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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 Old 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 identified 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 Improvements in 

New Location using land previously reserved for highway pur- 

poses. New location alternates in any other alignment on this 

densely developed 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. 
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The Draft EIS also identified and quantified all envi- 

ronmental impacts associated 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. 

1-2 
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II.   SELECTED ALTERNATE; 

A.  Selection of Alternate 

Back River Neck Road and its connection to Maryland 

Route 702 via Old 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 Old East- 

ern Avenue and Hyde Park Avenue, to 12,000 vehicles per day 

(1000 vph in PM peak) , between Hyde Park 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 III-2 thru III-4. 

These ten alternates were presented to the public at 

the Alternates Public Meeting at the Deep Creek Junior High 

School in November of 1978 . 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. 

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 evolving 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 was recirculated in June of 1981. The 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 111-10). 

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 resulting 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 likewise contribute little towards meeting 

project objectives. Only a relatively short segment 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 Avenue, 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-l 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'.  In addition, a 250-space 

fringe parking lot, considered as an option in the Draft EIS, 

has been dropped from consideration because of its' 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 Old Eastern Avenue 

(see Fig. Il-l) , 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 Old 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 Old Eastern Avenue. As a result of this 

change in grade, it will also be necessary to regrade Old 

Eastern Avenue to match the elevation of the raised inter- 

section with Maryland Route 702. Old Eastern Avenue would be 

widened to four thru-traffic lanes and a center-turn lane. 

Ann Avenue would not intersect with Old Eastern Avenue, but 

rather would be extended easterly to Stemmers Run Road (see 

Figure II-l). 
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Maryland Route 702 would .extend south from Old East- 

ern Avenue as a four-lane divided controlled-access arterial 

highway to an at-grade intersection with East 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 portions 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 sidewalH 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 70 2 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 roadways 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. 

11-9 
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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 levels, the use of this pavement on 

Maryland Route 702 extended is expected to reduce projected 

noise levels below Federal Design Noise Levels. Use of this 

pavement surface is the preferred noise control 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.  is 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: 

11-10 
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1,250 linear feet (LF) of barrier along 
the northbound lanes of Maryland Route 
702, between Old 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 wetland would be affected by construction of 

the Selected Alternate. In addition, care will be taken to 

ensure that no adjacent wetland areas would be adversely 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 
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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 VILL;>GE IMPIOVUCNT fSSQCUXiai,  Inc. 
702 misnni) FOAD | 

Baltinore, Maryland 21221 I 

Kay 13, 1981 

Mr. James A. Hester, Chief 1 * X, ^KIVED 
Equal Opportunity Section 
Maryland State Highway Administration ^    ^ 

300 West Preston Street 
Baltijnore, Maryland     21201 ££0 SECT ION, SHA 

Dear Mr. Hester, 

T ^ wHtina this letter on behalf of the Deep Creek Village Inprovement 
I^c^'SMS^E. located inNW Gentry RMg.^.Ba^tijore County, 
Z£~l   Marvianfl     We are a small community consisting of 122 rw homes.    We    < 
SS'litotomke^ Llrfthat our smll con^nity will be severely affect* 
by the Proposed Maryland Route 702. 

The Association feels that our coirmunity may possibly have been discrim- 
<,«f2%miMtbi the State Project Planning Committee.    Our community is made- 

• m STsSSr OrieSLs^md Caucasians, and the adjacent community  (Old Country 
Rid^J^do^^nSy 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- 
DleteW box in our entire coimunity.   As we understand it fron Mr. Honeywell, 
?h! sStfis Dlanninq an exit ranp into our community at the head of MansfleW 
^d!^t no SSSTLS c^her thS arcnd to M iddle tor o Road     *£%**»?* 
iTln intersection at Williams Avenue and Mansfield Road, but with the com- 
pLaoi of t^fp^pSed Maryland Route 702 Williams Avenue will be a deadend 
street   Thus? ou?entire community, plus the surrounding coimumties will be 
to«d In,^SS fSLS to use Middleboro Road in order to get out of the area. 
If^illi^msAvenue should be deadended, then the predominantly Caucasian 
JLSSS^m be given free access to Back River Neck Road and the surround- 
inTarea businesses.    In fact a major bus line is going to be affected by 
Sis pr^ed road, causing residents of Old Country Ridge to have to walk 
sore distance in order to catch a bus.      In cur case, we don't have the 
slightest idea where we would catch a bus. 

Franklv   we feel having to travel all around the nulberry bush so to peak, 
tn it our ilSenSry children to sdiool isn't in the best interests of the 
Ttle J^oS^SSr     NS only are we being cut off from the elenentary 
K£i *S Estates Elementary SAool), but also from the local shqpping 
center   County Ridge).    Scare members of our coimunity walk there now, but with 
Se preset prcposS road, it will becone nearly impossible to walk.    Frankly, 
to c£?Sni£Tcross walk does not provide enough safety. protect unJ^f— 
p^SLSi^n a road with an existing 50 to 55 MPH speed limit.     P gQ 



DEEP CREEK VILLAGE 1MPKJVEMENT /iSSOCIAvTJU;,   Inc. 
Page -2- ^0 SEC7I0N, SHA 

We would appreciate your invcstigatir^g tiie entire nvrittcr on our bchall. 
We realize that discrimination happens on a daily basis throughout the world, 
but we don't feel that in our particular case we were necessarily dealt with 
fairly or unbiased.    Perhaps being a small comnunity 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 coirplaints. 

If you should have an/ questions, please feel free to contact Mrs. Joan 
LaFlane, Chairman of our Step 702 Committee, at 682-5485. 

Sincerely, 

ROBERT BRAhftN 
President 
Deep Creek Village Inprovement 

Association, Inc. 

r 
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t    MaiylandDepoitmcnl olTransportation 

Stale HiQ^way Admini^irallon 

Jamts J. O'Donntll 
Stcittiry 

M. S. Caltrider 
Adminiitutor 

November 3, 1981 

Mr. Robert Braman 
President 
Deep Creek Village Iinprovement 

Association, Inc. 
702 Mansfield Road 
Baltimore, Maryland 21221 

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

Neck Road 

Dear Mr. Braman: 

B,, investigation into your co^ainj ££-—»££?*£$£&. 
This office finds that there is no P^^c^

e
1964 existed in the State 

Sir, sSLSZ.f P^er^r?/^te„a L,^ BoUte ^ i— 
diately adjacent to your community. 

S^i?^^^^^ 
Federal or State of Maryland agencies: 

1. U. S. Department of Justice 

2  US. Department of Transportation 
Federal Highway Administration 

3. Maryland Department of Transportation 

* v, ^    file your complaint within six months of the date on which 
Tou ind^rthlt theYl^ged discriminatory act occurred. 

My telephone number is. 659-1508 

l,„H   ^1?fV» 
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Mr. Robert Braman 
Page 2 
November 3, 1981 

•« H«U thi- office arrived at its decision, 
Should you have any question « to how thi- 
feel free to contact me at 659-1508. 

Very truly yours, 

Marisa L. Lynch 
Title VI Officer 

MLL/lam 
cc: Mr. James A. Hester 
(Certified Mail) 

^ 
/ 
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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 section 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 considered 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 loads introduced into 

tributaries of Back River. 

11-14 
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Seismic studies will be considered during 

design phases to determine if special 

measures will be required during con- 

struction to prevent damage to homes in 

the New Country Ridge Development and 

other communities contiguous to the 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 analysis will be con- 

ducted during design phases to ensure 

that design details at all encroachment 

locations minimize potential adverse 

impact. 

11-15 
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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 River 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 

III-l 
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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.  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 

III-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 of 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 along 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. 

III-3 
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/.irjur.L 6,  t9»?l 

Mr. William F. Schric-idrrr, Jr, Chief 
Bureau of Project W.MUjing   (Room 310) 
Stote Jii'jVv.'c/ A^r.ir.ir..'i.-.tJon 
707 KMth Cilvc-rt f.l.icet 
Eeltinore, Maryland    21202 

Dear Mr. Schneider, 

Reference letter, Maryland Department of Transportation, State Highway 
Administration, June 11, 1981, concerning review of a DRAFT Environmental 
Iir.psct StcttTent. 

The Deep Creek Village Improvement Association, Inc. has reviewed this 
DRAFT Environmental Statement.    After reading this docunent 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 conrnsnts are 
keyed to the DRAFT Environmental Statement: 

1.    Page S-4, paragraph b.  Energy Conservation.    Our community finds the 
statements concerning fuel economy erroneous.    It msy very well be fuel 
economical for others using this proposed roadv.-ay,  but for our er.tiie coriiiunity 
it will mean an increase in fuel consumption.    The basis for this statement 
cones from the fact that we are not being given proper access to and from our •> 
community.    Ne don't consider having to drive all the way around to Kiddle- • 
borough Road economical.    In addition, parents are drivina 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 
norent that residents living along the right-of-way will have to use their 
air conditicners six months of year,  and heat the ether six nonths.    This 
will result in large amounts energy usage,  v,1iich is contrary tc all requests 
by the Federal Government to save energy,  not to rrention the high cost involved. 

