Muddy
Gut crossings will be avoided from March 1
to June 15 to prevent disturbance to the

spawning activities of anadromous fishes.

Wherever feasible, runoff from the new
roadway will be directed through grassed
swales and other vegetated areas to mini-
mize pollutant 1loads introduced 1into

tributaries of Back River.

I1-14
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Seismic studies will be considered during
design phases to determine if special
measures will be required during con-
striction to prevent damage to homes in
the New Country Ridge Development and
other communities contiguous to thé new

roadway.

The use of an "open-graded" bituminous
roadway surface is likely to be used to
reduce tire generated noise levels.
Noise walls, which will be considered
through the design phase of this project,
are not the preferred choice for noise
control. These measures will be presented
and discussed with residents of adjacent
communities through the final design of
the project. Landscaping will be provid-
ed to shield the communities from the

roadway.

Detailed floodplain anaiysis will be con-
ducted during desigh phases to ensure
that design details at all encroachment
locations minihize potential adverse

impact.

I1-15
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III. COMMENTS & COORDINATION

A. Comments Resulting from Location Public Hearing

At the Location Public Hearing held on December 11,
1980, the need for improvements in the roadway network serving
the Back Rive# Neck Peninsula was reviewed, previous planning
summarized, and Alternates 1 (No-Build), 2 (TSM - Improvements
in Existing Location), 3B and 3C (Improvements in New Loca-
tion) were described and compared. Following this presenta-
tion, comments from the audience were solicited. The follow-
ing comments, written and oral, resulted from the Location

Public Hearing.

-

1. Elected Officials -

No elected officials offered comments at the
Public Hearing. However, during the 1980 annual program tour,

Baltimore County Executive Donald P. Hutchinson stated:

"This project is vital to reduce an awe-
some bottleneck which threatens the safe-
ty and stability of the existing commun-
ity and is critical to the adequate public
facilities section of our growth manage-
ment law."

These comments were repeated at the Public

Hearing by Public Works Director Harry J. Pistel, who spoke

ITI-1



i

support of the Selected Alternate on behalf of the County Ex-
ecutive, the County Council, and the County Legislative dele-
gation. By letter dated January 21, 1981, County Councilman
Norman Lauenstein requested Governor Hughes to accelerate im-
Plementation of the project. Delegate Michael H. Weir sup-
ported Councilman Lauenstein by his letter of January 28,

1981.

2. C(Citizens & Associations -

Comments received from the community indicate
strong support for the extension of Maryland Route 702, with a
- distinct preference for Alternate 3C. Speakers on behalf of
‘the Essex Improvement Association, the Essex/Middle River
Chamber of Commerce, the Make Back River Neck Safe Associa-
tion, Inc., the Essex/Middle River Civic Council (umbrella
group for 26 civic organizations) and individual citizens en-
dorsed Alternate 3C at the Public Hearing. The 702 Committee
acknowledged the need for the extension of Maryland Route 702,
but expressed disappointment that planning is'too short-sight-
ed and unimaginative in not considering a higher grade facil-

ity with better safety features and potential for greater en-

ergy savings.

The Deep Creek Village Improvement Association,

representing the 122 household community of New Country Ridge

ITI-2
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along Mansfield and Seawall Roads, strongly opposed the exten-
sion of Maryland Route 702 in new location. This organization
has submitted several letters to their Federal, State and lo-
cal elected officials and spoken out at all public meetings in
opposition to the new location build alternates. Both opposi-
tion speakers at the December 11, 1980 Public Hearing are res-
idents of New Country Ridge. Mrs. Noland, on behalf of the
Association, cited a number df anticipated severe impacts in-
cluding noise, accessibility, vibration, air pollution, safe-
ty, drainage and water resources; and recommended Alternate 2.
Mrs. Barr described the intrusive nature of similar noise im-
pacts alohg Merritt Boulevard and reiterated community expres-
sions of fear of residential electrical fires induced by vi-
bration from construction equipment and anticipated'traffic.
The distant Harewood Park Community League and a single indi-
vidual sent written endorsement of Alternate 2 as a result of
the Public Hearing. There was no support at the.Public Hear-

ing for the No-Build Alternate.

Five days after the Public Hearing, the Deep
Creek Village Improvement Association submitted a letter, dat-
ed December 16, 1980 to Governor Hughes, enclosing a 175 sig-
nature petition registering opposition to Alternates 3B and
3C. A follow-up letter, dated August 6, 1981, details their
concerns. A copy of this letter is reproduced on the follow-
ing pages, followed by a list of responses to issues raised in

this letter.

ITI-3
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risust 6, (9e)

Vr. wWilliam F. Schnzider, Jr, Chief
Burcau of Project Flarsiing (Room 310)
Ctate Nictey A2ninintytion

707 North Colvert 4 eet

Eeltimore, laryland 21202

Dear Mr. Schneider,

Reference letter, Maryland Department of Transportation, State Highway
r’cninistration, Jure 11, 1981, concerning review of a DRAFT Environmental
Inpact Staterent.

The Deep Creek Village Improvement Associaticn, Inc. has reviewed this
DRAFT Environmental Statement. After rezding this documant very carefully,
it was determined that very little change had been made from the original
study presented in the Fall of 1980. The following specific comments are
keyed to the DRAFT Environmental Statement:

1. Pege S-4, pzragraph b. Enerqy Conservation. Our community finds the
statements concerning fuel economy erroneous. It msy very well be fuel
economical for others using this proposed roadway, but for our entiie corunanity
it will mean en increzse in fuel consumption. The basis for this statement
comes from the fact that we are not being given proper access to and from our
comnunity. We don't consider having to drive all the way around to Middle-
borough Road economical. In addition, parents are driving some small children
to school (Mars Estates Elementary) on a daily basis, and having to go all the
way around is not economical either in our opinion. Also, consider for a
morent that resicdzants living along the right-of-vay will have to use their
air conditicners six months of year, and hest the cther six months. This
will result in lsrge arounts eneigy usage, which is contrery tc all reguests
by the Federzl Covermnment to save energy, not to mention the high cost involved.

2. Pege 1 of 9, Teble 1, we find the statenznt of the estimated speed
init of 60 riles per hour to be extremzly high for a residential zrea. This
€0 riih speed limit is in violation of State and Federal Laws, 1In addition, we
noted the increzse in the projected cost of Alternatives 3B and 3C. we, frankly,
czn not uncerstand the waste of our tix collars for a road that is not warraricd.

3. Page 4 of 9, Tuble 1, (Social Impact contiried), we find the state—
ment concerning the opening of lMensfield Road to Heaberg Pavenve vrhelievable.
bencfield Rezd is not wide cnough for two-wey traf{fic with rarking on Loth
si¢=s of the street. Mcw Goes the State or Federad Goverrnnt opoct traffic
to 1.ove 2leng this street? The treffic will rot Sust Lz Jimited to that of cur
conranity, bot thet of Es:cuchire Gete, Leethenrocd, Hyde Perk, &ni scveral
other epertrent corrlexes Jocated bohind our community.,  The treffic cn the
702 rozc.ey, end the ¢ 22iticnal treffic on Mans{icid Rozd, vill couse a
tremindsus increase in niice &nd &'+ pollution in cur coimanity. 12 6> not
Lilieve wlis to be headthyy or faird
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W, Pege 7 of 9, Tidde 1, (Irjecly Lo fequitde Tl sy, o5 wes poSnted out
in the precentotion proecented ot the Public Leardng in Leciibor 1980, oor ope
munity krnews of the erictconce of ecquatic life In the ctrcim and tvarp Joeitcod
Lehind our connunity,  We find 4t hird to belicve Lhot Lhe Stite hes ignored our
ttatercents of existing scquatic life. Our conunity believes thet the Ecclopicts
need Lo look into the matter a little more closely. In fect there have leen
reported sitings of 2 fermily of Fartridgces living in our coi . nity, 1In iddition
to the pertridges, there are wild geese thet return every yoir in the crea from
time to time. It occurs to us that saving the lives of thecse precious birds is
extremely important to the wildlife of this country, as they seem to be dis-
appearing at an alarming rate.

5. Page II-1, parargreph B, second paregraph, our community pointed out
at the public hearing in Deccerber 1980, there is proper posting of werning
signs, 2s well 2s arple time for indivicduels to slow down to meet the inter-
section et 01d Ezstern Lvenue znd the existing Maryland Route 702. Lccording
to this parsgreph, it is a sucdcden shock to the driver when approzchirg that
traffic light, We quite frenxly find this hard to believe, considering there
is a sign 1 mile from the end of 702, stating that the roedway will end znd to
reduce speed, as well as flashing yellow warning lights as you approach the
Eastern Boulevard exits.

6. Pzge 1I-4, last paragreph on page, after reading this paragraph concern-
ing the.porsible construction cf a 250 car parking lot, we find some of the
facts concerning traffic flow hard to believe. If traffic is predicted to
increase vp to the ycar 2008, wouldn't the construction of the 250 car ride
sharing perking lot deter some of the traffic from using the Maryland Route 702,
thus recucing the necd for the roadway? Frankly, we find the idea of building
this rice sharing parking lot ridiculous. In order to build this parking lot,
the destruction of mzny trees will have to occur, thus leaving the entire area
short on trees. In view of the fazot that trees produce the oxygen that we
breathe, it seems rather harsh to our ccrmunity to lose oxygen from those tieces
in existence now, as well =s hzve the increase in the cir pollution from the
treffic travelling the rozdway. In zddition, these trees will help deter some
of the noise,

7. Fage IV-H, parzgraph 3, this paragraph is involved directly with our
cormmunity. To this paragrzph, we eégein state that our residences zre of
tubstzanderd construction., Ve cefinitely know there will be vibretions, which
will vitirately result in cdemezge to our properties. Vibrztion dermzge is
&ccurm.lative over the time the honmes are subject to vibretion, which in this
cesc vill be contirnuous. Is the State definitely planning to do the Special
Engireering Soils Study menticned in Lhis paregreph? Cur community would also
like to know if we might expect any reinbursement from the State or Federal
Governuent for damapes incurred to cur properties as a result of the con-
stroction.