2.    Page 1 of 9, Table 1, we find the state-rant of the estimated speed 
lir.r't of 60 riles per hour to be extrenely high for a residential area.    This 

3.    Page^ of 9, T^ble 1,   (Social Impact contiir.urd),  v.-e find the state- 
ment concerning the opening of Kansfield Road to Hcr.i!->erg A\eni'e unbelievable. 
Kenr.field Rcsd is not wide enough for two-way traffic with parking on Loth 
s:d-is of the street.    Hew doc-s the State or Fc-d^ral Govern::;:nt expect traffic 
to j.ove along this street?    The traffic will not -.u«=t b? lisr.itcd to that of our 
cor.r,;.<nity,  tot that cf Etir.yshire Gate,  Keatht-n.'oci,  Hyde Park,  and several 
other cpcrt«-rsnt cor.;Zcxes located behind our co-.-.:::i5tyl    T.\e traffic en ihe 
702 ro3d..-ay, and the ; Jiitic.-.al treffic on K&nsfiold Road,  vill cr.i.'se a 
tie>-:nrj=.'js increase in i,:•:•?a ar.d af*   pollution in r.-r cor.-^.itv.    i> OD not 
b-]iev.. i.'.ic to br hi-althv c-r f^iri ' 
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K     P,Kc 7 of 9. T,.1.]c 1. (I.^cl:. to Ac.u.Uc r'.-.:• -.y,, « wes Il0,r>1,,, out 
in U,c- j,rccc-iit4itaon prtn-nted at the Public Uterine in L('_-:l,i.r 1^80 or nr- 
n.unity knows of the existence of tcquutic life in the tticiH, ..rid ivtr'p )or-ttd 
behind our cor...T.unity.  V.'e find it htrd to believe that the Ct.te has irncred our 
rtattn.ents of existing scquetic life.  Our eon.'.jnity believes that the EccJori-*- 
need to look into the matter a little more closely.  In feet there have been 
reported sitincs of a fanily of rsrtridecs living in our co:.. .. r.ity.  In iddition 
to the partridges, there ore wild geese that return every yctp in the trca from 
time to time. It occurs to us that saving the lives of these precious birds is 
extremely important to the wildlife of this country, as they seem to be dis- 
appearing at an alarming rate. 

5. Page 11-1, parorgraph B, second peragraph, our community pointed out 
at the public hearing in December 1980, there is proper posting of warning 
signs, as well as ample time for individuals to slow down to meet the inter- 
section at Old Eastern Avenue and the existing Maryland Route 702. According 
to this paragraph, it is a sudden shock to the driver when approaching that 
traffic light. V.'e quite frankly find this hard to believe, considering there 
is a sign 1 mile from the end of 702, stating that the roadway will end and to 
reduce speed, as well as flashing yellow warning lights as you approach the 
Eastern Boulevard exits. 

-      J. P-ge H-l, last paragraph on page, after reading this paragraph concern- 
•ing thepcrsible construction cf a 250 car parking lot, we find some of the      C 

facts concerning traffic flow hard to believe. If traffic is predicted to      ^ 
increase up to the year 2008, wouldn't the construction of the 250 car ride 
sharing parking lot deter some of the traffic from using the Maryland Route 702, 
thus reducing the need for the roadway?  Frankly, we find the idea of building 
this ride sharing parking lot ridiculous.  In order to build this parking lot, 
the destruction of many trees will have to occur, thus leaving the entire area 
short on trees. In view of the fact that trees produce the oxygen that we 
breathe, it seems rather harsh to our community to lose oxygen from those trees 
in existence now, as well ss have the increase in the air pollution from the 
traffic travelling the rordway.  In addition, these trees will help deter some 
of the noise. 

7. Page IV-H, paragraph 3, this paragraph is involved directly with our 
consiumty. To this paragraph, we again state that our residences ere of 
substsndspd construction.  V.'e definitely know there will be vibrations, which 
will ultiir-ately rerult in demsge to our properties.  Vibration damage is 
accurv.lative over the time the homes are subject to vibration, which in this 
case will be continuous.  Is the State definitely planning to do the Special 
Fnrii.oering Soils Study mentioned in this paragraph?  Cur comm-jnity would also 
like to know if we night expect any reimbursement from the State pr Federal 
Govern:.,tnt for denafces incurred to cur properties as a result of the con- 
struction. 

8. Prre IV-5, paragraph 3, our cor.!-.::,: ly finds that the less of tax 
dolltrs frcm this area of an cstir.=ted $.23,600 sigr.ific-nt, considering the C 
Ijct  tj.st ojr property tr-xts hr.ve incre-.sed, and in these times of Federal V~ 
Mv.^ct cuts, that the Crur.ty dees not need this revenue for its tydcet. / 
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9.     PiiEo  1V-7,   i^r£.c.r«'.ph 3.   we  find this  nartlcuJ&r D^r-rr-.r.K r., r *,.   .•   . 
t 15 Sutcd thrt  "tho trifle volu„« prc.dlc[td IZl\ ^-J   ^ ,     J',-:,^    ry' 

year ;„» ,„ tor,.ect.  fhen lhe ^^Z^^Tu^^ ^3 
b.l»C tr»    because the present tr.ffic rate, would te current    „h    future L 
WCJJ.    ;.c„in,   this recms confusinE and contr; iictory. iuLure as 

craph0'    Ve^beJ^ve IZZ^T^'  T C0"*KJnlt>' "^^rees Kith the entire para-   ' E. apn.    he believe  that Williams Avenue should be left a* a rr- ^n <^~~-    *.* 
Putting an off ramp at the head of Ka„sfie2d Ld llll o„Jy slrve to ZVl 

HIT V^/nZTVTA b
barrer; ,thus •n-'1»« -.^.."tTr^u h 

E««.hiVc^ °; i a"1  S. «cSd. o^rh^elT'to"" apart,r'eDts 1" 
causing very unccfortaMe condit ons S^ residents Z ZZTn"'  ^ 
for a ranp. then you certain!, can open up for"n inte^ecUon      °Pen UP 

11. CouKnts concerning Chapter IV.E. Air Quality Impacts Dtse IV n  Thf. 

indicates that poUution level: Wl'it, -^IVn^r^l^xf 1',, 
"Guestimates" as to actual CO levels are offered.    ^P"11^0 levels. 

-rrt ai,-
aVK 0ZOne• Which Wl11 Pe£k fro:n End sinultaneously with peak traffic     0 

•nd all other causes, at about 3 FM.  (The entire area peaks at this tim* 

very      p £ ^^in i£^£•J?• iSt^.S^lL- 

pc.r.cate the swlleat openings in the outer walls and windows 

d.  Psracraph, the third, race 1V-8 conrpr--8• rn <  i 

PcOlLlt ..-re "       "--i-ce, .r.^na,^ l-..tt cars will U rDlci.ed to 
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e. .•>>•; £0 Dirj.or.n3.  At j.rc.-t-nt lifJt Jir/.-rc CJty operate:; tv/o (?) :'•..••,'.• 
t::iocal  p).-.i,lf.: opt Lt \.', ciitri; Joint, on the V.'c-^tcrn Chore of the Patopcco 
;-vcr (F.-^t broi.klyn)  ;.u6  the other ot tacl: P.lvtr (L"i;stx).  /.n /.xpan:;ion of 
tl.o ELck hivtr rUnt tr a separate futility ir planned in the not too di:,t.r.t 
iv'.jre.    A new site is favored farther out on the "Pcninrula", in order to Uke 
Lt-.i.nlzge  of a ereatt-r water flow in the Chcrapc.-):e Bny. One hundred ninety 
nillion (190,000,000) £a]]ons of wrrte is procerred per dny at the Back River 
Plant alone, and this site lacks the clear water now to carry and disperse the 
effluent. Therefore, the ftvored view is establishing a facility on the 
Chesapeake.  The statement just presented is not in conconance with the 
establishment of a Kings Dominion type park, as has been reported.  It does, 
however, fit into plans for moving more population onto the peninsula, i.e., 
building rore homes. Building the homes creates the need for both highways 
and sewage disposal plants. 

f. Heavy Ketals.  The problem of heavy metals, both air borne and water 
borne, is not addressed.  (The Back River sludge is known to contain fairly 
large amounts of heavy m-jtals. Baltimore City has difficulty in finding 
dunping areas willing to accept their sludge because of this.) 

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

a. The sound level, that those living near the right-of-way are orpected 
to tolerate is 10 dB too high (source: Sound System Engineering, by Dcnald 
and Carolyn Davis, Howard W. San.s & Company, Inc., Kew York, 2d Edition, 
1976, Inclosure 1. This refer-;: ce reccm-ends 60 dBA for hithvays, 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 
listed as one of the alternatives, which means that it will not be incumbent 
upen the State to put them in!  It means little that the document addresses 
noise levels with and without barriers. It is not clearly stated as binding in 
any alternative. 

c. The control of heavy vehicles is not listed among or within any 
alternative; therefore, this falls ir.lo the "'eyewash" category. Nothing is 
Sc-c of motorcycles, i::any of which appear to lack mufflers. 

d. V.'hy was r.ot the section of Maryland Route 702 between Marlyn Avenue 
and Stem^ers Run Junior High School identified for the acoustical study? It 
wojld appear that the results along this route would more closely approximate 
the study area. 

14. Pace IV-20, paragraph 4, since our community is built on a swar.p and 
currently experiences flooding problems during extensive rain storms, it can 
only be concluded that we will experience additional flooding conditions with 
the construction of this road.  The addilicnal flooding will cause adverse 
affects on cur entire commi'nity. 

(. 
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15.  P^cc IV-21, i^r^r.-.j^h I, it 11 the opinion of Xhir:  r-o:v,;;nity and sc-vti.-l 
'H';^ i1;'81 ''? hfVC Ulktd wlth' ih»l  the wc-tlands JofrJ,(.-j b,,jirid our comiUrjlly 
V'     Jjl*    y,  \rfectcd ^ the run-off from the rcioVay. This run-off will 
C£u:;e additional pollutants to the elrtady polluted wcter. and would not help 
to clean up the presently polluted water, which is a r-ajor concern of the 
Ecoloci sts. 

After careful scrutiny of the Environmental Statement, we find it to be 
incomplete, end it does not list 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 and mention noise barriers, and quite 
another to present their use as a real alternative to noise problems.  It 
should be noted here that in our presentation at the Public Hearing in" December 
1980, we pointed out that the Air Quality Statement portion of the Environmental 
Statenent was incomplete.  Thus, it ap-ears that the State has irnored apein our 
cc-runts. 

In addition, 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 suggested that Alternatives 3B and 3C would be completely 
unbearable to the resident's of our conmrnity, as well as to the residents 
of Old Cpjntry Ridge living along Southeastern Terrace and Esse>:shire Gate ' 
Apartments along the proposed road site. 

On the basis of the above conclusion that the study is incomplete it is 
reeoiraended that the State present a r.ore cor.plete statenent of environmental 
impact on such things as Ozone, NOX. particulate matter, etc. Our community 
would also be interested in the proposed new sewage system that may be planned     s 
for our area, which will definitely present long term impact on the air and       ' 
water quality of the rrea. Further, it is reccrsn.sr^ed that if the Stcte     •    1 
builds the road, that they be bound to erect noise '.arriers along the right-of- 
k'^.'' or s-'Misr statements bindinC the State to purcha-e all the properties 
adjacent to the rlcht-of-way, extending at least 150 feet on either side of 
the proposed rosewzy, due to the excessive noise and air pollution levels 
which will result. ' 

It is also reconnended that the State re-run the acoustical study with 
a sate along the Maryland Route 702 between Karlyn Avenue and Steiroers Run 
Junior Hi£h School. This is suggested as a more appropriate location than 
che one used in Dundalk. 

It is further suggesUd that the Ervironmcntal Statement be re-done with- 
out crnMdcrzlicn of I he- dryland Annual Vehicle Inspection Lew, due to the 
l^ck cf Federal funds, as e-^ined earlier.  This sU-tc-nt holds true for 
i 5e,r,"-f,J:eQt f, "  ^tc-^bi:. rcJJuticn Mrn^rcr ::cw in .ffect.  It is felt 
tl.M v-Ahc-t the jr-i-rct o3 i. :e Wo ],,<,   ] ? fe rill tc ^.locr.hlc al.ng the 

^^!::.;y?:y-  rv^^TJ.^--'^^ U,e ,('^:^!, v!>' l!lis c^-unily feels a K'O DUILD 
oi 1 ,.•..,]... cr ZU^lli,  UU-5  r.rc   tetter f ".l.. : r,«.t ivc5t because towns slow up 
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1 

G 
Ir^ilic,   vl-$fli  JL-O'UCL:    noj^c  .'.rid  (Ji: j] ,-ic.c-^  jicOJulJon  ;.••../   .'.     . , < : 1 •:•.:,{ j^l i 
;•.)•> ;:.*    MLO,   bui-i rit-.-zc  /jrcoc  i^rc  ncjscr  anyway,   ^nd th'.y  £, 1)y  quid  down 
•jflu-  J/Jojriccc  ho-jr.';. 

1,'e trust thct  a cnpDete review of  these ctfctci.^r.l.-.  •.-i]   It  co;..-;joV red v;hen 
evclur.ting this Environiiicntiil .OtfcLot.v.nt,   and the ncccr.-.iry  i'.-t.^on ti.J'.en.     If 
there are eny  questions  concerninc this iii.ter,   ]?^sc  fed  free  to contact 
Mrs.   Jean LaFlame  st CBZ-SUBS. 

Respectfully, 

rfdJ- xx 
1 Enclosure ROBERT BRAKAN 
As Stated President 

Deep Creek Villa£e Improvement 
Association, Inc. 

Copies furnished: 
The Honorable Harry Hughes, Governor, State of Maryland 
The Honorable Clarence D. Long, Maryland State Congressman 
The Honorable Donald Hutchinson, Baltimore County Executive 
Mr. Donald Honeywell, State Highway Admnistraticn 
Mr. M. S. Caltrider, Administrator, State Higij-.:3y Adr.inistraticn 
Mr. Emil Elinsky, Federal Highway Administration 

o 
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Response   to   Doop  lireck   Vill;ij»o 

Improvement   Association's    letter   dated   August   6,    J981 

See   Section   IV-P,   Energy  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.     Consequences   of  the proposed 
action would   occur  at   different   rates   to  different   groups   and 
are,   in   effect,   an   overall   comparison  to  the   No-Build.     The worst 
case   situation   in  terms   of  community  accessibility  occurs  when 
the  only  direct   connection between   the  New  Country   Ridge  subdivi- 
sion   and   Maryland  702   Extended   consists   of  an  off  ramp   from  the 
southbound   roadway   into Mansfield   Road.      For   the   Deep  Creek  Vil- 
lage  community,   round-trip   fuel   usage   for  all   traffic   to  and 
from Maryland  Route   702  north   of  Fiastern   Boulevard would  be 
slightly   more   than   today's   route   via   Back   River  Neck   Road  even  though 
traffic   from Maryland   Route   702  southbound  would  have  direct   access 
into   the  community.     However,   round-trip   travel   times  would be 
less   using   the  proposed  highway.      For  trips   to  and   from Back   River 
Neck   Road,   trip   length,   time   and,   consequently,   fuel   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   Elementary  School, 
coordination with   the  Baltimore  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   are  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   reasons. 

Although   noise   levels   would   increase   as   a   result   of   the   proposed 
action   (.Alternate   3C) ,   residents  would   not.  have  to   resort   to  a 
closed-window   existence   (i.e.,   a i r- corn! i t i one rs   in   the  summer). 
Heat   usage would  bo  unaffected. 

Table   1,   refers   to  "Design  Speed",   a  speed   selected   for  design 
and  correlation  of   the   physical   features   of   the   highway.     For 
safety   reasons  highways   are  usually   designed   for  a  speed   10  MPH 
greater  than  the  anticipated   posted  speed.      In  this   case,   reduc- 
tion  of  the   design  speed would  not   result   in   revision  of horizon- 
tal   or  vertical   geometries  which   are  major   influences   upon project 
cost   nor  would   social   impacts  be  substantially  reduced.     The  posted 
speed   limit   for   this   roadway  would   probably  be  45  or  50   MPH.     The 
design   speed  of Ma rv land  Route   70 2  north   of  lias tern Boulevard   is 
70   MPH,   with   a   posted   speed   limit   of   55  MPH. 
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We agree.  As indicated on pages III-8 and IV-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 is    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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5. Although there are advance signs for the termination of Maryland 
Route 702 at Old Eastern Avenue, the accident history at this 
intersection would seem to attest to unexpected conditions at 
the cited intersection. 

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

7. 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 
soils 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. 

8. Thanks for your comment - no response required. 

9. 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. 

10.   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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11.  As stated in the Dl-IS pages IV-ll 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 CO levels have been 
modelled based on current state-of-the-art methodologies and 
compared to State and National Air Quality Standards'.  These 
standards were established to protect the health and welfare of 
the vulnerable segment of the population.  As stated on pages IV- 
10 to 12,   no  violation of these standards are predicted to occur 
as a result of this project. 

The mandatory phase of the Maryland Motor Vehicle linussions Inspec- 
tion Program (VlilP) is proposed for implementation on January 1, 
1983.  No changes in the scheduled implementation have occurcd to 
date. 

e. Not project related.  Thank you for your comment. 

f. See response 4 for water borne pollutants. 

Recent research has been conducted by the U.S. DOT/FHWA on risks 
associated with vehicular emissions of lead (Pb) which is the 
principle transportation related airborne heavy metal pollutant. 
This research ("A Highway Microscale Lead Analysis" by J. R. 
Chaves and P. llatii, April, 19 81) has found that lead' is not a 
threat to public health and welfare.  The Maryland Pepartmcnt of 
Health and Mental Hygiene has concurred in the findings of this 
research. 