8. Tcze IV-5, paregrerh 2, our community finds thzt the loss of tex
delleis frem Lhis zrca of an cetinsted $£23,600 significant, considering the <:;
fect Lizt our preperly 4i:des have increzsed, znd in these times of Feceral n
Fudset

cols, thet the County ceces not neced this revonue for its kuczet. /
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9. Pape 1V-7, piragreph 3, we find this particuler paragruph contridiclory,
It iz ctated thut "the treffic volumes predicted ¢long Bzck River Leek Rewd

in the design ycar cre expected to be ncarly identical Lo thone cariently Lefing
expericneed." According to the ebove statenmcnt, if the predicitions for the
year 7008 cre correct, then the increzses in traffic flow are invorreet., This
being true, because the present traffic rates would bLe current in the future as

wel), frein, this secms confusing and contr.iictory,

10. Fage 1V-7, paragraph 5, our community diszgrees with Lhe entire para-
Eraph. VFe believe that Williams Avenue should be left as a me jor intersection.
Putting an off ramp at the head of Vansfield Road will only serve to put a
brezk in the proposed sound barrier, thus allowing more noise to flood the
area. In addition, it will be located in close proximity to the apartments in
Eccexshire Gate, as well as the first group of houses in our community, thus
csusing very uncomfortable conditions for the residents. If you can open up
for a ramp, then you certainly can open up for an intersection,

11, Comments concerning Chapter IV.E. Air Quality Impacts, pzge IV-8. This
chapter is incomplete in that it only addresses Carbon Monoxide (CO), ignoring
such important factors as those listed below., No statement is shown which
indicates that pollution levels will be maintained at specified levels.
“Guestimates" as to actual CO levels zre of fered.

.a. Ozone, which will peak from end simultaneously with pezk traffic,
ernd all other causes, at about 3 FM. (The entire area peaks a2t this time
of day due to the effect the sunlight hes in breaking down various pollutants
in the atmosphere.) This problem will be compounded by stagnant zir and
&ir inversion comuon to the area.

b. Oxides of Nitrogen (NOX). Again the sunlight plays a major role in
the production of this extremely hazardous material, and it is not zddressed

in the referenced docuent.

c. Perticvlzte latter. Another pcllutant not zddressed, This material
ranges from send, dust, dirt to rurber from vehicular tires, cargo overspill
frem trucks, ard oils, ete. This raterizl will result in dust zccurulating
very rapidly in the hLomes in the area. Tlc homes need not be close to the
hizlvey to expericnce this effect, HKHowever, ihe cleser the hoies zre to the
hilhway, the grezter will be the settling of the microscopic dust, wvhich will
peircete the srzllecst openings in the cuter walls znd windows,

d. Paragraph, the third, rzge 1V-8, concerning €O Lnalysis, it appesrs
to be btesed upen the Faryland Mctor Vehicle Inspection Lew, which will not take
e fect in the forcsceable future Leceuse 3511 Federzl funcing hzs tecn rersved.
This invalidctes the entire giucy! It is coubtiful if it will cver be imple-
rented; therefore, this rereereph is invalid, 1t ' oylgd be borne in mind that
the Federal Stenderds, ceneerning aeterobile pellurien have bc:n riviced -
covnuerd - since Mo Foogan teok office, rwaning thzt cars will ¢ ~llcwved Lo
pellute rore.
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¢. Tevipe Dirponal, AL prerent Baltivore City opcrutes two (2) Lri ¢ (;’
clrpocal plantin: one ct Vigners Foint, on the Westorn Shore of the Patapcco
Piver (Fast Brocvlyn) ind the other ot Lack River (Esscey). Ln cyponcion of
the Buck kiver Flant or a oceparate ficility 4o plinned in the not too distent
fvivre. A ncw site is favored farther cut on the "Peninzulas", in order.to Live
tTvenlage of a greaster weter flow in the Checspeike Boy., One hundred nincty
rillion (190,000,000) gallons of wacie #s procecscd per duy z{ the Back River
Plent 2lone, and this site lacks the clezr weler flow Lo cerry end dicperce the
effluent. Therefore, the fevored vicw is establishing a facility on the
Chesepeake, The stitement just preconted is not in conconance with the
establishment of a Kings Dominion type park, as has been reported. It does,
hosever, fit into plans for moving more population onto the peninsula, i.e.,
tuilding rmore homes. Building the homes creates the need for both highways
and sewage disposal plants,

-

f. Heavy Metals., The problem of heavy metals, both air borne and water
borne, is not zddressed. (The Back River sludge is ¥nown to contain fairly
lerge amounts of heavy m2tals. Bzltimore City hes difficulty in finding
dumping areas willing to zccept their sludge beczuse of this.)

13. Comments concerning Chapter IV.F. Noise Impact, page IV-13,

a. The sound level, that those living near the right-of-way are c:pccted
to tolerate is 10 dB too high (source: Sound System Engineering, by Dcneald
and Cerolyn Davis, Howard W. Sens & Company, Inc., New York, 2d Edition,
1976, Inclosure 1. This refer::ce reccmmends 60 dBA for highways, not the 70
dBA shown as adequate in the Environmental Statement.)

b. It seems more than interesting that the use of noise barriers is not
isted zs one of the zlternztives, which mezns that it will not be incumbent
vpen the State to put them in! It means little that the document addresses
noise levels with znd without barriers. It is not clearly stated zs bincding in
any alternative,

c. The control of heavy vchicles is not listed among or within any
2)ternztive; therefore, this fzlls irlo tie Teyewash” categcry. Nothing is
geic of motoreycles, meny of which appeer to lzck mufflers.

d. V¥hy was rot the section of Ferylend Route 702 between Marlyn Avenue
earnd Stemsers Run Junior High School icentified for the zcoustical study? 1t
would ezppear thet the results slong this route would nore closely approximzte
tke study area.

14, Page IV-20, psragreph 4, since our community is built on a swerp end
currently experiences flooding problems during extensive rain storms, it can
cnly be concluded that we will experience zdditionzl flooding conditions with
the constructicn of this road. The zdciticnal flocding will czuse advairse
effects on cur entire commnity.
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15. Pege IV=21, peregriph I, it i the opinicen of thin corundty and sever i)
~thors that «we have tilked with, thet the wetlands Jecote behind our community
Vi)l cCefinitaly be &ffceted by the run-off from the rcecvay.  This run-off will
ciuse additional pollutants to the elrezdy polluted wcter. zrnd would not help
to clcan up the presently polluted weter, which ic 2 nzjor concern of the

Ecologists,

hfter cereful scrutiny of the Environmental Statement, we find it to be
inconplete, =nd it does not 1list several important factors as viable options,
such as noise barriers; and/or State acquisition of properties adjacent to the
roadway. It is one thing to address znd mention noise barriers, and quite
enother to present their use zs a real alternative to noise problems, 1t
should be noted here that in our presentztion at the Public Hearing in December
1980, we pointed out that the Air Quality Statement portion of the Environmental
Stetement wes incomplcte., Thus, it épreers that the State hes ignored agein our

cerments.

In zddition, our community has had an electronics engineer rewiew the
Environmental Statement for completeness. Keeping in mind this individual
is strictly neutral in this situation, his conclusion was basically the same
as ours. He further suvggested that Llternatives 3B 2nd 3C would be completely
unbezrable to the resident's of our cormunity, as well zs to the residents
of 0ld Country Ridge living zlong Southezstern Terrzce znd Essexshire Gate - ‘
frertnents elong the preposed road site.

On the bzsis of the 2bove conclusion thet the study is incomplete, it is
recorended that the State present a rore corplete stalement of environmental
impsct on such things =as Ozone, NOX, particulate mztter, etc. Our community
would also be interested in the proposed new sewage system that may be planned
for our area, which will definitely present long term impact on the air and
water quality of the creca. Further, it is reccmazrded that if the Stete
tuilds the rozd, thst they be bovnd to erect noise “#rriers zlong the right-cf-
way, or similer stztenents binding the Stzte to purchzce 211 the properties
gijzoent to Lthe right-of-wvay, extending zt least 150 fcet on either side of

C—“—\.u

the propcsed rozcizy, due to the cxcessive noise ernd zir pollution levels,
vhich will result.

It is also recomuended that the Stzte re-run the zcoustical study with
a site a2long the Marylznd Route 702 betveen Harlyn Averuve znd Stemmers Run
Jurnior High School. This is suggested s 2 more apprepriate location than
Lthe cne used in Dundalk.

It iz further sugpested that the Ervironmental Stezterent be re—done with-
out considireticn of the laryland Annuzl Vehicle Inspcotion Law, cue to the
Yiok cf Federel funds, &5 explrined ecrlier, This steteront helds true for
the relared Fedoral zuterabit. pedlutien stonderds new in effect. IU is fclt

thit vithest the inpact of U0 te (o Livcs, 2ife 7311 bto vilenrzble éluong the .
right-sf-weoy., The forcreing is the 1ercen viy Ahis ermmenitly feels & NO BUILD
or VIitNlLG OF EXASTING LIS nre beotier elesnalives, beczuse towns slow up
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troffic, vhich yeducer noive wnd dirplaces pellution iouy 0 Lo idont el
areint Ao, buciness arcos are neiser enyway, and they (oo .1y quict down
aftor Yooiness lours,

Ve trust thot a conplete review of these stetanont 011 Le connidired when

evoluzting this Environmental Stetencnt, end the necerniry eotion taken, If
there zre eny quections concerning this rctiler, j2unee feel free to contuct
Mrs. Joan LaFlame zt €B2-5485,

Respectfully,

' ,;i{ﬂ &

/\ C [f A)/L.(« A rin
1 Enclosure ' ROBERT BRAMAN i
As Steted President

Deep Creek Village Irnprovement
kcsociation, Ine.

Copies furnished:

The Honorable Harry Hughes, Governor, State of Maryland

The Honorable Clarence D. Long, Maryland State Congressran ,

The Honorable Donald Hutchinson, Bzltimore County Executive

lir. Donald Honeywell, State Highwey Administraticn Q:D
Kr. M. S. Cezltrider, Acdministrator, Stete Higinzy LZrministreticn

Mr. Emil Elinsky, Federal Highway £c¢ministration



Response to Deep Creek Village

fmprovement Association's letter dated Augnst 6, 1981

|
Sec Section 1V-P, Encrgy Usage, page IV-26 thru 28. The energy/
fuel economy analysis was undertaken for a composite of all
vehicles using Back River Neck Road and/or Maryland Route 702
Extended within the study area. Consequenccs of the proposed
action would occur at dJdifferent rates to diffcrent groups and
are, in effect, an overall comparison to the No-Build. The worst
casc situation in terms of community accessibility occurs when
the only direct conncction between the New Country Ridge subdivi-
sion and Maryland 702 LExtended consists of an off ramp from the
southhound roadway into Mans{icld Roud. Tor the Deep Crecck Vil-
lage community, round-trip fnel usage for all traffic to and
from Maryland Route 702 north of Bastern Boulecvard would be
slTightly more than today's route via Back River Neck Road cven though
traffic from Maryland Route 702 southbound would have direct access
into the community. llowever, round-trip travel times -would be
less using the proposed highwav. For trips to and from Back River
Neck Road, trip length, time and, conscquently, fucl usage would
be higher for Alternate 3C than with the No-Build or with Alter-
nate 2.