13.  Noise Analysis, Section IV-I-' 

a. While "tolerable" noise levels are clearly a subjective 
and debatable issue, federal regulations specify a 70 
dBA noise level for residential properties adjacent to 
hi ghway proj e.cts .  This federal Design Noise Level applies 
to all fedora I ly-funded highway projects. 

b. As stated on pages 1V-17 and IV-18, noise barriers are listed 
as an alternate mitigation strategy to be evaluated during 
subsequent design phases.  The integrity of noise barriers is 
best preserved when the number and sine of openings (required 
at access points') are kept to an absolute minimum.  The trade 
off which must be evaluated at any potential access point is 
community accessibility versus the integrity of the noise miti- 
gation measure.  In this case, based on community comments, the 
Project Planning Team decided that an opening in a potential 
noise barrier at Mansfield Road was warranted on behalf of 
acces si b iIi ty.  Res i dents a 1ong W i 11i ams Avenue have cons is - 
tently objected to any connection of their street to Maryland 
Route 70 2 thus facilitating continuity of potential barriers 



on their side of the proposed highway.  Other strategies 
to mitigate noise .impacts have also been identified. 
Because of the controversial nature of noise barriers in 
general, the only coiiim i tment that can be made at this 
time is that noise barriers wiIJ be considered together 
with other strategies as a part of this highway construc- 
tion, and further coordination will be carried out with 
effected communities during the final design phase. 

c. The prohibition of heavy trucks was discussed as a noise 
control measure on page IV-16.  After further consideration 
it is recommended that heavy trucks be prohibited along 
the extension of Maryland Route 702 between approximately 
7 PM and 7 AM, subject to field 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-sect ion 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 close enough to the 
study area to be 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 selected action would not worsen the existing 
flooding conditions.  All highway-related drainage would be 
designed to minimize any potentially adverse impacts.  Construc- 
tion of the project may reduce overall flooding potential. 

15. See SHA response No. 4. 

Fage 5, Paragraph 4 

This Project Planning study and the reporting of findings in the 
PliIS 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 feasible and proper have been 
included in the selected action.  The question of a commitment to 
construction of noise barriers is addressed in response #13, prececding 
The SHA lacks both legislative authority and financial means to pur- 
chase properties not required for highway use. 
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3.  Agencies - 

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement was 

circulated in June, 1981 to all agencies listed in Section 

IV. 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. 

i 

Also included in this section, to complete 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. 

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 list. 

III-4 
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DATE SOURCE COMMENTS 

11/28/80    Baltimore County 
Department of Public 
Works 

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

6/24/81 Baltimore County 
Assistant to County 
Administrative Officer 

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

6/24/81 Baltimore County 
5th District Councilman 

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

6/24/81 Baltimore County 
Director of Public Works 

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

6/24/81 Baltimore County, 
Office of Planning 
Zoning 

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

6/30/81  U. S. Coast Guard "A Coast Guard Permit will 
not be required for the proj- 
ect. " 

This letter was submitted in response to original circulation 
of the Environmental Document for this project as an Environ- 
mental Assessment in September of 1980. 
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DATE SOURCE COMMENTS 

6/30/81 Maryland Department of 
Natural Resources, Tide- 
water Administration, 
Tidal Fisheries Div. 

RESPONSE 

"From the aquatic 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 II-D. 

7/ 1/81 Maryland Department of 
Health & Mental Hygiene 

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". 

7/ 6/81 Maryland Department of 
Natural Resources, Tide- 
water Administration, 
Coastal Resources Div. 

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

7/ 7/81 Maryland Department of 
State Planning 

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

7/ 8/81 Baltimore County Depart- 
ment of Public Works 

Editorial comments only, no 
alternate preference stated 
(see letter dated 11/28/80). 

III-6 



$ 

DATE SOURCE COMMENTS 

7/13/81 Maryland Department of 
Natural Resources, 
Wildlife Administration 

"Having reviewed the various 
alternatives^ it's apparent 
that none of them will sig- 
nificantly impact wildlife." 

7/13/81 U. S. Department of Com- 
merce, National Marine 
Fisheries Service 

"Provided strict sediment 
control measures are enforc- 
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. 

7/13/81 U. S. Department of 
Transportation, Office 
of Environment and 
Safety 

"We have no specific comments 
to offer on the statement." 

7/17/81 Regional Planning 
Council 

"The Transportation Steering 
Committee considered this 
project at its July 17, 1981 
meeting and recommended en- 
dorsement. " 

7/20/81 Maryland Department of 
Natural Resources, Water 
Resources Administration, 
Watershed Permits 

"From the Watershed Permits 
Division perspective alterna- 
tive 2 is preferred." 

"Alternate 3B would be pre- 
ferred over Alternate 3C." 

RESPONSE See Section II-D 
to MDNR letter 
1981. 

and response 
of June 30, 

7/22/81 U. S. Department of 
Agriculture, Forest 
Service 

Editorial comments only, no 
alternate preference stated. 
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DATE SOURCE COMMENTS 

7/30/81 U. S. Army Corps of 
Engineers 

8/10/81 U. S. Environmental 
Protection Agency 

RESPONSE 

Letter discusses applicabil- 
ity of Section 404 Permits, 
but states no alternate 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 Il-D. 

8/11/81  U. S. Department of the 
Interior, Office of En- 
vironmental Project 
Review 

No alternate preference stat- 
ed. 

8/19/81  U. S. Department of Hous- 
ing & Urban Development 

RESPONSE 

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 communities from the 
roadway. Coordination will 
continue with the affected 
property owners through final 
design to discuss specific 
noise mitigation techniques. 

8/19/81 SHA Quarterly Inter- 
Agency Review Meeting 

See Summary for list of at- 
tendees and points discussed. 

III-8 
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/y ;'/. •  PALTI,V.OP.[ COUNTY 
.„.     . f rrAiV/ztNT or PUOIIC WORKS 

'•»'  iVfy lOVSON. MARYLAND 21204 

HARRY J. PIS7EI. R E. 
CnfCTCR 

November  28,   1980 

Mr. William F.  Schneider, jr., chief 
Bureau of Project Planning 
State Highway Administration 
300 West Preston Street - Room 404 
Baltimore, Maryland    21201 

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

Dear Mr. Schneider: 

which ^^^^t^^^^Jl'i:^ ** ^ «**«* project 
1980 letter from Hal Kassoff      rZ      T f PUblic Works ^ the October 29, 
County will be trSl^L^SSE* ^ *?*'«*•**"*• of Baltimore 
PubUc Works are as foll^sf Comments of the Department of 

Tran^ortation Secr^v ;a!r«Ciinn?n ** ^^^ Department of 
Executive recom^^d^t ZTJL 0£T? ** ^ ^ "»«* 
3C and states  that thTrL/LcTS?        ^^ aS Alternat^  3B or 
note that you W te^J^lZ?^"***"*1* needed-    We ***"* 
in new location^Alt^ » «  L^ """^ *CUt* 702 Extended 

element of Balti^ore^C^v^ TJ    ^Z* reconmen«a^ as an iinmediate ' 
Assessment makeTIt clZ ^hat t?  •     toSter Plan-     The ^vinamentU 
nate 2 do little    if anShfn.    the improvements proposed under Alter- 
the segment of Bac^ iJv^ 9v ? ^^ exist^ conditions along 
Park R^d. ^ NeCk Road frora old eastern Avenue to Hyde 

2.    On p.IU-lo you fexplain that   »innaH~~a   • 
facilities are not presented in t^t *     2*V"»*«*t* to County 
3C is selected,   intSsectinf n    ^      document."    if Alternate  3B or 
in their appr^chls^6^^^0^ ^ "J^ improvement 
that our desired paving w2ths «!£T J02

1
Extended-    »* understand 

will be considered £Z ^tt^LT * ?    ^  Sections '» ^ch roads aerea wnen the project design phase proceeds. 

3.    On p.Ill-10 you state  that  "ac »  r,,^     * -,^ 
Ooimty roadways   (such M Lk JV^M    5 Alte^ate  3C,  other existing 
Baltimore County.-    w- InlL     ^. ROad,  "** ^ widened by y.       We will be wxllxng  to consider some improvements 

t. 
i 
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Mr. William F. Schneider,  Jr. 
page ivo 
November  26,   19B0 

4. 

5. 

6. 

Recent policy 
changes prevent 
consideration of 
such lots by the 
SHA at this time 

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 any work on Back River Neck Road 
widening in the foreseeable 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 
Old Eastern Avenue as severely as the three feet stated on p.III-7. 
We request that any reference to the specific amount of fill 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 ^et 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 
wh°n the project design is undertaken and urge that the descriptions 
and benefits of the fringe parking lots be retained in the document. 

Very truly yours"; '/ 

^.<^'  y' . V ' 
HHSUIY J. PISTEf., P. E. 
Director, Department of public Works 

HJP:lSP:hh 

cc    The Honorable Donald P.  Hutchinson 
Mr. Norman E.  Gerber 
Mr. Stephen E. Collins 
Mr. John J.  Trenner 
Mr. I.  Scott Poehlman 



Ji-'1".'    r,> .   Ut'iK-m K.   rri-ir..3n Jil.TLi        ..uui   ?',,   )of:j ^f^ 
A<r.iM(int   to  County Adn.inlf.tiot ivo * —   • 

Offdctr * & T >i:ctinc: 7/10/Bl 
hit zzanine.  Old  Court   Houtt B P C >i:-c-tinc: 7/2^/Si 
Towson,  Karylnnd    2120A 

P^J Joint KPKV'CKESA }t-vicv Cj-cle  (up to CO dtyt) 

SUBJECT:     REFERR/J, COOHDDIiTOE HEJVIEV,' ETOa^ET 

Applicant:   REFERRAL SOURCE:    Dept.  o 

Project:     Draft  EIS - Maryland Route 

E & E Pile No.: 81-180 

CommentE Should be Iteturned By:     juiy g,  1981 

TnlB project has 'been forwarded to the folloving local departmentB or B^enciee 
(Check appropriate blenke and attach connentB from the reviewing agencies): 

 Planning  Public WoricB 

 Environmental Protection  FUTHBT) IfelationE 

 Others (specify)  

^TOEISDICTIQN'S CDHKEHTS 

Check Cbe 

UMB juriBdiction has no ooEmentB on this particular project. 

This project is consistent vith or contributes to the fulfillment 
of local conprehensive plans, goals end objectives. 

!IMs prDJect raises problems concerning incosrpatibility with local 
plans, or intergovernmental, environmental or civil rights issues 
and a meeting vith the applicant ijs requested (attach comments). 

This project raises problems concerning incompatibility vith local 
plans, or intergovernmental, environmental or civil rights issues, 
however, a meeting vith the applicant is not requested (attach comments). 

dis project is generally consistent vith local plans, but qualifying 
conaents are necessaiy (attach corments). 

M EEKHW TO: Sigaa-hrre   /JWM^^> 
CoordLnator,  Kstropolitan Clearin^iouBe 
Esgional Fltrming Council Mtlel 

^225 K.  O^xles Street 
{AXJLfi- 

^t^ «.  uritrJeB Street /?  —/-/Ol ,     ,  (^'fvn> 
^altimcre, Ksayland 21218 L^ncyU^J^j^^h^u^ W^JL 

Date ^If'T? 



£ Luic:    June 24,  1981 

TO:   Ms.   Honora H.  Freecan 
Asristant   to County Adninlttrctivc 
Office 

Mezzanine,  Old  Court  House 
Towson,  Maryland    21204 

SUBJECT:    PROJECT NOTIFICATION EEVHV 

Applicant:      REFERRAL SOURCE:     Dept.   of  State Planning 

Project: Draft  EIS - Maryland Route 702  Extended 

B&EFileNo.:    /ei-lPO 
I- •       .. -^ 

Co=DentE Should be Eetumefl By:       July 8,  1981 

Cbecl: One 

 This agency has no comDente on this particular project. 

>/ Ohis project is cor.ei.tent with or contributes to the fulfillment 
 of local co=prehensive plans, goals and objectives. 

This proiect raises issues concerning incompatibilityvith loc^ 
T plaL or^intergovexwDeatal problem and a meeting vith the applicant 

is requested (Specify belov). 

•PhiB' reject raises issues concemins incompatibility with local plans 
 o^Lt^SvexSental pr^blens, however, a meeting vdth the applicant 

i6 rot requested (Specify below). 

 mis P«ject is generally consistent with local plans, but qualifying 
" coE=ients are necessary (Specify below). 

^ •,/ 
Coaaents ._ . : —^r ^ 'T*    I    7 /-? 

 — 6^      J 

ISTOKS TO LOOtL EE^KRU, COORDINATOE Signature ___^  , ^  

SAVED ABOVE ( (£\^\)   G^A^Ji Title   

i^ency _            ^^ ——  



Date I    June 24,  1981 ^ 

•TO:   Ms.  Honora K.  Freccan 
Assistant  to County AdsiniBtrative 

Office 
Mezzanine,  Old  Court  HOUBC .     . 
Towson, Maryland    21204 

SOEJKT:    PROJECT KOTIFICATION EEVITrf 

ApplicEnt:      REFERRAL SOURCE:     Dept.   of   State Planning 

Project: Draft  E1S - Maryland Route 702  Extended 

B h. E K-le No.:       81-180 

CoroentB Bbould be Betumed By:        July 8,  1981 

Checfc One 

Tnis ^ency has no con3entE on this particular project, 

le requested (Specify belov). 

rniB ^.ot »i». i-- -^L^r^^^is ^ir 
 "" or intergoveirjaer.tal pxoWeas, however, B Dee^jo^ 

is not requested (Specify belov). 

«. project U —xOl, cof i.tenlt Wtb loc^ p!-, *- ^Uf^ 
 " counts ire neMssaiy (Specify belov). 

CorsentE 

SCTBJ TO LOCAL EEKKBAL COORWKiTOB Signature ^ 

JJIVS) ABOVE Ktle Jl\,f!rt- 

Kj&J^Qim- 

l£cncy ^^^ks^^^^^" 



Date,    ^ne 24.  1981 
51 

50,   MB.  Honor. K.   Freeman lve Assistant  to County Adr.iniBtratlve 

Uellinlne.  Old  Court House 
Towson. KaryUnd    21.04 

^Hcnt,      K^ SCKCE:    .ept.  of  State Pi—* 

M.rt. Br6n  EXS - H.^- Bc-t. 702  Extended 

EiRK-leK0-1       81-180 

C0^u Eho^a *. s.t»-» »•     ^ 8- 1981 

^£^}L^S. ^a-ticmltr project. 

or iccu .^i*—         toc^ti^it,-* a«So of locU CO<=J«1>B«1« P „Miitv vlth lo=al 

^^.M (specify wiov). i()eal planB 

^^t^^tL pUe^, however. . -.tW vi 

conaentE are r.ecescarj' ^Specny __„_——- 

j^aS TO Km EE-XP^ COOEDD^B 

HtXZD i30VE 



DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

UNITED STATES COAST GUARD > 
MAILING.   ADDf>CES:< 
COMWANDCR(oan) 
FITTM COALT GUARD DISTRICT 
rcDCNAL DUILDINC 
4S1   CHAWfOWD STRCrT 
PORTSMOUTH.    VA    Z370B 

J6591 
30 June 3 981 

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: 

TMC ipttPr is in response to your request of June 11, 1981, for comments 
concerning the ^roposeS extension of Maryland route 702 along Back R.ver Neck. 

The proposed alternates of the project,  as described in the draft 
enviSental  impact statement do not demostrate a case for Cwst Guard 
Z fiction     The proposed stream crossings are non-navigable for bridge 
Jermitifng purposes'   A Coast Guard permit will not be required for the 
project. 

Sincere! 

D. iUPER 
'Captain, U. S. Coast Guard 
Chief, Aids to Navigation Branch 
By direction of the Commander 
Fifth Coast Guard District 

L l. A V>* 
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KEhOW^OlW 

FRDH: Vta. P. Jensen. J^ 

Siw-        Orrft ns feryl»// Route 702 Extended. 
Patspsco drainage -    ) 

TMs proiect US considers four aUernatlves to .pgradjn^tr^fjcse^ce 

^vo Jed"S%roMMting instrea. e.»rtr»<:£-. fj» J^^e habitat sUndpoirt 

Swi*? r.^-wss'tTs ** * »~**ta to 3c- 
L counts -ere prepared b, Steve ^ fl« Hs.eHes .vision. 

WPO/SE/pah 

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



I>atc: July l, 1931 

•.aryland Department of State Planning 
State Offic'e Building 
301 West Preston Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21201 

SUBJECT:  PROJECT SUMMARY NOTIFICATION REVIEW 

Applicant: State Highway Administration 

Project: Draft EIS - Kd. Rte. 702 Extended (Balto. County) 

State Clearinghouse Control Number: 81-6-595 

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 approved Coastal Zone Management Program 

2. The project is not inconsistent with this agency's plans 
programs or objectives, but the attached comments are  ' 
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, 
programs or objectives for the reasons indicated on 
attachment. 

Stature,    ^Uf.i^L 
^ _ William M. Eichbaum 
Title:  Assistant Secretary for Enyironngntal 

Programs 
Agency: Department of Health  

Address:       201 West Preston Street 

Baltimore, Maryland   21201 

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



IA 
Back River is probably the nost 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 unprove over 
all water quality in the area. 

See section II C 
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HATI    O'    MARYLAND 

Dtr/VBlwrST   Of    KA-WlfcAl   PtSOLKCtt 

nCKWATEW  A.DMi»>lirTKATK>N 
t»»vts s-/rt 0»».ct BUUDIKC 

AKSA^OLIS    2I4D1 (301)   269-278A 

KEM0RAN*DL1-1 

TO: Paul  Clement, 
"Catershed Permits Divisior,  VR.A 

FROM:    Elder dfe^^lli, jr.f 
Coastal resources Division, 
Tidewater Administration 

DATE:    July 6, 1981 

SUBJECT: DEIS, Rtc. 702 extended, Baltimore County 
i'81-6-995. 