With regard to school trips to Mars Estates Llementary School,
coordination with the Baltimorc County Board of Education has .
indicated that at the time of highway construction (1988#+), the

schools in operation, public school enrollment and school bus

routes arc matters of speculation. Elementary students may be
re-assigned to other schools to avoid crossing Maryland Route

702 Extended, or for other good and sufficient tcasons.

Although noisc levels would incrcase as a result of the proposed
action (Alternate 3C), residents would not have to resort to a
closed-window existence (i.c¢., air-conditioners in the summer).
leat usage would be unaffected.

Table 1, vefers to "Design Specd', a speed selected for design

and correclation of the physical teatures of the highway. Tor
safety reasons highwavs are usually designed for a speed 10 MPH
greater than the anticipated posted speced. 1In this case, reduc-
tion of the design speed would not result in revision of horizon-
tal or vertical geometrics which arve major influences upon project
cost uor would social impacts be substantially reduced. The posted
speed limit for this roadway would probably be 45 or 50 MPH. The
design speed of Marvland Route 702 north of Lastern Boulevard is

T0 MPH, with a posted speed limit of 55 MPH,
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We agree. As indicated on pages III-8 and I1V-2 thru 4, the
extension of Mansfield Road to East Homberg Avenue is one of
several options previously considered to provide adequate community
accessibility. The selected action does not include the exten-
sion of Mansfield Road, just a sidewalk for pedestrian traffic.

The selected action is not expected to significantly increase
traffic volumes on Mansfield Road.

See pages IV-19 and 20, and IV-24 thru 26. This project will not
impact any wetland since SHA 1is committed to stringent appli-
cation of a sediment control plan, particularly in the vicinity
of Deep Creek and Muddy Gut ''to prevent damage to the existing
wetlands and aquatic community'". Other commitments will include
reconstruction of the relocated portion of Deep Creek with a
meander, avoiding construction activities at Deep Creek and Muddy
Gut crossings during anadromous fish runs, and directing roadway
runnoff through grassed swales and other vegetated areas to mini-
mize introduction of pollutants into tributaries of Back River.

The deposition rate of most roadway-related pollutants is a func-
tion of "axle-miles" traveled. Because the total number of axle
miles of travel in the Peninsula is not expected to significantly
vary in the design year between the No-Build and Alternates 3B/3C,
total roadway-related pollutants are not anticipated to increase
with Alternates 3B/3C. In comparison to today's levels, future
levels of roadway pollutants are anticipated to increase regard-
less of alternate selected. The quantity of roadway runoff con-
taining water borne heavy metals is not significant.

We have carefully evaluated this project and have found that it
would have no affect on any area used by migrating or wintering
geese, unless they forage occasionally in the portion of the pro-
posed right of way now being farmed. If so, the geese will probably
move into adjacent farmland, and will not be intimidated by the

new roadway. Likewise, the "partridges" (probably Quail) will move
to adjacent oldfield habitat or brushland, which is abundant in this
area and provides good habitat for this species.

The wooded areas within the study area do not support wildlife
populations of importance and their loss from the study area

would not significantly alter the existing ecosystem. It should
be noted that all of these unimproved areas are zoned for com-
mercial or residential development and, even if the No-Build alter-
nate were selected, conversion to development would be expected.
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Although there are advance signs for the termination of Maryland
Route 702 at 01d Eastern Avenue, the accident history at this
intersection would seem to attest to unexpected conditions at
the cited intersection. '

The 250-space parking lot has been excluded from the selected
alternate.

Special engineering soils studies are not crucial to the selection
of locational alternates on the basis of a considered opinion
that vibration from construction and operational phases are not
expected to significantly accelerate deterioration of adjacent
residences. Decisions as to the warrants for special engineering
s0ils studies will be rendered during the subsequent design
phases when more definitive soils information becomes available.
Also, during the final design phase consideration will be given
as appropriate to including special provisions in the contract
documents specifying preconstruction inspection procedures and
responsibility for possible damages.

Thanks for your comment - no response required.

The traffic volumes predicted for the year 2008 along Back River
Neck Road are for Back River Neck Road only, and are estimated to
be approximately equal to today's traffic volume. As stated in .
the cited paragraph, total corridor traffic predicted on the
Peninsula in the design year '"is expected to be evenly divided
between existing Back River Neck Road and the extension of Mary-
land Route 702'". Thus, Maryland Route 702 is predicted to also
carry about the same volume of traffic during the design year as
Back River Neck Road does today. In other words, total corridor
traffic volumes are predicted to nearly double. If Maryland Route
702 is not extended, traffic volumes would double along Back River
Neck Road resulting in significantly aggravated congestion.

See pages III-8, IV-2, and IV-26 to 28. The issue at the inter-
section of Alternate 3 and West Williams Avenue/Mansfield Road

is safety for both motorists and pedestrians. Placing a single
right turn lane at this location in conjunction with a pedestrian
crossing, and not opening the median for a full intersection,
would provide optimum traffic service and pedestrian safety while
maintaining some local access. In addition,. the closure of this
crossing is strongly supported by residents and community
associations east of the project, and was included in the original
plans and right-of-way reservation for this highway. Optional
methods of accommodating pedestrians are discussed in this FEIS
on page II-6. See SHA response #13 for noise impacts at access
points.
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As stated in the DEIS pages IV-11 to 12, regional pollutants such
as hydrocarbons, oxides of nitrogen and precursers of photochemical
oxidants are addressed through the regional planning process to
ensure that air quality considerations are adequately addressed.
No air quality standards have been established for transportation
related particulates. (Probable construction phase episodes of
particulate pollution and standardized mitigation measures are
addressed on page IV-13.) Only carbon monoxide (CO), a localized
pollutant, is quantitatively analyzed to determine air quality
impacts from the proposed project. Predicted €O levels have been
modelled bascd on current state-of-the-art methodologies and
compared to State and National Air Quality Standards. These
standards were cstablished to protect the health and welfare of
the vulnerable segment of the popnlation. As stated on pages [V-
10 to 12, no violation of these standavds are predicted to occur
as - a result of this project.

The mandatory phasc of the Maryland Motor Vehicle Imissions Inspec-
tion Program (VEIP) is proposcd for implementation on January 1,
1985.  No changes in the scheduled implementation have occured to
date.

c. Not project related. Thank vou for your comment.
t. See response 4 for water horne pollutants.

Recent research has been conducted by the U.S. DOT/IFHWA on risks
associated with vehicular emissions of lecad (Pb) which is the
principle transportation related airborne hecavy metal pollutant.
This research ("A Illighway Microscale Lead Analvsis' by J. R.
Chaves and P. Hatzi, April, 1981) has found that lead is not a
threat to public health and welfare.  The Mavvland Department of
Health and Mental ilvgicene has concurrved in the findings of this
rescarch.,

Noise Analvsis, Section 1V-F

a.  While "tolerable" noise levels are clearly a subjective
and debatable issue, Federal regulations specify a 70
dBA noisc level for residential properties adjucent to
highway projects. This Federal Design Noise lLevel applies
te all federally-funded highway projects.

h. As stated on pages 1V-17 and IV-18, noisc barriers ave listed
as an alternate mitigation strategy to be cvaluated during
subscquent design phases.  The integrity of noise barriers is
best preserved when the number and size of openings (required
at access points) are kept to an absolute minimum.  The trade
of { which must be cvaluated at uany potential access point is
community accessibility versns the integrity of the noise miti-
gation neasure., In this case, basced on community comments, the
Project Planning Team decided that an opening in a potential
noise barrter at Mans{ield Road was warranted on behalf of
accessibility.  Residents along Williams Avenue have consis-
tently objected to any connection of their street to Marvland
Route 702 thus facilitating continuity of potential barriers
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on their side of the proposed highway. Other Strategies
to mitigate noise impacts have also becen identified.
Becanse of the controversial nature of noise barriers in
general, the only commitment that can be made at this
tiwme is that noise barriers will he considered together
with other strategies as a part of this highway construc-
tion, and further coordination will be carried out with
effected comnunities during the final design phase.

@]

The prohibition of hcavy trucks was discussed as a noise
control measure on page IV-16. After further consideration
it is recommended that hcavy trucks be prohibited along

the extension of Maryland Route 702 between approximately

7 PM and 7 AM, subject to [ield verification and subsequent
adjustment.

d. As cited in footnote 1 on page IV-14, a noise sampling
study was made along Merritt Boulevard (Baltimore County,
Maryland) near the Dundalk Community College. This loca-
tion was selected because its existing traffic volumes
closely approximate the design year traffic on Alternate
5, the cross-scction of Merritt Boulevard and the rela-
tive location of adjacent two-story brick group homes are
nearly identical to Alternate 3 through the New Country
Ridge Community, and it is located closc enough to the .
study area to he familiar to study area residents. The
location along existing Maryland Route 702 requested by
the Association has none of the similarities and would
not constitute an appropriate validation test.

14, Construction of the sclected action would not worscn the existing
flooding conditions. All highway-related drainage would be
designed to minimize any potentially adverse impacts. Construc-
tion of the project may reducc overall flooding potential.

15. See SHA response No. 4.

Page 5, Paragraph 4

This Project Planning study and the veporting of findings in the
DELIS has been performed in accordance with all Federal and State laws
and regulations and is adequate to support selection of the proposed
action. ALl commitments which are feasiblce and proper have heen
included in the selected action. The question of a commitment to
construction of noise barrviers is addressed in responsce #13, preceeding.
The SHA lacks both legislative authority and finauncial means to pur-
chase properties not required for highway usc.




3. Agencies -

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement was
circulated in June, 1981 to all agencies listed in Section
IV.1 Agencies that submitted comments are identified in the
following table along with a summary or pertinent quote taken
from their response. Following the table are copies of all
response letters, arranged in chronological order. Added to
these copies, where appropriate, are comments or references to
the sections of this Final EIS that deal with questions, com-
ments, or suggestions provided by the reviewing agency.

{

Also included in this section, to compléte the
record of recent coordination, is a Memorandum of the August
19, 1981 Quarterly Inter-Agency Review Meeting held by the
State Highway Administration, and attended by U. S. Fish &
Wildlife Service, National Park Service, EPA, Army Corps of

Engineers, Federal Highway Administration and the Maryland

Water Resources Administration.

1 As noted in the previous section, the Draft Document was
originally circulated in September, 1980 as an Environmen-
tal Assessment. Only one comment letter was received as a
result of that Document. That letter (Baltimore County
Department of Public Works, dated November 28, 1980) is
included in the following 1list.

III-4



DATE

SOURCE

COMMENTS

11/28/801

6/24/81

6/24/81

6/24/81

6/24/81

6/30/81

Baltimore County
Department of Public
Works

Baltimore County
Assistant to County
Administrative Officer

Baltimore County
5th District Councilman

Baltimore County
Director of Public Works

Baltimore County,
Office of Planning &
Zoning

U. S. Coast Guard

1 This letter was submitted

Substantial comments on Draft
EIS, but no clear alternate
preference stated; noted that
"improvements proposed under
Alternate 2 do 1little, if
anything, to improve existing
conditions....".

"This project 1is consistent
with or contributes to the
fulfillment of local compre-
hensive plans, goals and ob-
jectives."

"This project is consistent
with or contributes to the
fulfillment of local compre-
hensive plans, goals and ob-
jectives."

"This project 1is consistent
with or contributes to the
fulfillment of local compre-
hensive plans, goals and ob-
jectives."

"This project 1is consistent
with or contributes to the
fulfillment of local compre-
hensive plans, goals and ob-
jectives."

"A Coast Guard Permit will
not be required for the proj-
ect."

in response to original circulation

of the Environmental Document for this project as an Environ-
mental Assessment in September of 1980.

ITI-5




DATE

SOURCE

COMMENTS

6/30/81

7/ 1/81

7/ 6/81

7/ 7/81

7/ 8/81

Maryland Department of
Natural Resources, Tide-
water Administration,
Tidal Fisheries Div.

RESPONSE ......

Maryland Department of
Health & Mental Hygiene

Maryland Department of
Natural Resources, Tide-
water Administration,
Coastal Resources Div.

Maryland Department of
State Planning

Baltimore County Depart-
ment of Public Works

III-6

"From the acuatic habitat
standpoint, Alternatives 1 &
2 are preferable to 3B, which
is preferable to 3C."

The selection of an alternate
is a function of many con-
cerns, including aquatic hab-
itat. While Alternate 3C was
chosen because it best satis-
fies traffic capacity and
safety objectives, mitigation
for potential adverse aquatic
impacts is also recommended.
See Section I1II-D.

Agency stated that "the proj-
ect is not inconsistent with
this agency's plans, pro-
grams or objectives", but
pointed out the need for
"conscientious effort to min-
imize pollution from runoff".

"TPhe Tidewater Administration
has reviewed the referenced
document and finds that the
project is not inconsistent
with the objectives of this
agency."

"For the protection of chil-
dren attending Mars Estates
Elementary Scheol, Alternate
3 would seem to be clearly
preferable over alternates
generating higher county con-
centrations at the school
site."

Editorial comments only,  no
alternate preference stated
(see letter dated 11/28/80).
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DATE SOURCE COMMENTS
7/13/81 Maryland Department of "Having reviewed the various
, Natural Resources, alternatives, 1it's apparent
Wildlife Administration that none of them will sig-
- nificantly impact wildlife."

7/13/81 U. S. Department of Com- "Provided strict sediment
merce, National Marine control measures are enforc-
Fisheries Service ed, the project alternatives

should not significantly af-
fect resources for which the
National Marine Fisheries
Service has responsibility."”
RESPONSE ...... Strict sediment control meas-
ures will be included with
Alternate 3C.
1/13/81 g;aﬁépg§€:§§2§nto?gice "We have no specific comments
14 "
of Environment and to offer on the statement.
Safety

7/17/81 Regional Planning "The Transportation Steering

Council Committee considered this
project at its July 17, 1981
meeting and recommended en-
dorsement.”

7/20/81 Maryland Department of "From the Watershed Permits
Natural Resources, Water Division perspective alterna-
Resources Administration, tive 2 is preferred."”
Watershed Permits

"Alternate 3B would be pre-
ferred over Alternate 3C."
RESPONSE ...... See Section II-D and response
to MDNR letter of June 30,
1981.
7/22/81 U. S. Department of Editorial comments only, no

Agriculture, Forest
Service

ITI-7

alternate preference stated.




DATE

SOURCE

51

COMMENTS

7/30/81

8/10/81

8/11/81

8/19/81

8/19/81

U. S. Army Corps of
Engineers

U. S. Environmental
Protection Agency

RESPONSE ......

U. S. Department of the
Interior, Office of En-
vironmental Project
Review

U. S. Department of Hous-
ing & Urban Development

RESmNSE ® & & & 0@

SHA Quarterly Inter-
Agency Review Meeting

I11-8

Letter discusses applicabil-
ity of Section 404 Permits,
but states no zlternate pref-
erence.

Gave Draft EIS an acceptable
classification and requested
that SHA "include a more com-
plete description” of culvert
and channelization work in
Deep Creek.

See Section I1II-D.

No alternate preference stat-
ed.

No alternate preference giv-
en. HUD endorsed the use of
noise barriers and requested
additional discussion of vis-
ual impacts.

Subsequent review of the wall
type noise barriers has det-
ermined they may not be cost
effective based on a compari-
son of the noise reduction
achieved and the cost of the
barriers. The technique that
is more likely to be used is
an "open-graded" bituminous
roadway surface. Landscaping
would be provided to shield
the communitiecs from the
roadway. Coordination will
continue with the affected
property owners through final
design to discuss specific
noise mitigation techniques.

See Summary for 1list of at-
tendees and points discussed.
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November 28, 1980

Mr, William F, Schneider, Jr,, chief
Bureau of Project Planning

State Highway Administratjop

300 West Preston Street - Room 404

Baltimore, Maryland 21201

Re: Environmental Assessment
. Maryland Route 702 Extended
Essex, Baltimore County, Maryland

Dear Mr, Schneider:

which was transmitted to the Department of Public Works by the October 29,
1980 letter from Hal Kassoff, Comments from other departments of Baltimore
County will be transmitted Separately. Comments of the Department of
Public Works are as follows;

1. We note that you have included a letter dated August 28, 1979 from
County Executive Donald P. Hutchinson to Maryland Department of
Transportation Secretary James J, 0'Donnell in which the County
Executive recommends what has come to be known as Alternates 3B or
3C and states that the road project is urgently needed.. We further
note that you have stateg (p.I-12) that Maryland Route 702 Extended
in new location (Alternate 3B or 3C) is recommended as an immediate °
element of Baltimore‘County's.Adopted Master Plan. The Environmental
Assessment makeg it clear that the improvements proposed under Alter-
nate 2 do little, if anything, to improve existing conditions along
the segment of Back River Neck Road from 014 Eastern Avenue to Hyde

Park Road, -

2. On p.III-10 you explain that "iocalized improvements to County
facilities are not presented in this document,® If Alternate 3B or
3C is selected, intersecting County roads will require improvement
in their approaches to Maryland Route 702 Extended. We understand
that our desired paving widths and typical sections for such roads
will be considered when the pProject design phase proceeds.

. 3. On p.III-10 you state that "as a part of Alternate 3C, other existing

County roadways (such ag Back, River "Neck Road) may be widened by
Baltimore County.” We will be willing to consider some improvements

... ., .



Mr. William F. Schneider, Jr. . ‘

(J QL 55

// . Page TWO
November 26, 1980

4.

5.

6.

Recent policy

. changes prevent
consideration of
such lots by the

to Back River Neck Road as plans for the Maryland Route 702
Extension advance to the construction stage. However, Baltimore
County has no plans or funds for amy work on Back River Neck Road
widening in the foresecable future.

We fully support your intention to improve the existing grade on
Maryland Route 702 approaching the Old Eastern Avenue intersection.
However, we believe that this can be attained with acceptable vertical
curve geometry and sight distance without raising the elevation at
0ld Eastern Avenue as severely as the three feet stated on p.I1II-7.
We request that any reference to the specific amount of £ill be
deleted from the Environmental Assessment and all possible considera=
tion be given to properties along Old Eastern Avenue.

We request that an additional pedestrian Access Alternative for the
proposed closing of the existing williams Avenue/Mansfield Road
crossover be detailed to accompany the three set forth on pps.Iv-3

and IV-4. In the event that it is decided not to extend Mansfield

Road as a vehicular roadway, an alternative consideration should be

the construction of a sidewalk only, from the end of existing Mansfie].
Road northerly to East Homberg Avenue adjacent to Maryland Route 702
Extended. ‘This would provide pedestrian access from the New Country
Ridge development to the north and east without intensifying vehicular
traffic and its resultant complications for parking along Mansfield

Road,

The October 29, 1980 letter from Hal Kassoff transmitting the Environ=-
mental Assessment states that "the alternate fringe parking lots
shown in the enclosed Environmental Assessment are no longer under
consideration in the Project Planning Study.” We request that the |
statement be reworded to permit further consideration of such lots
vhen the project design is undertaken and urge that the descriptions

SHA at this time. yp4 penefits of the fringe parking lots be retained in the document.

vVery truly_yourgfﬁ'

/ﬂ ”‘?ft/
) —4;:;/;:-4» /,‘::'-/,%

—/(/, ol v

ey J, PISTEL, P. E.
pDirector, Department of Public Works

HJIP:1SP:hh

ccC

crm. ® -
="

The Honorable Donald P. Hutchinson
Mr. Norman E. Gerber )

Mr, Stephen E. Collins . ‘
Mr, Johr: J. Trenner -
Mr. I. Scott Poehlman
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Aeristunt to County Adninirtrgtive
officer b & P Yocting: 7/10/81
Mczzanine, 01d Court Housc RP C Yecting: 7/24/81
Towson, Maryland 21204
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CMESE Feview Cycle (up to €0 deye)
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SURBJECT: = REFERRAL COORDINLTOR REVIEW SUMALEY O/)/ 2
Y4
e, AL
Lpplicent: REFERRAL SOURCE: Dept. of”State Plganing,,
& o T
4
Project: Draft EIS - Maryland Route 2(’29:tendedu /%

R & R File No.: 81-180

Comments Should be Retummed By: July 8, 1981

Tnis project bas been forwarded to the following local depertments or mgencies
(Check appropriate blenks and attach comments from the reviewing agencies):

Planning ' Pudblic Works

Environmental Protection Baman Relations

Others (specify)

- ‘TURISDICTION 'S COMMENTS

Check One
This jurisdiction bas no comrents on this particular project.
This project is consistent with or contributes to the fulfillment
I of local comprehensive plans, goals &nd objectives.