Clearinghouse Project 

The Tidtvster Adcinistrat ion has roviewed the referenced decu^nt fcr.d finds, 
that the project is not inconsistent with the objectives of this agency. Retarding 
the proposed alternatives, please note the preferred alternates as stated in the 
attached meaoranduis from the Tidal Fisheries Division. Also note the reconraended 
restriction of instreara construction activity free 1 March to 15 June. 

rrc 

Att achinents See list of Commitments for 
Mitigation Measures given in 
Section II C 

VV.\ 
\\i 



Karyland Department of State Planning 
State Office Builamg 
301 West Preston Street 
(Baltiaore,  Maryland    ^1201 

SUBJECT:     PROJECT SUl-^RY NOTIFICATION REVIEW 

Applicant:    State Highway Administration ^^ 

Project:    Draft EIS - *. Kte.  702 Extended  (Balto. County 

Rl—fi—995 
State Clearinghouse Control Number: 

CHECK ONE 

This agency has reviewed the a,ove project and has determined that:      . 

a.    The project is not inconstant vithth^agency^^lans. 

iraf^p^SS ISneTaLseSLt Program.        -   

2.    The project is not inconsistent with this W^'g•-   W 

Clirtld^fof^n^frat^ ^the applicant. X- 

attached. 

attachment. 

Signature: J 
Je^^ f Jeff SO 

|/viSl^^- 
Bresee 

Title: £*} 

Agency:        srate Pl^nnlnr - rfic? 

Address:      ?.no v   ^^nmore. St. 

f  .^-ildren attending Mars Estates Elementary 
For the protection of ctaldrm atten      B^ ferabie over . 

School,  Alternate 3 ^d  "^t*e
c^nt rat ions at the 

alternates Eenerating higher  county cone 

school  site. 



r^}.^\ BALTIMORE COUNTY /U^ 
,   'AV.V    DrPAWMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS 0^ 

TOWSON, MARYLAND 21204 

HATsRY j  r;STEL  P E 
D.r-.ECTO.A 

July  8,   1981 

Mr. William F. Schneider, Jr., Chief 
Bureau of Project Planning (Room 310) 
State Highway Administration 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, >5aryland 21202 

Reference:  Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
Maryland Route 702 Extended 
From Old Eactarn Avenue to Back River Neck Road 
Essex, Baltimore County, Maryland 

Dear Mr. Schneider: 

We have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for 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 
our comments upon review of the Environmental Assessment for thi ••- project  Since 
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement is basically the Environmental Assessment 
previously reviewed, our earlier comments are still pertinent. 

.The E-I-S* rGtains the statement (p.III-7) that Old 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 Old Eastern Avenue 
ceulo be adversely affected by excessive fill and believe that a satisfactory 

ir^h *??*?  Can be achi^ed in this vicinity without raising Old Eastern Avenue as raucn as j teet. 

»•«.„,  0ther itemS 0f concern in the E.I.S. have been addressed in your 
Project Planning Staff recommendation submitted to the State Highway Administrator 
by memorandum dateo March 23, 1981 from Hal Kassoff, with copies submitted to 
Baltimore County representatives.  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 s/ 
increase for old Eastern sincere^ 
Avenue has been deleted. ^^    y^^x^/i 
See section IIQ ^-^-'^^^s /'^)'\  / 

iJJr:irr:::ijh 

cc:  The Konr.rablo Donald P. }:.:tchinson 
Mr. Korean E. Gcrber 
Mr. : , ;.hcn E. Collins 
Mr. . . :.n J. T; enner 



WILDLIft  ADMIHIf.TRA.TION 

NATUHAl fc 
ANH*>l»Ci.l*   21*01 

Ant* >oil»*•>i»» 

to Paul  C]eTi.pDts t.AT« July 13.   19B1 

r»C>«* 

SUBJ: 

Carlo K.   Brunori   ^/-Y3?   .  

KD 702 Eiteoded,  Baltiiiore County    Bl-6-995 

none 

Having reviewed  the various  alternatives,   its  apparent   that    vvA-. L    •        v^TIS rZ V;N 
of  then will significantly  ircpact wildlife. V.A.L"'' --LD Pt.nVilTS 

Tbe land previouslv set aside for a highway provides  an open-space 
suited primarily as a resting/feeding area  for various passerines.    Beyond 
that  it*  limited by  the lack of adequate  cover  except at a few places.     Use 
of  this alignment will obviously have more impact  on local wildlife  than 
vould using Back River Keck Road,  but its not  a severe impact. 

If   the revised  land  is used,   the County may be  interested  in setting 
£side other open-space areas.    These would not  only serve the public by 
providing natural areas,  but also provide excellent habitat .or wildlife, 
especially songbirds.     Little if any landscaping would be required tq 
establish such an area.    If  their interested, we'll be glad to help in any 

way we  can. 

Inland Fisheries does not anticipate any problems with the project. 

This  recommendation  has  been 
forwarded to  Baltimore  County 
for consideration. 

CRB:SEM:wfs 



UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
fl'ntionu! OcL.mic and Atmospheric Administration 
NATIONAL MARINC FISHERIES SERVICE 

Services Division 
Habitat Protection Branch 
7 Pleasant Street 
Gloucester, Massachusetts 01930 

JUL 1 3 19B1 

& 

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: 

He have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement entitled 
Maryland Route 702 Extended From Old 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 Nationc,! Marine Fisheries 
Service has responsibility. 

Sincerely, 

(Rs&fcML .•e-^ 

Ruth 0.  Rehfus 
Acting Branch Chief 

See  section  II   C 

f. 
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iM D   STATEb   GDVER'J^'LNT 

jMcmoranau; 

DEf-APTKENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 

771 

OAU July   13,   1981 
.  Draft   Environment H]   Impact   Statement:     Fighvav i. ..pi, 

sumci'Project    Route   702,   Baltimore,   Maryland, 
FHWA-MD-E1S-81-3-D 

"0'•^ '    Director,  Qffice  of  Environment   and  Safetv 

r»l*<   to 

1C    Chief, Environmental Programs Division 
Federal Highway Adrinistration, HEV-10 

We appreciate the opportunity to review and comment on this draft 
environmental intact statenrr.t.  We have nc specific comments to 
offer cr. the staterent. 

We look forward to 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 



fcLCIONAL M-/-.N!:iNG COUN'CIL 
2225 JJorth Charles Street 
Baltimore,  Maryland  21218 P. P C Mcetinp July   17,   Ippi (J6 

REVIEW AND REFEPJIAL MEMORANDWl 

Project:  81-180   Draft EIS - Maryland Route 702 Extended.  The objective 
of the project is to extend Maryland Route 702 approxi- 
mately two (2) miles from its present terminus at Old 
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 Back 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: ENDORSEMENT IS RECOMMENDED 

1 HEREBY 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. 

July 17, 1981 
DATE 

WALTER J. K0WALCZYK, JR. 

Walter Kowalczyk 
Executive Director 



THOMAS   C.   ANOMi-V l/l 

STATE OF MARYLAND 

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 

WATER RESOURCES ADMINISTRATION, 
TAWES STATE OFFICE BUILDING 

ANNAPOLIS. MARYLAND 21401 

MEMORANDUM 

TO:    Karen Pushkar, Clearinghouse Coo^inator 

Earl Shaver, Watershed Permits 

July 20, 1981 

FROM: 

DATE: 

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 
Division offers the following comments: 

1. 

Uternate   3C is 
the  selected 
alternate. 3. 

See section IIC 

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. 

Alternate 3B would have slightly less impact on the 
100-year floodplain than 3C. Alterncte 3B would be 
preferred over alternate 3C. 

Due 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. 

All alternatives would require extensive sediment and 
erosion control plans to minimize any impacts to the 
environment. 

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 reviewed for methods of pollution 
and sediment control. 

This will be coordinated 
during final Design. 



Page Two 10 
6  The Wetlands Division has no objections ox  preference 

to the proposed alternates.  No Wetlands License or Permit 
See section IIC is required; however, the Wetlands Division stressed that 

adequate sediment control be implemented to protect 
wetland areas downstream. 

rad 



7.1 
UNITED STATCS DI rARTMtNT or AGRICULTURE 

roncsT SERVICE 

NOnTHCABTCMN  AntA   BTATt   AND   PRIVATE    rDPtfi-'RrV 

970   REED   RDAD.—   ORODMALL.  PA.  1VOOO 

1950   V   rf,! July 22, l9tfl| 

Mr. William F. Schneider, Jr., Chief 
Bureau of Project Planning (Room 310) 
State Highway Administration 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, MD 21202 

Dean Mr. Schneider: 

After review of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement on Maryland Route 702 
Extended from Old 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-l. 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 III-4, the second "38" needs 
to be changed to "30"; 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 consideration. Also, we would recommend that the ^otnote 
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 lift 

nn oaae IV-4. item 3. Subseouent Damage to Adjacent Structures, this consideration 
?s ?eft unresoU^, and in the final EIS a decision should be.made whether or not 
engineering soils studies are needed in making a reasoned cho^e among alternatives. 