This project raises problems concerning incompetidility with locel
pPlans, or intergovernmental, environmental or civil rights issues
and a meeting with the epplicant is requested (attach comments).

This project raises problems conceming incompatibility with local
plans, or intergovernmental, environmentsl or civil rights issues,
however, & meeting with the gpplicant is not requested (attach comments).

_ This project is generally corneistent with locael plans, but quelifying
coxzents are necessary (attach comments).

FETURS TO: Signature %f}m

Cocxrdinetor, Metropoliten Clesringhouse (L»A
Fegional Flenning Council Title Txm

2225 N. Cherles Sireet ,
‘alt.unore, Ysrylend 21218 Leencyl ,)M j;f y;

Date




Teic: June 24, 1981

.'J\)x Ms. Honora M. Freeman
Ascistant to County Administrstive
Office
Mezzanine, 0l1d Court House
Towson, Maryland 21204

ETBJECT: PRWECT NOTIFICATION FEVIEW
Applicant: REFERRAL SOURCE: Dept. of State Planning

Project: Draft EIS - Maryland Route 702 Extended

R & R File No.: 81-180

Comments Should be Retumned By: July 8, 1981

Chec): One L

Thigs agency bes no comwents on this particuler project.

This project is coneietent with or contributes to the fulfillment
of local cozprebensive plans, goals and objectives.

Trnie joroject raises issues concerning incozpatibility with local
plane or intergovernmental problens end a meeting with the epplicent
is recuested (Specify below§

Ll

or intergovernrcentel problems, however, & meeting with the applicent
is not requested (Specify below).

Tnis project it generally consistent with local plans, but quslifying
cozments are necessary (Specify below). :

Comrents

Trig project reises issues concerning incompatibility with locel plans

o
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Petes June 24, 1981

TO: Ms. Honors Y. Frecman
Assistant to County Adzinistrative

Office
Mczzanine, 01d Court Rouse
Towson, Maryland 21204 Tl

SUBJECT: PROJECT NOTIFICATION EREVIEW
Lpplicents REFERRAL SOURCE: Dept. of State Planning
Project: praft EIS - Maryland Route 7C2 Extended

R & R File No.: 1.180
Cozments Ebould be Returned By: July 8, 1981 -

Cbeck One
This egency b&s no comvents on this particuler project.

mig project is congistent with or cortritutes to the fulfiliment
of lccel corprebensive plans, goels and objectives. -

. Tnis project raiees issues concerning incompatidility vith local
plens or intergovermoental groﬁle:s end 8 peeting with the eprlicent

i requested (Specify dbelow).

This project rsises 1Esues concerning incompetibility with local plans
or intergovernoentel prodlezs, however, & peeting wvith the applicant

16 not requested (Specify belov).

This project 18 generally corsistent with local plens, but qualifying
comments are necessary (Specify below).

Co=2e=nit

RETORY TO 10CAL EEFERRAL COORDINATOR

s:agna{mé 2; A é/Q( ,ékf(' -

LD LBOTE -
Title ’[211
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Dates June 24, 1981

T0: ¥s. Honors ¥, Freezan
Assistant to County Adninictrative
Office -
Yezzanine, 01d Court House
Towson, Maryland 217204

SUBJECT: PROJECT ROTIFICLTION FEVIEW
Lpplicantz REFERRAL SOURCE: Dept. of State Planning
Project: praft EIS - Maryland Route 702 Extended
R & R File No.: 81-180

Cozments fhould be Returned By: July 8, 1981

Cpezk One

S ——

This egency bas no comments on this perticuler project.

\ Tnie project is coneistent wvith or contributes to the mlfillment
of locel comprebensive plans, eoels and objectives.

mnie project reises isgues conceIrning i.nco:npatibility with local
plans ©T in‘tergovem::ental problexE and a ceeting vith the applicant

ie recuected (specify below).

This project reises isBues concerning incox:pati‘bility with local plens
_ oT intergovermnental prodblens, however, 8 peeting with the applicant
{e pot requested (Specify below).

m~is project 1g generslly coneistent wvith local plens, ut qualifyins
coments &are riecescary (specify below). :

Corzents

e =

————

¥ETIE TO 10CAL EEFERRAL COOFDIIATOR
RLMED ABOVE




MAILING ADDRLSS:
UNITED STATES COAST GUARD commanuc (0aN)
FIFTH COALT GUARD DISTRICY
FEDERAL DUILDING
43 CHAWFORD STREET
PORTSMOUTH. VA 23708

16591
30 June 1981

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
B

Mr. William F. Schneider, Jr., Chief
Bureau of Project Planning (Room 310)
State Highway Administration

707 North Calvert Street

Baltimore, Maryland 21202

Dear Mr. Schneider:

This letter is in response to your request of June 11, 1981, *or comments
concerning the proposed extension of Maryland route 702 along Back River Neck.

The proposed alternates of the project, as described in the draft
environmental impact statement do not demostrate a case for Coast Guard
jurisdiction. The proposed stream crossings are non-navigable for bridge
permitting purposes. A Coast Guard permit will not be required for the

project.

. D. BUPER

Captadn, U. S. Coast Guard
Chief, Aids to Navigation Branch
By direction of the Commander
Fifth Coast Guard District
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Patapsco drainage -

This project EIS considers four alternatives to upgrading traffic service
to the Back River Neck area via Maryland Route 702. Alternatives way be divided
into two general groups with regard to aquatic impacts. Alternatives 1 & 2 would
present virtually no new impact while alternatives 38 and 3C will réquire some
ctream rezlignment. Streams which would be impacted are relatively degraded however
they are tributary to Muddy Gut and Deep Creek which have supported anadromous fish
runs. Kajor construction associated impacts to the aquatic environment can be
ayoided by prohibiting instream construction from 1 March to 15 June and stringent
implementation of sediment control practices.F%om she zquatic hzbitat standpoint
Alternatives 1 § 2 are preferable to a8 which is preferable to 3C.

These commeﬁts were prepared by Steve Early, Tidal Fisheries Division.

WpJ/SE/pah

These suggestions are
included in the list of
) Commitments for Mitigation
» Measures, See section II €



Dater July 1, 1981 . llo

~aryland Department of State Planning
tate Office Building

301 West Preston Street

Baltimore, Maryland 21201

SUBJECT: PROJECT SUMMARY NOTIFICATION REVIEW

Applicant: State Highway Administration

Project: Draft EIS - Md. Rte. 702 Extended (Baltc. County)
State Clearinghouse Control Number: 81-6-955
CHECK ONE
This agency has reviewed the above project and has determined that:
1. 'The project is not inconsistent with this agency's plans,
programs or objectives and where applicable, with the

State epproved Coastal Zone Management Program.

2. The project is not inconsistent with this agency's plans,
programs or objectives, but the attached corments are

D ——

submitted for consideration by the applicant. XX (over

3. Additional information is required before this agency
can complete its review. Information desired is
attached. .

4, The project is not consistent with this agency's plans,
progranms or objectives for the reasons indicated on
attachment. '

AAmm——

2 4 {.'%__ .

Signature:

William M. Eichbaum

Title:_Assistant Secretarv for Enviromment:l

: Programs
Agency: Department of Health

Address: 201 West Preston Street

Baltimore, Maryland 21201

cc: Dr. Max Eisenberg
Dr. Donald J. Roop



U\
Back River is probably the most polluted river in the state. Millions

of dollars have been spent to upgrade the Back River sewage treatment plant.
This points to the need for a consciencious effort to minimize pollution
from runoff by all responsible state and local agencies to lmprove over

all water quality in the area.

See section II ¢
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. JawmEs P COUTER

steagrsam . [N ZIVES S N Y I T AT

GEPUTY LECPEI00y
BTATE OF MARY_AND

DEFARIMENY OF NAY IRAYL RIESOUNCES
TIDEWATER ADM"JIS"RAT?OH
TAWLS S™2YL O89.20 PUILDING

ANKAPOLIS 21401 (301) 269"2784

MEMORAND M

TO: Psul Clement,
Tatershed Permits Division, WRA

FROM: Elder cz@g%ni, Jr.,
Coastal r¥sources Division,
Tidewater Administration

DAIE: July 6, 1981

SUBJECT: DEIS, Rte. 702 extended, Baltimore County ~ Cleaeringhouse Project
#81-6-995,

Ihe Tidewzter Adeinistration has reviewed the referenced document and finds
that the project is not incensistent with the objectives of thie sgency. FKegarding
the prepesed alternatives, please note the preferrcd zlternates zs stzted in the
attached memorandum from the Tidal Fisheries Divicion. Also note the recommended
restriction of instream construction activity frem 1 March to 15 June.

rYC ' .

See list of Commitments for
Mitigation Measures given in
Section 1I ¢

Attachments



Marylernd Department of State Planning

State Office Building DIPT. OF STATE
301 West Preston Street ECE?{’}@NIHG
@:z-1civore, Maryland 21201 | ED
_ o e JUL  Tigy
SUBJECT: PROJECT SUIT/&RY NOTIFICATION REVIEV
. . - . REviewep | —
]\pp’licant: srate Highway Administration ’-"SWEREol

Project: praft EIS - Md. Rte. 702 Extended (Balto. County)

State Clearinghouse Control Number: 81767993

CHECK ONE
This agency has reviewed the above project and has de+zrmined that:

1. The project is not inconsistent with this agency's 'p'lans,
programs OT objectives and where applicable, with the
State approved Coastal Zone Management Program. .

2. The project is not inconsistent with this agency's pians,
programs OT objectives, but the attached coumments are
subm:l;tted for consideration by the applicant. :

3. Addifional information is required before this agency '
: can complete its review. Information desired is
. . - _ attached. :

L. The project is not consistent with this agency's plans,
programs OT objectives for the reasons indicated on
attachment. :

Signature:,_q‘.//,l L e
. \JJef&LD. Bresee
Title: codrdinasox. fox Plannine

Agency: ctate Planning — PSCP

Address: 200 W. Baltimore St.

For the protection of children attending Mars Estates Elementary
School, Alternate 3 would seem to be clearly preferable over.
alternates generating higher county concentrations at the

school site.
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‘. DALTIMORE COUNTY @&/
2% ) DEPARIMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
A/ TOWSON, MARYLAND 21204

R Al

July 8, 1981

Mr, william F. Schneider, Jr., Chief
Bureau of Project Planning (Room 310)
State Highway Administration

707 North Calvert Street

Baltimore, Maryland 21202

Reference: Draft Envircnmental Impact Statement
Maryland Route 702 Extended
From 0ld Eastarn Avenue to Back River Neck Road
Essex, Baltimore County, Maryland

Dear Mr. Schneider:

We have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement foxr the subject
project which was transmitted to the Department of Public Works by letter dated
June 11, 1981 from Hal Kassoff.

By letter dated November 28, 1980 to you from this office, we submitted
cur comments upon review of the Environmental Assessment for this: Project. Since
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement is basically the Environmental Assessment
previously reviewed, our earlier comments are still pertinent.

The E.I.S. retains the statement (P.I1I~7) that 0ld Eastern Avenue
would be raised 3 feet at the intersection with Maryland Route 702. Once again
we request that any mention of specific height of raising grade be deleted from
the final document. We are concerned that properties along 0ld Eastern Avenue
cculd be adversely affected by excessive fill and believe that a satisfactory
vertical alignment can be achieved in this vicinity without raising 0l1d Eastern Avenue
as much as 3 feet.

Other items of concern in the E.I.S. have been addressed in your
Project Planning Staff recommendation submitted to the State Highway Administrator
by memorandum dated March 23, 1981 from Hal Kassoff, with copies submitted to
Baltimore County rerresentatives. We look forward to further input pertinent
to the Project Planning Recommendation at the Administrative Review meeting When
you reschedule it in the future.

Mention of specific grade . / ,/'
increase for old Eastern Sincergly, -
Avenue has been deleted. L7 7,§;/
. sl ST y e e
See section IIg T u:ﬂ,/_,/z_._-,y,,.\/
- 1 . —4"/,
=TS ristmL, rLe,
HIP: ISP onjh e
cc: The Hencrable Deonald p. Fetchincon
Mr, Norman E. Goerber
Fr. ¢ (ihen E. Collins

Er. . .'a 5. T™yennory



WILDLIFE ACHMINISTRATION 65

NATURAL RESOURCE SUILDING

ANNAPC LIS 21400
ANEA 301380 2190

Pzvl Clements pave _July 13, 1981

reDw

SUBJ:

Carlo R. Brumori (A% - r TTETN] ';‘D-
R

[ B

MD 702 Extended, Basitimore County B1-6-995

Heving reviewed the various alternstives, its apparent that .y~ oz

none of them will significantly impact wildlife. VehiDet =12 FLA!
The land previously set aside for a2 highwvay provides an open-space

sujted primarily as a resting/feeding area for various passerines. Beyond

that its limited by the lack of adequate cover except at a few places. Use

of this alignment will obvicusly have more impact on local wildlife than

would using Back River Neck Road, but i{ts not a severe impact.

1f the revised lend is used, the County may be interested in setting
eside other open-space sreas. These would not only serve the public by
providing natural areas, but also provide excellent habitat for wildlife,
especially songbirds. Little if any landscaping would be required to

establish such an area. 1f their interested, ve'll be glad to help in any
way we can.

Inlznd Fisheries does mot anticipate aay problems with the project.

This recommendation has been
forwarded to Baltimore County
for consideration.

CRB:SEM:wfs



UNITED STATES DEPARTIMENT OF CONIIVIERCE é

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE

Services Division

Habitat Protection Branch

7 Pleasant Street

Gloucester, Massachusetts 01930

JUL 13 1981

Mr. Wm. F. Schneider, Jr., Chief
Bureau of Project Planning (Room 310)
State Highway Administration

707 North Calvert Street

Baltimore, Maryland 21202

Dear Mr. Schneider:

We have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement entitled
Maryland Route 702 Extended From 01d Eastern Avenue to Back River Neck Road.
Provided strict sediment control measures are enforced, the proposed alternatives
should not significantly affect resources for which the Nationc1 Marine Fisheries
Service has responsibiiity.

Sincerely, ‘

Ruth 0. Rehfus
Acting Branch Chief

See section II ¢



R E STATES GOVERAIVED

OHFIZE ©F THE SECRTIAD:
/‘]C’”IOT(?”(‘]UI”
oart July 13, 198)
. Praft Envaircnmental Impact Statement: Highvay o vapiy
sumtcy FerCCt ROUte 702, Ba]timore. Mary]and’ reler 10

1c

-

FHWA-MD-E1S-81-3-D

Directer, Qffice of Environment and Safetv

" Chief, Environmental Programs Division

Feceral Highwav Administration, HEV-10Q

We aporeciate the opportunity to review and comment on this draft
environmental imnact statement. We have nc specific comments te
cffer or the staterent,

>
We look forward tc receiving the final environmental impact state-
ment, including the comments received from other public agencies
and the general public on the draft statement.

Martin Convisser

A

DEFAPTHENT OF TRANSPORTATION



KEGIONAL PLANEING COUNCIL
2225 Yorth Charles Street
Ealtimore, Maryland 21218 P P C Meeting July 17, 19¢]

REVIEW AND REFERRLL MEMORANDUM

Project: B81-189 Iyaft EIS ~ Marvland Route 702 Extended. The objective
of the project is to extend Maryland Route 702 approxi-
nmately two (2) miles from its present terminus at 0ld
Eastern Avenue south to Back River Neck Road. The pro-
ject will complete the planned highway connection between
the Baltimore Beltway (Maryland Route 695) and the Back
River Neck Penninsula, and thus provide a safe and effi-
cient roadway satisfying the anticipated traffic demands
in the Back River Neck Penninsula. It will also reduce
congestion and accident rates on Pack River Neck Road.
The most significant environmental effect would be the
introduction of vehicular noise into an area that-is
currently not experienceing traffic related noise.

Referral Source: Dept. of State Planning

Program: 05.111 EIS

The Transportation Steering Committee considered this

project at its July 17, 1981 meeting and recommended
endorsement,

Recommendation: ENDORSEMIKT 1S RECOMMTNDED

1 REREBY CERTIFY that at its 206th meeting, held July 17, 1981, the
Regional Planning Council concurred in this Review and Referral Memorandum
and incorporated it into the minutes of that meeting.

WALTER J. KOWALCZYK, JR.
July 17, 1981

DATE ' Walter Kowalczyk
IExecutive Director

0B
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THOMAS €. ANDRLV. .
DINECTOR

STATE OF MARYLAND
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
yJATER RESOURCES ADMINISTRATION,
TAWES STATE OFFICE BUILDING
ANNAPOLIS, MARYLAND 21401

MEMORANDUM

TO: Karen Pushkar, Clearinghouse Coogdinator

FROM: Earl Shaver, Watershed Permiﬁs

DATE: July 20, 1981

RE: Draft Environmental Impact Statement; Md Rte 702

extended - Baltimore County - Clearinghouse
81-6-995 ~ WRA No. 79-PP-0417

The attached comments are in response to the review of the
above referenced project by DNR Personnel.

In addition to the comments above the Watershed Permits
.- pivision offers the following comments:

1. Alternate 2 would have the least impact on the
100-year floodplains throughout the study area.
From the Watershed Permits Division perspective
alternate 2 is preferred. ’

2. Alternate 3B would have slightly less imprect on the

viternate 3C 1is 100-year floodplain than 3C. Alterncte 3B wculd be
the selected preferred over alternate 3C.
alternate. 3. Dpue to the natural features of the site increases in

impervious areas would have a minimum impact on downstream
flooding. It would be expected that the State Highway
Administration would request a waiver of any storm

water management requirements.

4. All alternatives would reguire extensive sediment and
erosion control plans to minimize any impacts to the
¢cpe section TIC environment.

5. The Watershed Permits Division does not require a permit
be obtained for the stream crossings and channelizations
as proposed in alternates 3B and 3C. However, the
structures would be rcviewed for methods of pollution

‘ - and sedinment control.

This will be coordinated ‘
during final Design. /



Page Two ’1()

6. The Wetlands Division has no objections or preference

to the proposed alternates. No Wetlands License or Permit
is required; however, the Wetlands Division stressed that
adequate sediment control be implemented to protect
wetland arecas downstream.

gee section IIC

rad




UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 7!
FORLST SERVICE

NORTHEABTERN ARLA BYATL AND PRIVATE FOREBYRY
270 RELD ADAD ~ BRODMALL, PA, 19008

1950
July 22, 1981

Mr. William F. Schneider, Jr., Chief
Bureau of Project Planning (Room 310)
State Highway Administration

707 North Calvert Street

Baltimore, MD 21202

Dear. Mr. Schneider:

After review of the Draft Environménta] Impact Statement on Maryland Route 702
Extended from 01d Eastern Avenue to Back River Neck Road, the following comments
are submitted for your consideration.

On page S-6 the word "comparison” should be added in the first sentence preceding
Table S-1. This will provide continuity with other sections of the document which
make reference to this table.

In the third sentence of the first paragraph on page I11-4, the second "3B" needs
to be changed to "3C*: The last sentence of the same paragraph needs to be ex-

_ panded to provide an explanation of why Alternate 4 and Connections A and D were

dropped from further censideration. Also, we would recommend that the footnote
on this page be dropped, and the information contained in this footnote be included -
in the main text as another alternative that was proposed but dropped from further

consideration. See section IIN '

On page IV-4, item 3. Subsequent Damage to Adjacent Structures, this consideration

js left unresolved, and in the Final EIS a decision should be made whether or not

engineering soils studies are needed in making a reasoned choice among alternatives.
See section IIC

We appreciate the opportunity to review this document and hope our comments will be

useful in the preparation of the final EIS.

Sincerely,

@,CL/: Z’L/‘ﬂ’lz,

ALLEN J, SCHACHT
Area Director



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 72\
BALTIMORE DISTRICT CORFL OF [NGINLERE
rFO mOXx 1713
BALTIMORE MARYLAKD 21203

RELFLY 10 ATTENTION OF 3 0 JUL 1981

NABI'L-E

Mr. William ¥. Schneider, Jr.
Chief, Bureau of Project Planning
Room 310

State Highway Administration

707 North Calvert Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21202

Dear Mr. Schneider:

This letter is in response to your Draft Environmental lmpzct Statement
(DEIS) related to the proposed construction of the Marylan3 Route 702 ex-
tension. Comments are directed towards the three build and one "no action"
alternatives, which are presently under consideration.