See section lie ._. . 
We appreciate the opportunity to review this document and hope our comments will be 
useful in the preparation of the final EIS. 

Sincerely, 

•'JZ^M-tik*^ 
ALLEN J. SCHACHT 
Area Director 



DEPARTMENT  OF THE  ARMY 
JlALTIMORt     DltlWICT       CC'B^L     Of      INCINtmG 

r O      BOX     17 15 

BAl.TIMOnr       MARYLAND    21J03 

1^ 

NABPL-E 3 0  JUL 1981 

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 Draft Environmental Impsct Statement 
(DEIS) related to the proposed construction of the Maryland 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 measures "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-year flood plains should not be significant. See 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, therefore, 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. 



1$ 
NABPL-E 
Mr. William F. Schneider, Jr. 3 0 JIL i'^ 

of the Clean Water j\ct  under the Nationwide Permit program; however  thi«= 
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 dop<-> not 
contain sufficient information to enable an analysis to be prepared a- 
described in 40 CFR 230.12(a) (3) (iv.).  For further information regP^r- 
this area of concern, please contact Mrs. Terry Morgan in the Regulator- 
Functions Branch of Operations Division at (301) 962-4252. ^ 

There are no existing and/or proposed Corps proiects within the nroposc* 
construction locale which would become adversely impnrifcd due to*const ruc- 
tion. 

The Baltimore District appreciates the opportunity to comment on your DL'S 
and is looking forward to review of the final statement.  If we can ho  of 
further assistance, please do not hesitate to contact either Mr. Rick Ponino 
or Mr. Larry Lower of my staff at (301) 962-2558. 

Sincerely yours. 

Section  404   Permit  appli- ///       l) A  (/ jj 
cations will  be made  during M \tfA   (^    XyJ&r^A^, A 
a  later  phase of thxs v ^lm ^ ^^J^ Jr> W 
project. ^--    chief.   Planning Division 



Tf 

"CGION  IK 

f\UG JO 1981 

urn AN'D V.-ALNUT STRFFTc 
PH"-ADELPH,A.PEN.>lsvLVAN

E
|
E

A
TS

|9j 

Mr.   Vm.   F. 
Jr.,   Chief ^ 

Bureau of p
Sc\hnelder.  -•.  tnief 

707 North Calvert  Street 
Baltimore,  Maryland     212^2 

^.-     Maryland Route   702  Extended 

Dear Mr.  Schneider: 

We have reviewed the Draft Els f      ,u 
classified it in EPA's  tH * the ProJect referenreH  UK 

Sincerely yours. 

JohM R.  Pompc 
Cttlef 

HS &- Wetlands Review Section 

Enclosure 

See  section  lie and 
Memorandem of Quarterly 
Inter-Agency  Review 
(dated  August   19,   1981). 
reproduced   in  this 
section. 
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United Stntes DL];;:!-; ?:I-:;"JI 

o:; ir.L or "lii.1. .':/.: 

Office  of   !:::vir:r.r<;n:::]   I'r-.y 
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Mr. v.'r.i. F. Schneider, Jr., Cliief 
Bureau of Project Planning (Roon 310) 
State Highway Adainistiation 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Maryland  21202 

Dear Mr. Schnieder: 

August 11, 1981 

Q 

O 

The Department of the Interior has conpleted its review of the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement for Maryland Route 702 Extended.  Additionally, the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service and Maryland State Highway Administration discussed this 
project during the quarterly coordination meeting held on July 30, 1981.  During 
this discussion of the project ve requested that the stream proposed to be 
channelized near East Hamburg Ave, be meandered to increase its length and reduce 
storm water runoff velocity.  It was indicated that this could be done. We were 
also informed that the proposed fringe parking lots located within the 100-year 
floodplain were no longer being considered. Our only remaining concerns relate 
to the design, implementation, and enforcement of erosion and sediment controls. 
Our position on future Section 10/404 Corps of Engineers perudts would be one 
of no objection provided plans are developed as indicated. 

This final statement should include correspondence from the Sthte Historic 
Preservation Officer (SKPO) documenting that no cultural resources meeting 
National Register of"Historic Places criteria would be affected by any alternate 
under consideration.  Further, cultural resources of State and local significance 
not meeting National Register criteria should be considered in the planning process 
and measures provided to avoid or mitigate impacts to these resources. 

The important hydrologic and geologic censiderations have been addressed in the 
statement.  V.'e find no discrepancies regarding those con?iderations assuming that 
public water service is extended throughout the area :n the next five years as 
indicated in Fig. 1-4.  However, if that service is not extended, ground-water 
contamination by polluted highway runoff may affect household veils locally near 
the highway in the southern part of the study area. 

These considerations 
will be made part of 
the Env. Checklist 
provided to Desicjn 
Bureau. 

Sincerely yours. 

:ioi..-.l nv ]:•.;-•. officer 

2.  Correspondence from the 
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. 

Water Service extensions 
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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KIGION   III AUG 1 ii WBI 
3ci: 

Mr. William F. Schneider, Jr. 
Chief, Bureau of Project Planning 
State Highway Administration 
707 North Calvert Street, Roots 310 
Baltimore, Maryland  21202 

Dear Mr. Schneider: 

We have completed our review of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement "for 
Maryland Route 702 Extendad and offer the following comments. 

1. 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 Design Criteria. 
Similar changes should be made to related portions of the text. 

2. 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 provide a sounder 
basis for any decision relating to the ultimate design cf noise 
barriers. 

3. 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 
barrier appearance during i/ue 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. While a noise 

. ) c e <£, tCTi o -Ti O-^J "H-C 
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barrier will probably be the most profound visual imppc.-, the  overall 
consideration of visual impactB should go beyond this possible 
feature of the road. We recommend, therefore, that the Final EIS 
contain a discussion of visual itnpactB which should include the noise 
barriers as major slements of concern. 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment and look forward to receiver > wit- 
Final EIS when it is completed. 

Thoaas J. Gol 
Acting Regio: Administrator 



IY '"Vs    Mai)1and Department ofTransportat/on 
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iway Admmstralion 

hmti i. O'Donntll 

M. S. Caltrider 
Adminisldtor 

August   19,   198) 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Attendees 

FROM: Wm.  F.   Schneider,   Jr.,   Chief 
Bureau of Project Planning 

SUBJECT:       Quarterly  Inter-Agency Review 
Meeting Summary 

On July JJ,   1981  the Quarterly Inter-Agency Review war held at 10:00 A.M. 
in Room 207 at  707 Calvert  Street.     The  following persons attended: 

m 

Jfln.  F.   Schneider,   Jr. 
Dennis Lew 
Karen Rytel 
Matthew Wat sky 
Richard S.  Krolak 
Cynthia  Simpson 
Charles B.  Adams 
Bob Zepp 
W.B.   Greene 
Barbara 5.  Becker 
Eric Johnson 
Tom Filip 
Wm.   Lee 
Bill  Branch 
Harold Cassell 
Earl  Shaver 
Fred Skaer 

-flavid Wallace 
Carl   Schmidt 
Jim Gat ley 
Steve Sharar 
Donald G.   Honeywell 
K.  Richard Koelbel 
Fred Doerfler 
Len Zembas 
Jim Helm 
Steve Kouroupis 

SHA,   Chief,   Bureau of Project Planning (301)  659-1130 
SHA,   BPP,   Environmental Management (301)  659-1179 
SHA,   Bureau of Bridge Design (301)  659-1165 

SHA,   BPP,   Environmental  Management (301)  659-1180 
SHA,  BPP,   Chief,   Environmental Mgnt. (301)  659-1177 
SHA,   BPP,   Environmental Management (301)  659-1184 
SHA,   Bureau of Landscape Architecture (301)  321-3528 
U.S. -Fis/i and Wildlife Service   •- (301)  269-5448 
SHA,  Material and Research (301)  321-3545 
HPS,  Mid Atlantic Region (215)  597-2785 
EPA,   III (215)  597-4388 
U.S.  Army Corps of Engineer (301)   962-3670 
SHA,   Chief Engineer (301)  659-1200 
SHA,  Bureau of Landscape Architecture (301)  521-5481 
WRA,   Wetlands Division (301)  269-3871 
MA,   Watershed (301)  269-2265 
FHWA (301)   962-4456 
Rummel,   Klepper L  Kahl (301)   685-3105 
SHA,   Bureau of Highway Design (301)   659-1255 
SHA,   Bureau of Bridge Desing (301)   659-1344 
SHA,  Bureau of Bridge Design (301)  659-1164 
SHA,   Bureau of Project Planning (301)  659-1136 
SHA,   Bureau of Project Planning (501)  659-1156 
SHA,   Bureau of Highway Design (301)  659-1283 
SHA,   Bureau of Highway Design (301)  659-1278 
SHA,   Bureau of Project Planning (301)  659-1139 
SHA,  Bureau of Highway Design (301)  659-1263 

My telephone number is 6.j9-ii77 

P O    Rnv   717 / TOT  U-s-tK /-,!..,.•  c. « ^ *«« in* 



r //  W  If 5     m/fitionrd t/u-   feasibility of relocating  the 
Bob Zcpp of ".*•'•*-*•   Z 5'ted using the fly ash area and 

beidge within the save corridor,     ^^^^f^.^tion.    Mr.   /epp also 
submitted other alignments  to D    Krolakor aircarfy impacted,   for 
suggested that utilizing the old causeway,   since its y 
construction would lessen marsh impacts. 

.t      h ,/,» IM is asking that the bridge be shortened m.  Lee stated that though the SHA is asking ^^ 
for economic reasons,   studies m,st »•"£•£?,£ IndZtigation to'be implemented 
rwo items must be •-«""•«»*££'*£ t^are competed, permit agencies 
while  constructing  the bricge.     Hiier 
will  be consulted. 

Oic* Krolak  summarized this ^^^^ ^^^ ^ '" 
involved agencies must work  together to address  the issues. 

Don Honeywell £ «.  KoeJftei (BW 
Md     702 
CTP'    "Development and Evaluation Program 

Don Honeywell  began by statingJ^^J^^^i^.^ 'T^ 
County in Essex.     The propose oft ^W^^\\Z7his deficient in capacity      , 

highway capacity to the ^fJ^J^ZiZ^ 1°Cati0n ^"^  " "" Project  studies are approximately  90* compjec 
in February,   1982. 

Seeause of residential dereiopment the^^^^^ Streams, 
placement of the relocation alternates,     ine prp 
Deep Creek and Muddy Cut and may require permits. 

Three  (3, methods have been proposed for crossing Deep Creek: 

a,  Culvert  tgpe crossing and 'tr^'el^on-$22B§000 
b) Spanning  the entire  floodplain-Jl, 750,000 
c) Spanning  two  streams-*!,144,000. 

_i ith thf culvert type crossing with 
The ..ater ^sources ^^^"^f^Ts Jtuated 200' abovthe wetland area 
the relocation of Deep Creek.     Muddy Gut  is  situatea 
and out of the floodplain. 

The proposed par, and ride >£'£'gJSJZZl.ZJZZZZ- 
considered and condemnation powers of the  SNA   Tor w ^ problem  for the 
discussed.     It was a consensus  that permi' ^e^eJJ„Jocated portion of the 
project.     SHA will  consider designing a meander  jn  tne reioca p 
stream of Deep Creek as suggested by USE L  WS. , 
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IV. DISTRIBPTION 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 reproduced 

in Section Ill-B of this Final EIS. 

RECEIVED 
COPY OF 
DRAFT EIS 

PROVIDED 
COMMENTS ON 
DRAFT EIS 

RECEIVED 
COPY OF 
FINAL EIS 

FEDERAL AGENCIES• 

U. S. Department of the Interior 
Office of Environmental Project 
Review 

15 State Street 
Boston, Massachusetts 02109 

Environmental Protection Agency 
Environmental Impact Statement 

Coordinator 
Sixth & Walnut Streets 
Curtis Building - Attn: 3 IR 62 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19106 

Mr. Bruce Blanchard 
Director, Office of 
Environmental Prcject Review 

U.S.Department of the Interior 
18th & C Streets, N.W. 
Washington D. C.  20242 

Mr. Larry Levine 
Environmental Officer 
Department of Housing & Urban 

Development 
Curtis Building 
Sixth & Walnut Streets 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania  19106 

X 

X 
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RECEIVED     PROVIDED     RECEIVEI^ 
COPY OF    COMMENTS ON  COPY OF 
DRAFT EIS    DRAFT EIS   FINAL EIS 

FEDERAL AGENCIES:  (Cont'd.) 

Regional Director X X 
National Marine Fisheries 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 X 
Corps of Engineers 
Baltimore District 
Box 1715 
Baltimore, Maryland  21201 

Attn:  NABOP-F 

Commander X X 
U. S. Coast Guard, 5th District 
431 Crawford Street 
Portsmouth, Virginia  23703 

Office of the Secretary X X 
Department of Agriculture 
Washington, D. C.  20250 

LOCAL GOVERNMENTAL OFFICIALS: 

Mr. Harry J. Pistel, Director        X X 
Department of Public Works 
County Office Building 
Towson, Maryland  21204 

Mr. John D. Seyffret, Director       X 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 
TRANSPORTATION: 

Director X X 
Division of Public Affairs 
Maryland Department of Transportation 
P. 0. Box 8755 
Baltimore-Washington International 
Airport 

Baltimore, Maryland  21240 

Mr. Clyde E. Pyers X X 
Office of Transportation Planning 
Maryland Department of Transportation 
P. 0. Box 8755 
Baltimore-Washington International 

Airport 
Baltimore, Maryland  21240 

STATE CLEARINGHOUSE; 

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

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

STATE CLEARINGHOUSE; (Cont'd.) 

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

Hygiene X x x 
Interagency Committee for School 
Construction X X 

Maryland Environmental Trust x X 
Maryland Geological Survey x X 
Deparment of Public Safety & 

Correctional Services X x 

INDIVIDUALS & ASSOCIATIONS: 

Mr. Victor Basta X X 
Essex Civic & Improvement Ass'n., Inc. 
334 Margaret Avenue 
Essex, Maryland  21221 

Mr. Robert L. Braman XX X 
Deep Creek Village Improve- 
ment Ass'n. 

748 Mansfield Road 
Baltimore, Maryland 21221 

X Mr. Robert W. Cannon X 
Weinberg and Green 
100 South Charles Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21201 

Rev. Willie S. Chambers X X 
Goodwood Improvement Ass'n. 
1325 Maple Avenue 
Baltimore, Maryland  21221 

Mr. Alfred E. Clasing, Jr. x X 
702 Committee 
2025 Holly Neck Road 
Baltimore, Maryland  21221 

Mr. Edward R. Devine X X 
Harewood Park Community League 
6825 University Drive 
Chase, Maryland  21220 
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RECEIVED     PROVIDED     RECEIVED 
COPY OF     COMMENTS ON   COPY OF 
ILRAFJLEIi2    DRAFT EIS    FINAL EIS 

INDIVIDUALS & ASSOCIATIONS; (Cont'd.) 

Mrs. Diane R. Ekovich, Chairman      x X 
Our Lady of Mt. Carmel Parish 

& Community Relations Committee 
2203 Firethorn Road 
Baltimore, Maryland  21220 

Mrs. Ann Franke X X 
Middleborough Civic & Improve- 

ment Ass'n. 
2207 Corsica Road 
Baltimore, Maryland 21221 

Mr. Vernon Hirsch X X 
Concerned Citizens Civic & 

Improvement Ass'n., Inc. 
809 Myrth Avenue 
Baltimore, Maryland  21221 

Mr. Albert E. Hoffman X X 
Bauernschmidt Manor Improve- 

ment Ass'n. 
Bauerschmidt Drive 
Baltimore, Maryland  21221 

Mr. Walter Horn 
Essex-Middle River Chamber 

of Commerce 
P. 0. Box 7755 
Essex, Maryland  21221 

Mr. Robert M. Infussi 
Deep Creek Democratic & Civic 

Ass'n., inc. 
1568 Williams Avenue 
Baltimore, Maryland  21221 

Mr. Charles Justice 
Holly Neck Improvement Ass'n., inc. 
1121 Engelberth Road 
Essex, Maryland  21221 

Mrs. Joan LaFlame 
Deep Creek Village Improve- 
ment Ass'n. 

770 Seawall Road 
Essex, Maryland  2122.1 
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RECEIVED     PROVIDED     RECEIVED 
COPY OF     COMMENTS ON   COPY OF 
DRAFT EIS    DRAFT EIS    FINAL EIS 

INDIVIDUALS & ASSOCIATIONS; (Cont'd.) 

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

Mr. Richard Michael X X 
Hyde Park Civic & Improvement Ass'n. 
619 Hyde Park Road 
Baltimore, Maryland 21221 

Mr. Michael W. Michalski X X 
Essex Improvement Ass'n., Inc. 
408 Stemmers Run Road 
Baltimore, Maryland 21221 

Mrs. Alberta Y. Pugh X X 
Essex-Middle River Civic Council 
843 Middlesex Road 
Baltimore, Maryland 21221 

Mr. Cleveland Reynolds X X 
Back River Safety Association 
1572 Williams Avenue 
Baltimore, Maryland 21221 

Mr. Robert Romadka X .  X 
Attorney-at-Law 
809 Eastern Boulevard 
Germania Federal Building 
Baltimore, Maryland 21221 

Mrs. Catherine Sinclair X 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 X 
Foxridge Civic & Improvement Ass'n. 
950 Kayden Lane 
Baltimore, Maryland 21221 
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