This agency's areas of concern are flood control hazard potentials, permit
requirements under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, Sections 9, 10, and

13 of the River and Harbor Act of 1899, and other direct and indirect impacts
on Corps of Engineers existing and/or proposed projects.

The Flood Plain Management Services Program is the Corps' means of using its
technical expertise in flood plain management matters to help those outside
the Corps, both Federal and non-Federal, to deal with floods and flood plain
related matters. Section 206 of the Flood Control Act of 1960, as amended,
provides the authority for this program. The DEIS appears to adequately
evaluate impacts of the project on the Deep Creek and Muddy Gut 100-year
flood plains. The draft statement asserts that mecasures "to restore and
preserve flood plain values" will be incorporated into the project so as to
prevent or minimize increases in upstream water surface elevations, regulate
flow release rates to match present conditions, and avoid adverse impacts

on existing improvements. Assuming such measures are taken, impacts on the
various 100-yvear flood plains should not be significant. cee section 1IC
Deep Creek has been determined to be subject to the regulatory authority of
this office under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. Alternate plans 3a
and 3b involve the relocation of the waterway, thercfore, an individual
Department of the Army permit would be required prior to initiating con-
struction. Alternate plan 2 may be authorized for purposes of Section 404

Permit will
be requested.

A ——
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NABPL-E BT
Mr. William F. Schneider, Jr. du S

of the Clean Water sact under the Nationwide Permit program; however, this
office would require more specific information before a decision regarding
authorization could be made. The creek relocation and deposition of fill
in alternate plans 3a and 3b would require analysis under the Environmental
Protection Agency 404(b) (1) guidelines. However, this document does not
contain sufficient information to enable an analysis to be prepar=qd as
described in 40 CFR 230.12(a)(3)(iv.). For further information regord-np
this area of concern, please contact Mrs. Terry Morgan in the Regulatery
Functions Branch of Operations Division at (301) 962-4252,

There are no existing and/or proposed Corps projects within the nrepused
construction lecale which would become adversely impacted due to construce
tion.

-

The Baltimore District appreciates the opportunity to comment on youxr DELS
and is looking ferward to review of the final statement. If we can be of
further assistance, please do not hesitate to contact either Mr. Rick Popinc
or Mr. Larry Lower of my staff at (301) 962-2558.

Sincerely yours,

Section 404 Permit appli- 06/ {* @%Eﬂ4,él

: i de during
cations will be made C
a later phase of this éﬁ WILLIAM E. TRIES , Jr.
project. * Chief, Planning Division

'O
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',7/‘7' ¥ UNITED STATES ENVIROI-JMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
~ b S
o REGION )
6TH AND WALNUT STREETS -
PHILADELPH)A. PENNSYLVANIA 19106 b
-~ ;;
AUG 10 1981 ; “
- {
Mr. Wm. F, Schneider, Jr., Chief ;. ; L
Bureau of Project Planning (Room 310) P O
State Highway Administration i w
<~

707 North Calvert Street
Baltimore, Maryland 23202

Re: Marylang Route 702 Extended

Dear Mr, Schnefder:

courage your office to include a more complete description of these activi-
ties, and associated mitigation Plans, in the Final EIs,

Sincerely yours, See section Iy¢ and

p . R Memorandem of Qua'rterly
L' / 7 ils, Inter—Agency Review
~ 1

R. Pompon{o

b reproduced in this

ef .
' section.

EIS & Wetlands Review Section

Enclosure
Dcu i cj \v Wk-uac €

(dated August 19, 1981).
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Mr. Wa. F. Schneider, Jr. Chief August 11, 19871

Burcau of Project Planning (Rooa 310)
State Pighway Aduministration

707 North Calvert Street

Baltimore, Maryland 21202

Dear Mr. Schnieder:

The Peprurtzent of the Interior has coopleted its revicw of the Draft Environmental
Impact Statexzent for Maryland Route 702 Extended. Additionallr, the U.S. Fish

and Wildlife Service and lMaryland State Highway Adninistraticn discussed this
project during the quarterly cecrdiration wceting held on July 30, 1981. During
this discussion of the project we requsstcd that the stream proposed to be
channelized near East Hamburg Ave, be meczndered to increase its length and reduce
ster water runoff velccity. It was indicated that this could be done. We were
2lso informed that the proposed fringe rarking lots located within the 100-year
floodplzin were no longer being considered. Our only remaining concerns relate

to the design, inplementation, 2nd enforcecent of erosion and sedizent controls.
Our position on future Section 10/404 Corps of Engineers permits would be one

of no objection provided plans are developed as indicated.

This fizal statenm=nt
Preservation Officer
National Register of

chould include correspendence frem the State Historic

(557P0) docuzenting that no cultural resources meeting
"Historic Places criteria would be affectid by any alternate
under censideration. Further, cultural resources of State znd local significance
not meeting National Register criteriaz should be considered in the planning process
znd reasures provided to avoid or pitigate impacts to these resources.

The izpertant hydrologic and geologic ccnsiderations have been zddressed in the
statement. Ve find no discrepancies recarding those considerations assuzing that
public water service is extended throughcut the arez in the next five years as
indicated in Fig. I-4. However, if that service is not extended, ground-water
ccatezination by polluted highway rumoff ray affect household vells locally neer

the highway in the southern part of the study zrea.
Sincerely yours,
1. These considerations
will be made part of 4@! ;f}
the Env. Checklist Tzt ’42”*‘) L ”3“}><>/
provided to Design Tevional Teviion. o) oificer
Bureau. '
2. Correspondence from the 3. Water Service extensions

SHPO is included in
Comments/Coordination
regarding cultural
resources, All cultu-
ral resources regard-
less of Register
Criteria, are given due
consideration during
our planning process.

to the area will most
probably be in place
before the highway will
‘be built. In any event,
runoff from the highway
should not effect
present wells.
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REGION 11

PHILADELPHIA REGIONAL OFFICE
CURTIS BUILDING, SIXTH AND WALNUT STRE [‘TS
PHILADELPHIA FENNSYLVANIA 108100

DLFARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPENT /1 b

NG 10 1981 N R
3CE

Mr. William F. Schneider, Jr.
Chief, Bureau of Project Planning
State Highway Administration

707 North Calvert Street, Room 310
Baltimore, Maryland 212C2

Dear Mr.

Schneider:

We have completed our review of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement “for

Maryland

1.

Route 702 Extended and offer the following comments.

As you know, there is some difference between HUD's noise related
site acceptability standards (24CFR Part 51) and the design
criteria of the FHWA. Consequently, we feel that for the sake

of clarity the references in Table IV-2 to Federal Design Criteria
should be changed in the Final EIS to read FHWA Desipgn Criteria.
Similar changes should be made to related portions of the text.

We strongly endorse and support the use of barriers, as discussed
in the EIS, to attenuate noise impacts on adjacent residential
areas if Alternative 3 is chosen. Based on the current DEIS
analysis, we note that the indicated attenuation from a ten foot
wall would appear to reduce noise levels at second story receiver
height to approximately the HUD minimum acceptable noise level
which is a DNL not exceeding 65 d(B). We agree, however, that a
more refined analysis at the design stage would proviée a sounder
basis for any decision relating to the ultimate design cf noise

"barriers.

A particular deficiency of the DEIS is that it contains no discus-
sion of the visual impact of the various alternatives for the
extended road. Reference is made on p. IV-18 to determining noise
tarrier appecrince during ihe design phase. However, it would seem
that the consideration of visual impacts (which in this project
could be substantial if a 15 foot noise barrier wall is an option)
is necessary to the choice of an alternative and, therefore, should
occur prior to the design phase of any alternative. Whille a noise



o

barrier will probably be the most profound visual impece, thz overall
consideration of visual impacts should go beyond this possible
feature of the rcad. We recommend, therefore, that the ¥Final EIS
contain a discussion of visual impacts which should inciude the nolse
barriers as major =2lements of concern.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment and look forward to recedvir: wne
Final EIS when it is completed.

Sincprely,

W}&
Themas J. Gol
Acting Regio Admifistrator
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MEMORANDUM
70: Attendees

FROM:

Maryland Department of Iransporta t/ah

August 19, 1981

Wn. F. Schneider, Jr., Chief

Bureau of Project Planning .

SUBJECT:
Meeting Summary

 Quarterly Inter-Agency Review

James ). D'Donnedl
Secietary

M. S. Caltrider
Administeator

On July 31, 1981 the Quarterly Inter-Agency Review waz held at 10:00 A.M.
in Room 207 at 707 Calveri Street. The following persons attended: '

¥m. F. Schneider, Jr.
Dennis Lew
Karen Rytel
Matthew Watsky
Richard S. Krolak
' Cynthia Simpson
Charles B. Adams
Bob Zepp
¥.8. Greene
Barbara S. Becker
Eric Johnson
Tom Filip
Wm. Lee
8il1l1 Branch
Harold Cassell
EFarl Shaver
Fred Skaer
-David Wallace
Carl Schmidt
Jim Gatley
Steve Sharar
Donald G. Honeywell
K. Richard Koelbel
Fred Doerfler
Len Zembas
Jim Helm
Steve Kouroupis

SHA,

_SHA,

SHA, Chief, Bureau of Project Planning

BPP, Environmental Management
Bureau of Bridge Design

BPP, Environmental Management
BPP, Chief, Environmental Mgnt.
SHA, BPP, Environmental Management
SHA, Bureau of Landscape Architecture
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service - -
Material and Research ’

Mid Atlantic Region

I11I

Army Corps of Engineer

Chief Engineer .
Bureau of lLandscape Architecture
Ketlands Division

HWatershed '

SHA,
SHA,

SHA,
SHA,

NPS,
EPA,
uv.s.

SHA,
HRA,
KRA,
FHIA ,
Rummel, Klepper & Kahl

SHA, Bureau of Highway Design
SHA, Bureau of Bridge Desing
SHA, Bureau of Bridge Design
SHA, Bureau of Project Planning
SHA, Bureau of Project Planning
SHA, Bureau of Highway Design
SHA, Bureau of Highway Design
SHA, Bureau of Project Planning
SHA, Bureau of Highway Design

M; telephone number is__6°9-1177

PO Rav 7171 7N7 AMarth Caluaqd ©0 Nosee an. -

e YL LT

(301) 659-1130
(301) 659-1179
(301) 659-1165

(301) 659-1180
(301) 6€59-1177
(301) 659-1184
(301) 321-3528
(301) 269-5448
(301) 321-3545
(215) 597-2785
(215) 597-4388
' (301) 962-3670
(301) 659-1200
(301) 321-3481
(301) 269-3871
(301) 269-2265
(301) 962-4456
(301) 685-3105
(301) 659-1255
(301) 659-1344
(301) 659-1164
(301) 659-1136
(301) 659-1136
(301) 659-1283
(301) 659-1278
(301) 659-1139
(301) 659-1263
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Bob Zepp of U.s.7i.w.S. questioned the feasibility of relocating the . :
bridge within the same corridor. He suggested using the fly ash area and '
submitted other alignments to D. Krolak for consideration. Mr. Zepp also
suggested that utilizing the old causeway, since its already impacted, for
construction would lessen marsh impacts.

Representatives from the DNR - Water Resources Administration stated

that choices for construction are limited to a culvert dam causeway or barge
access channel. The FEIS states that a causeway would be temporarily constructed.

is asking that the bridge be shortened

d to show why the change is needed.
igation to be implemented

leted, permit agencies

¥m. Lee stated that though the SHA

studies must be complete
shortening the bridge and mit
After these tasks are comp

for ecaonomic reasons,
Two items must be addressecd;
while constructing the bridge.
will be consulted.

pick Krolak summarized this discussion and again emphasized that all

invalved agencies must work together to address the issues.

Md. 702 _ Don Honeywell & R. Koelbel (BPP)
CTP: Development and Eva]qation Program ‘

. Don Honeywell began by stating that this project is Jocated in Baltimore
County in Essex. The propose of the project is to provide additional arterial

highway capacity to the Back River Neck Peninsula which is deficient in capacity. .
Project studies are approxjmately-90% complete and location approval is expected

in February, 1982.

ment there are constraints as to the

Because of residential develop
The proposed alternates cross two streams,

placement of the relocation alternates.
Deep Creek and Muddy Gut and may require permits.

Three (3) methcds have been proposed for crossing Deep Creek:

a) Culvert type crossing and stream reIocation—SfZB,GﬁO

b) Spanning the entire floodplain-$1,750,000
c) Spanning twe streams-$1,144,000.

ert type crossing with

stration concurred with the culv
above the wetland area

The Water Resources Admini
Muddy Gut is situvated 200’

the relocation of Deep Creek.
and out of the floodplain.
roject are no longer being

powers of the SHA for wetland rep]acemgnt were also
processes would be nv problem for the

der in the relocated portion of the

The proposed park and ride lots for the p

considered and condemnation
discussed. It was a consensus that permit
project. SHA will consider designing & mean
stream of Deep Creek as suvggested by USF & WS. )
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IV. DISTRIBUTION LIST:

Elected Officials and agencies that received copies of the
Draft and Final_EIS are identified in the following list. Those
that provided comments on the Draft are also identified and the
date of their comment letter cited. These letters are reproduéed'

in Section ITII-B of this Final EIS.

RECEIVED =~ PROVIGDED .~ RECEIVED
COPY OF COMMENTS ON  COPY OF
DRAFT . EIS DRAFT EIS FINAL EIS

FEDERAL AGENCIES:

U. S. Department of the Interior X X X
Office of Environmental Project
Review
15 State Street
Boston, Massachusetts 02109

Environmental Protection Agency X X ' : X
Environmental Impact Statement o
Coordinator
Sixth & Walnut Streets
Curtis Building - Attn: 3 IR 62
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19106

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

Mr. Larry Levine X X X
Environmental Officer
Department of Housing & Urban
Development
Curtis Building
Sixth & Walnut Streets
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19106



RECEIVED
COPY OF
DRAFT EIS

i~

PROVIDED
COMMENTS ON

rReceIvElf)
COPY OF
FINAL EIS

FEDERAL AGENCIES: (Cont'd.)

Regional Director X
National Marine Figsheries Service
Federal Building

14 Elm Street

Gloucester, Massachusetts 01930

Director X
Office of Economic Opportunity

1200 19th Street, N.W.

Washington, D. C. 20506

State Conservationist X
Soil Conservation Service

Room 522

4321 Hartwick Avenue

College Park, Maryland 20740

Commander X
Corps of Engineers
Baltimore District
Box 1715 ,
Baltimore, Maryland 21201
Attn: NABOP-F

Commander X
U. S. Coast Guard, 5th District

431 Crawford Street

Portsmouth, Virginia 23703

Office of the Secretary X

Department of Agriculture
Washington, D. C. 20250

LOCAL GOVERNMENTAIL OFFICIALS:

Mr. Harry J. Pistel, Director X
Department of Public Works

County Office Building

Towson, Maryland 21204

Mr. John D. Seyffret, Director X
Office of Planning & Zoning

County Office Building

Towson, Maryland 21204
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RECEIVED PROVIDED - RECEIVED
COPY OF @~ COMMENTS ON COPY OF
DRAFT EIS DRAFT EIS FINAL EIS

LOCAL GOVERNMENTAL OFFICIALS: (Cont'd.)

Mr. Stephen E. Collins, Director: X X
Department of Traffic Engineering ' :

County Office Building

Towson, Maryland 21204

Mr. I. Scott Poehlman X - X
Department of Public Works :

County Office Building

Towson, Maryland 21204

Maryland State Law Library X - X
Upper Level-Court of Appeals Bldg.

361 Rowe Boulevard

Annapolis, Maryland 21401

MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF
TRANS PORTATION:

Director : X . X
Division of Public Affairs - _ '
Maryland Department of Transportation
P. O. Box 8755
Baltimore-Washington International
Airport
Baltimore, Maryvland 21240

Mr. Clyde E. Pyers X X
Office of Transportation Planning
Maryland Department of Transportat1on
P. O. Box 8755
Baltimore-Washington Internat1ona1
Airport
Baltimore, Maryland 21240

STATE CLEARINGHOUSE:

Local Governments X : X
Department of State Planning X X X
Department of Natural Resources X _ X
Department of Budget & Fiscal

Planning X X
Department of General Services X X
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RECEIVED
COPY OF
DRAFT EIS
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PROVIDED
COMMENTS ON
DRAFT EIS

QQAY

RECEIVED
COPY OF
FINAL EIS

STATE CLEARINGHOUSE: (Cont'd.)

Department of Economic Development X
Department of Education . X
Department of Health & Mental

Hygiene X
Interagency Committee for School

Construction '
Maryland Environmental Trust
Maryland Geological Survey
Deparment of Public Safety &

Correctional Services X

b ]

INDIVIDUALS & ASSOCIATIONS:

Mr. Victor Basta X
Essex Civic & Improvement Ass'n., Inc.
334 Margaret Avenue

Essex, Maryland 21221

Mr. Robert L. .Braman . X
Deep Creek Village Improve-
ment Ass'n.
748 Mansfield Road
Baltimore, Maryland 21221

Mr. Robert W. Cannon X
Weinberg and Green

100 South Charles Street

Baltimore, Maryland 21201

Rev. Willie S. Chambers X
Goodwood Improvement Ass'n.

1325 Maple Avenue

Baltimore, Maryland 21221

Mr. Alfred E. Clasing, Jr. X
702 Committee

2025 Holly Neck Road

Baltimore, Maryland 21221

Mr. Edward R. Devine X
Harewood Park Community League

6825 University Drive

Chase, Maryland 21220
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RECEIVED
COPY OF
FINAL EIS

DRAFT_ETS

INDIVIDUALS & ASSOCIATIONS: (Cont 'd.)

Mrs. Diane R. Ekovich, Chairman X
Our Lady of Mt. Carmel Parish
& Community Relations Commlttee
2203 Firethorn Road
Baltimore, Maryland 21220

Mrs. Ann Franke X
Middleborough Civic & Improve-
ment Ass'n.
2207 Corsica Road
Baltimore, Maryland 21221

Mr. Vernon Hirsch D
Concerned Citizens Civic &
Improvement Ass'n., Inc.
809 Myrth Avenue
Baltimore, Maryland 21221

Mr. Albert E. Hoffman X
Bauernschmidt Manor Improve-
ment Ass'n.
Bauerschmidt Drive
Baltimore, Maryland 21221

Mr. Walter Horn X
Essex-Middle River Chamber
of Commerce
P. 0. Box 7755
Essex, Maryland 21221

Mr. Robert M. Infussi X
Deep Creek Democratic & Civic
Ass'n., Inc.
1568 williams Avenue
Baltimore, Maryland 21221

Mr. Charles Justice X
Holly Neck Improvement Ass'n., Inc.
1121 Engelberth Road

Essex, Maryland 21221

Mrs. Joan LaFlame X
Deep Creek Village Improve-
ment Ass'n.
770 Seawall Road
Essex, Maryland 21221
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DRAFT EIS

PROVIDED
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RECEIVED ".
COPY OF
FINAL EIS

INDIVIDUALS & ASSOCIATIONS: (Cont'd.)

Dr. Leon J. Lazarus X
346 Magnolia Terrace
Baltimore, Maryland 21221

Mr. Richard Michael X
Hyde Park Civic & Improvement Ass'n.
619 Hyde Park Road

Baltimore, Maryland 21221

Mr. Michael W. Michalski X
Essex Improvement Ass'n., Inc.

408 Stemmers Run Road

Baltimore, Maryland 21221

-Mrs. Alberta Y. Pugh X
Essex-Middle River Civic Council

843 Middlesex Road

Baltimore, Maryland 21221

Mr. Cleveland Reynolds X
Back River Safety Association

1572 williams Avenue

Baltimore, Maryland 21221

Mr. Robert Romadka : X
Attorney-at-Law

809 Eastern Boulevard

Germania Federal Building

Baltimore, Maryland 21221

Mrs. Catherine Sinclair : X
Turkey Point Civic & Improve-
ment Ass'n.
2339 Tickwood Road
Essex, Maryland 21221

Mrs. Dorothia Weir

Frenchs Park Civic & Improvement
Ass'n.

1651 williams Avenue

Baltimore, Maryland 21221

Mrs. Olga Zubris X
Foxridge Civic & Improvement Ass'n.

950 Kayden Lane

Baltimore, Maryland 21221
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